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From: Jen S

Sent on:  Sunday, November 10, 2024 2:08:09 AM

To: Sheri Roberts <robertss@cambridge.ca>

CC: Nicole Goodbrand <goodbrandn@cambridge.ca>; Jan Liggett <liggettj@cambridge ca>

Subject: 0 Grand Ridge Drive Development

Follow up: Follow up
Start date: Monday, November 11, 2024 12:00:00 AM
Due date: Monday, November 11, 2024 12:00:00 AM

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
‘You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

Good Evening Sherri,

My name is Jen and | am writing this letter on behalf of myself, my husband and two teenage sons. We have lived

on ”in Cambridge for the past 18 years and |, myself, have grown up on this same street for the
pas years. Where my parents reside.

While we understand the need for affordable housing in our city, we want to express our extreme opposition to the
proposed housing development in our neighborhood. | believe that this project would have a detrimental impact in
our neighbourhood and would have extreme effects on parking, traffic and our environment.

Traffic and parking is absolutely my number one concern. We are already experiencing a high volume of traffic,
speeding and street parking. Adding a new development with minimal parking availability will only create an
increased demand for parking on Grand Ridge Drive and create increased congestion and safety concerns.
Transport trucks and cars continue to drive past Grand Ridge Dr. on Hwy 97 at 80km/hr despite the speed change
to 50 km/hr. This is causing, at times, back up of cars and buses that are turning out of Grand Ridge Dr. especially
during the weekday mornings or after work hours. This backup at times can go far past the proposed development.
| in tum, have had to choose to take an alternate longer route to reach Cedar street in these cases. You can only
imagine what this would be like with additional cars having to tum out from this development onto Grand Ridge and
then wait to exit in this same area. In addition, the winter months tuming onto Grand Ridge Dr. can also be quite
slippery with a slight uphill. With additional demand for street parking in front of the development entrance,
especially with city buses stopping just after the tumn, would definitely create increased safety concerns. This inturn,
would also create a backup of traffic on Hwy 97 for those cars waiting to tum onto Grand Ridge Dr..

Finally, our neighbourhood has continued to welcome the migration of many geese, ducks and blue herons year
after year. The numbers over the years have unfortunately decreased due to previous street construction on Hwy
97 not that long ago. We have been fortunate to watch many geese nest and raise their little goslings alongside the
pond and up towards the grassy areas on either side of Grand Ridge, including the proposed development site.
With this development, this natural habitat would be taken away.

| trust as an elected member representing this ward that you will take my concems along with all other concerns
brought to your attention and help support them. | am well aware you are very supportive of affordable housing and
again this is not my concern. | want to make it clear that there are greater concems that need to be considered
before further approval. This ward should have been given the opportunity to discuss and address these concerns
prior to this next step. The notice in the mail approximately three weeks ago and the sign that just so happened to
be posted on the property in the past week, is extremely unacceptable and unfair to the public. | would also like to
address your choice of public correspondence to post on the public board. | am aware of many emails that were
sent to you regarding this matter, yet you chose to only ask one of many for consent, which just happened to
include a very strong viewpoint against affordable housing. Why have other correspondence with other viewpoints
not been requested to be added ?

| will be joining the meeting with my family on Tuesday, November 12th as members of the neighbourhood group
that will be making a presentation.

Regards,

Jen Sousa & Family

https://cambridgeca0.sharepoint.com/sites/Plan/amendments/Forms/Allitems.aspx?csf=1&web=1&e=cULzZWS&CID=07704fcb-f326-49ea-b09a-45a28....
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From:  Douglas Saunders

Sent on: Thursday, November 7, 2024 9:30:05 PM
To: Nicole Goodbrand <goodbrandn@cambridge.ca>
CC: Scott Hamilton <hamiltons@cambridge.ca>; Ross
Earnshaw <earnshawr@cambridge.ca>; Sheri Roberts <robertss@cambridge.ca>
Subject: Proposed Housing Development - 0 Grand Ridge & Hwy #97 - Comments

Attachments: 20241107-Hsg Development-Grand Ridge & Hwy#97.docx (13.63 KB)

Please see attached correspondence:

Given the lack of affordable housing in Cambridge, and in Waterloo region in general, I'm not
sure why we should oppose this development? Yes, there will be an increase in the numbers of
cars in the neighbourhood but there are ways of calming the traffic. | would hope that the city
would including the following considerations: (1) that the development ensure that 10% of the
units are rented Below Average Market Rents so that middle income and low-income
households have the opportunity to live there. A development of high end/high cost units will not
help with the housing issues we face in this community; (2) that the street entrance/exit be from
Grand Ridge and that there be no direct access to Hwy #97; (3) that traffic signals be installed at
Grand Ridge and Hwy #97 to ensure even smooth and timed flow of traffic from Grand Ridge to
Hwy #97 ... this intersection is already becoming dangerous with traffic not obeying the 60 km
limit on #97 and the inability to exit Grand Ridge to #97 resulting in long wait times. The housing
is needed. Let's not stop the development but ensure the city takes the precautions necessary to
control the flow of traffic.
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From: D Watson

Sent on: Tuesday, November 12, 2024 4:18:58 AM

To: Nicole Goodbrand <goodbrandn@cambridge.ca>; Sher1 Roberts <robertss@cambridge.ca>
Subject: Re: OR1224, Public Meeting for 0 Grand Ridge Drive

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
‘You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

To Whom it may concern,

I am writing this to express my concem about the above application that is put forth to amend the current designation of
Low/medium density residential and redesignate it to High density residential.

I have been heading to work out at _or the past 20 years at about 630 to 7 am

every work day. There 1is always a steady flow of traffic coming out of this subdivision at that time, and throughout the day
during the week, and as well during the weekend. Turning either way at this intersection has a very high risk attached to it,
Looking to the right the vehicles are accelerating up to 80 km as they are are heading out of town, and looking to the left the
vehicles, and many are heavy truck traffic, are coming over the crest in the road at a high rate of speed and are typically not
down to the the 50 km limit by the time they get to the intersection. Grand Ridge is only a single lane, but the volume of traffic
forces it into 2 lanes to try and tum left and night. Then there is the pedestrian walk just west of the intersection. This all makes
for a higher risk situation for all vehicles tuming at this intersection, having to always look 2 or 3 times each way to be sure it
is safe to do with the speed of the traffic on Cedar creek from both directions, and very minimal site lines.

Now this development would add a new driveway access to Grand Ridge within 150 of this intersection. The Low/Medium
density designation will add more unsafe situations, and a High density designation would multiply the risks even further.
Cedar Creek is becoming a busier main road for all the Gravel Trucks in this area, and will only become more difficult and
niskier at this intersection over the years ahead , even without this development.

Please refrain from making this any more dangerous then it is now.

Regards,

7 )

\__/

https://cambridgeca0.sharepoint.com/sites/Plan/amendments/Forms/Allitems.aspx?csf=1&web=1&e=cULzZWS&CID=07704fcb-f326-49ea-b09a-45a28....
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From: John De Freitas_

Sent: Thursday, November 7, 2024 10:13 AM

To: Nicole Goodbrand <goodbrandn@cambridge.ca>

Cc: Sheri Roberts <robertss@cambridge.ca>

Subject: zoning change for lot at end of grandridge and hwy 97

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender

You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

Hello,

My name is John De Freitas and | live on ||| | |} S} I from the lot that is being

considered for development.

One of the things on my mind is what in the world are you people thinking. Is this city
determine to fillin every piece of land and turn it into a city of Toronto. it is bad enough
already traffic wise in this city where the development is happening but not taking into
account the traffic congestions that are presently taking place without any changes to the
current roads.

Has anyone noticed the traffic that comes down hwy 97 into Cambridge. What was the
reason that houses were never build on this land when the original homes were built. | can
only assume that the city at that time did not allow it as i am sure the builders at the time
would have built homes in this lot.

| thought it had been left empty purposely due to the hwy and natural habitat with the pond
across the st.

| am dead set against this property being developed this way and i can't imagine how those
people that their properties back on to this lot feel having that intrusion jammed down their
privacy. | would rather see single family homes build to stay with the look of the
neighbourhood.

Itis bad enough already that the gravel pit is creating more issues for the neighbourhood.
These are my concerns. Thank you

John De Freitas















February 4, 2025

City of Cambridge

Planning Services, Community Development
50 Dickson Street

P.O. Box 669

Cambridge, ON N1R 5W8

Attn: Nicole Goodbrand, Senior Planner
Sent by email

Re: Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment Application OR 12/24
579 Grand Ridge Drive

CBM Aggregates owns the property at 1107 Cedar Creek Road, located immediately west of this
proposed residential development. CBM operates an active sand and gravel pit operation on this
property (Dance Pit). There are applications in process under the Aggregate Resources Act and the
Planning Act which would allow for an expansion of the existing pit operations.

We acknowledge the need for affordable housing, however, given the existing pit operations and the
proposed pit expansion, we are concerned that there may be a conflict with the timing of the
development relative to the life span of the pit operations. In particular, the added density in the
subdivision and the proposed height of the buildings relative to the proposed berm on the east side of
the pit expansion lands may create land use compatibility concerns. As you know, Policy 3.5 of the
Provincial Planning Statement 2024 (PPS 2024) requires the City to protect the long-term viability of
major facilities such as the Dance Pit (and proposed expansion) by ensuring that the impacts of
development of sensitive uses are mitigated in accordance with provincial standards.

Close to market supply of high-quality aggregates is an essential component in addressing the housing
crisis. Policy 4.5.2.1 of the PPS 2024 makes it clear that ensuring close to market supply of aggregate is a
key component of provincial policy. In addition, Policy 4.5.2.4 provides that mineral aggregate
operations — such as the Dance Pit — shall be protected from development and activities that would
hinder their expansion or continued use.

The design of the Dance Pit expansion application has required a significant amount of time, effort and
community consultation since in 2018. The applications were subject to extensive peer reviews, with
municipal and provincial agencies providing comments. The Site Plans include numerous measures
reviewed and incorporated to mitigate or eliminate impacts from noise, dust, groundwater and natural
heritage resources. CBM has worked diligently to minimize the impacts of their operations on nearby
residents. An OLT hearing has been scheduled for this summer to consider the merits of the

ESHER PLANNING INC. 133 AYTON CRES. WOODBRIDGE ON L4L 7H6



applications. It would be premature for the City to approve this proposed development before the
applications have been determined by the OLT.

If this proposed affordable housing development is approved, we suggest that the City include a
mechanism to ensure future residents are informed of the adjacent pit operations and the expansion.

Please ensure that this letter is provided to Council before it makes its decision on this application.
Please also provide us with notice of any decision of Council or a Committee of Council in relation to this
application.

Sincerely

Melanie Horton, MCIP, RPP

c.c. David Hanratty, Votorantim Cimentos
Stephen May, Votorantim Cimentos

ESHER PLANNING INC. 133 AYTON CRES. WOODBRIDGE ON L4L 7H6



WOOD Kim Mullin | B.A., LL.B.
BULL o T a0as

File No. 1890

February 10, 2025

Mayor and Members of Council
City of Cambridge

Council Chambers

50 Dickson Street

Cambridge, ON N1R 5W8

Dear Mayor Liggett and Members of Council:

Re: Proposed Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment
579 Grand Ridge Drive (previously 0 Grand Ridge Drive)
City of Cambridge File No. OR12/24

We represent CBM Aggregates, A Division of St. Marys Cement (Canada) Inc. (“CBM”)
in connection with the property municipally known as 1107 Cedar Creek Road (the “CBM
Site”). CBM currently operates a licensed sand and gravel pit on the western portion of
the CBM Site, known as the Dance Pit, and has applied to extend operations to the
eastern portion of the CBM Site.

It has come to our attention that the City of Cambridge has initiated an Official Plan and
Zoning By-law amendment for the lands municipally known as 579 Grand Ridge Drive
(previously 0 Grand Ridge Drive) (the “Subject Lands”). The Subject Lands are adjacent
to the CBM Site.

The Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment (the “OPA and ZBA”) are
intended to permit a residential building with a maximum of four (4) storeys and 50 units.
We understand that the Statutory Public Meeting was held on November 12, 2024, and a
Council Meeting is scheduled for March 25, 2025.

We respectfully submit that the proposed OPA and ZBA should not be approved for the
following reasons:

The proposed development would hinder the expansion of CBM’s existing mineral
aggregate operation.

Section 4.5 of the Provincial Planning Statement, 2024 (“PPS”) addresses Mineral
Aggregate Resources. PPS Policy 4.5.2.4 states:

Mineral aggregate operations shall be protected from development and
activities that would preclude or hinder their expansion or continued use or

T. 416.203.7160
WOOD BULL LLP
65 Queen Street West, Suite 1400, Toronto, Ontaric M5H 2M5 woodbull.ca
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which would be incompatible for reasons of public health, public safety or
environmental impact.

The introduction of new sensitive uses directly adjacent to the Dance Pit and proposed
extension will create a situation whereby a new receptor has been introduced that has
not been taken into account by CBM in their assessments and thereby hinder the
continued operation and expansion of the Dance Pit. We note that it does not appear that
a land use compatibility assessment has been undertaken. In our opinion, it would be
contrary to this Policy and not good planning to approve a residential development in
close proximity to the Dance Pit without such an assessment.

The proposed high-density residential development has not been properly
assessed for its compatibility with the ongoing operations at the CBM Site.

The PPS defines "Major Facilities" as facilities that may require separation from sensitive
land uses, including resource extraction activities. Aggregate operations are categorized
as Major Facilities.

Section 3.5 of the PPS concerns Land Use Compatibility and provides policies that
require maijor facilities and sensitive land uses to be planned to avoid, or where avoidance
is not possible, minimize and mitigate any adverse effects. Policies 3.5.1 and 3.5.2 state:

Major facilities and sensitive land uses shall be planned and developed to
avoid, or if avoidance is not possible, minimize and mitigate any potential
adverse effects from odour, noise and other contaminants, minimize risk to
public health and safety, and to ensure the long-term operational and
economic viability of major facilities in accordance with provincial
guidelines, standards and procedures.

Where avoidance is not possible in accordance with policy 3.5.1, planning
authorities shall protect the long-term viability of existing or planned
industrial, manufacturing or other major facilities that are vulnerable to
encroachment by ensuring that the planning and development of proposed
adjacent sensitive land uses is only permitted if potential adverse affects to
the proposed sensitive land use are minimized and mitigated, and potential
impacts to industrial, manufacturing or other major facilities are minimized
and mitigated in accordance with provincial guidelines, standards and
procedures.

Contrary to this Policy, the proposed OPA and ZBA, which would allow a high-density
residential development on the Subject Lands, does not avoid, minimize, or mitigate
potential adverse effects. Furthermore, the proposal fails to ensure the long-term
operational and economic viability of the Dance Pit and proposed expansion.
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Moreover, the PPS stipulates that such development should only be permitted if the
potential impacts on both the proposed sensitive land uses and the existing aggregate pit
are minimized and mitigated. As there has been no land use compatibility assessment,
this requirement has not been adequately addressed.

Lack of Consultation

Finally, it is important to note that CBM has not been consulted regarding this proposal.
In fact, CBM only became aware of this proposal when a Notice for a Neighborhood
Meeting was sent out by the City, after the statutory public meeting has been held.

As a result, we cannot ascertain whether the City has taken sufficient steps to ensure that
the potential impacts to both the proposed residential development and CBM'’s existing
operations are adequately minimized and mitigated.

In conclusion, we respectfully request that the City of Cambridge reconsider the proposed
OPA and ZBA, as they are not in alignment with the policies of the PPS and may
adversely affect CBM’s ongoing and future operations.

Please provide us with notice of any decision of Council or any Committee of Council in
relation to this matter.

Yours very truly,

WOOD BULL LLP

Kim Mullin
KM/aa
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0/579 GRAND RIDGE DRIVE
Public Feedback

Councilis considering a zoning by-law and official plan amendment to facilitate a
redevelopment of the lands. The redevelopment could include:

* 4 storey residential building

e Surface parking

We are looking for constructive feedback. Please ensure you are clear and concise

1. Are there design features and/or amenities that the site development should include?
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2. Are there special setbacks, separations or conflicts that should be considered?
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Survey Responses

21 January 2025 - 19 February 2025

Neighbourhood Meeting Questionnaire

EngageWR

Project: Cambridge HAF Project: 0 Grand Ridge Drive

& craNICUS

VISITORS
CONTRIBUTORS RESPONSES
Registered Unverified Anonymous Registered Unverified Anonymous




Respondent No: 1 Responded At: Feb 06, 2025 21:18:33 pm
Login: Anonymous Last Seen: Feb 06, 2025 21:18:33 pm
Email: n/a IP Address: n/a

Q1. Are there design features and/or amenities that the site development should include?

Resdence wan some sor of prvacy. Trees and wood fences are no gong o be adequae. Can we pease ook no
concre e barrers for nose as hewa hegh canhepw h prvacy.

Q2. Are there special setbacks, separations or conflicts that should be considered?

lknow sbeensad meand me agan. Bu drvng, pedes ran safe y need o pu up fron.

Q3. If you have a concern, please explain it below.

The concem | have. Is he de erora on of he so . Can my house w hsand he vbra on of he bu d. The change n he
waer abe. The arroga e mnng has changed he so s. |ve had 5 rees dye and fa from eros on, same as my ne ghbors.
Env ronmen a. We have Canada geese ha re urn year af er year o produce offspr ng and use he parce s of and o grow
and deve op. We have ows nes ng n he rees, as we as Eages and Facons. W d few oose. Wha s udes are be ng
done oproec hem.

Q4. Final Comments or Suggestions

Be more ransparen ndea ngw h he pub c. Mos of he ress ance s because we don know andnoone sw ng o ak
w h us. Be up fron we don know he process. By sayng hngs ke we fo owed he gude nes doesn ns confidence
from anyone on he projec . Provde us w hop ons and ry and ge he buy n. Be be er han he m n mum requ remen s by
he prov nce.



Respondent No: 2 Responded At: Feb 07, 2025 11:29:10 am
Login: Anonymous Last Seen: Feb 07, 2025 11:29:10 am
Email: n/a IP Address: n/a

Q1. Are there design features and/or amenities that the site development should include?

You are ask ng me o commen on he des gn of adeve opmen Idon hnkbeongs here. As | expresseda he mee ng, s
hs o, boundared by a grave p , a hghway and a busy sree he bes we can do for peop e who need affordab e hous ng?
Is a oca on youd find su abe for a home? Bu, n erms of he acua ques on asked, he ne ghbours whose o0 s back
ono he proposed s e woud need arge, maure rees paned he engh of hs boundary o proec prvacy. A four s orey
bu dng w h bacones ha face and overook her backyards s ess han desrabe. There are aso grave ar qua y
concerns aready due o he grave p whch s beng expanded ow hn200f of he proposeds e. Thsqua yw asobe
mpac ed by 1.25 cars/'un (mnmum) and heremssons as heywa oex heparkng o,as heysureyw have o do,
due o raffic. Ths s especa y rue for he home oca ed on Grand Rdge and nex o he proposed dr veway en rance. A so,
you say n he header a four s orey resden a bu dng bu wha guaranee do we have ha w be ony four s oreys?
Every day n he paper we see s or es of deve opmens n Wa eroo Regon ha sareda one hegh bu for var ous reasons
he fina p an shows more. | ha e o even commen on des gn because suggess here woud be away flhad npu no he
desgn ha |woudcome osee hsasavabepanandlidono.

Q2. Are there special setbacks, separations or conflicts that should be considered?

| woud have o know wha he se back, separa on and conflc s gude nes are for deve opmens n Cambrdge o answer
hs. | do wonder wha has changed ha now s proposed o0 a ow deveopmen ona o ha has prevousy no been
a owed. The envronmen a concerns haven changed. The proxm y o wo ovey ponds hasn changed. Why are we even
consderng bu dng here? Wha mpacsw ha have on he pondand sw d fe? By he me he o sdecmaedand a
budnghasgone n w 00 ae osee he nega ve mpacs on he envronmen . Ask anyone who has red o ge he
ponds ceaned up of he garbage ef behnd when hghway 97 was redeve oped how much a promse o proec he
envronmen means. Years aer, here ss cons ruc on garbage n he ponds.

Q3. If you have a concern, please explain it below.

My concern s ha we wen 0 a mee ng o dscuss our concerns abou any deve opmen ha woud ar se from a zonng
change be ng approved and he feedback reques ed s abou desgn!Aren we or raher, aren you, ge ng ahead of
yourse ves here? We keep be ng od no dec s on has been made bu you wan our npu on des gn? Seems ke you are fu
s eam ahead. Why woud you was e me brng ng oge her hous ng par ners and deve opers before you know f approva w
be gven? | fees as fyou (he C y?) hnk f you show us nce bu dng des gns we won con nue o oppose he zonng
change.



Q4. Final Comments or Suggestions

Las ngh a he mee ng he gen eman who ook on he roe of moderaor n he a erpar of he mee ng bu whose name
and roe | ddn hear, commen ed o me af er | gave my concerns abou he o sefasavabe oca on for housng. e
sad he o “coudn be ha bad because you a ve here”.| hnk hs a emp a a joke on hs very serous ssue was
nappropr a e and doesn accoun for he fac ha many of us have ved n he area ong before he grave p and he
ncrease n raffic on bo h 97 and Grand R dge and ha of course we wou d prefer for ne her o be ssues bu hese are our
homes and our ne ghbourhood. We bough n o a beau fu ne ghbourhood of 2000-3500 sq foo s nge fam y homes on he
edge of own where we were once assured no hng coud be bu behnd or besde. And ye we were unabe o sop he
encroachng grave p or do any hng abou he raffic concerns ha deve oped around he nersec on of 97 and Grand
R dge Drve. We are hopefu ha hs me ourconcernsw be sened oaswe ry osopanohernega ve mpac on our
ne ghbourhood. And sn jus us ha w have concerns. Wa un heresdensof he50un ssar ca ng he C y abou
he dus and no se from he grave p , he nose and he danger of vng on a hghway and he dfficu y ge ngou of her
comp ex and ex ng he ne ghbourhood a peak mes. You have he oppor un y o ook e sewhere for a more su abe o for

an affordab e hous ng deve opmen . Surey hs sn he bes you can do.
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ibe in a few words what matters most to you about the proposed development.
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The feedback form and EngagementHQ website provide an opportunity to explain your concerns further
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