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RECOMMENDATION(S) 

THAT report number 17-015(CSD) entitled Multiplex Site Considerations be received for 

information; and further, 

THAT Council meets in September of 2017 to provide direction to staff based on the 

strategic options specified within the body of this report. 

SUMMARY 

Staff is proposing four options for consideration as potential next steps in the multiplex 

development process. 

OPTION A: 

THAT Council approve the development of an aquatic/gymnasia complex on 

lands owned by the city in southeast Galt in conjunction with the Idea/Exchange, 

the Catholic school board and the Public school board; and further; 

ITEM #5



THAT Council authorizes staff to issue an Expression of Interest (EOI) related to 

establishing a partnership to provide an additional two ice pads to the community 

with the potential to expand to four. 

OR 

OPTION B: 

THAT Council directs staff to undertake a negotiation process to acquire 

<COUNCIL TO IDENTIFY PARCEL OF LAND> for the purposes of establishing 

a multi-purpose sport and recreation facility and to report back regarding the 

negotiations prior to the end of 2017. 

OR 

OPTION C: 

THAT Council cancels the existing multiplex project and direct staff to undertake 

an updated facility needs analysis to be conducted in 2018 and to be presented 

to Council in the fall of 2018 in order to be considered for the capital budget 

process. 

OR 

OPTION D: 

THAT Council confirms its decision to construct a community recreation facility 

on Conestoga land located in the City of Cambridge; and further, 

THAT staff be directed to review the proposed lease agreement, business plan 

and concept plan for the multipurpose sport and recreation facility proposed for 

Conestoga College and return to present these documents for approval subject 

to any necessary revisions in the fall of 2017 

Staff is recommending that Council consider each of these options and that they be 

debated at a meeting scheduled for September of 2017.  Council is requested to 

provide direction to staff related to next steps at that time. 

BACKGROUND 

At its March 20, 2017 Special Council Meeting, Council requested a wide range of 

information to be presented at an upcoming meeting to enhance the decision making 

process.   

At the May 2, 2017 General Committee meeting, staff reported to Council regarding the 

information that it intended to present to Council.  Staff has assembled a wide range of 

information and has included it in this report for Council consideration.  



ANALYSIS 

Strategic Alignment: 

PLACE:  To take care of, celebrate and share the great features in Cambridge that we 

love and mean the most to us. 

Goal #5 - Parks and Recreation 

Objective 1.3 Deliver accessible, inclusive and age-friendly services, programs, and 

facilities. 

The proposed multipurpose sport and recreation facility will enhance the quality of life 

for Cambridge residents by providing accessible recreation facilities and services. 

Existing Policy/By-Law: 

CSD Capital Facilities Master Plan (2014) 

Financial Impact: 

Financial impact of this report varies depending on the direction provided by Council.  

The Financial impact to the community is not expected to exceed previous estimates 

related to the establishment of a multipurpose sport and recreation facility. 

Public Input: 

Community engagement strategies have been employed throughout the multipurpose 

sports and recreation facility development process including open houses, public 

meetings, random surveys, internet questionnaires, citizen task forces, comment card 

submissions and presentations from delegates at various committee and council 

meetings. 

Internal/External Consultation: 

In developing this report, CSD staff has benefitted from the contributions of the 

following: 

 City of Cambridge Legal Services 

 City of Cambridge Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

 City of Cambridge Economic Development Office 

 City of Cambridge Planning Division 

 City of Cambridge Development Engineering Division 

 Deloitte LLC 

 JF Group 

 Dillon 

 Monteith Brown Planning Consultants 

 Buckingham Sports Properties Co. 

 ANTEC Land Appraisers 



Comments/Analysis: 

1.0  Status on any complete planning applications for each site. 

Of the short listed sites, only 0-112 Pinebush Road has a complete planning application 

which is being processed.  That proposal is for 558 residential dwelling units in the form 

of townhouses and apartment buildings along with the possibility of including a hotel 

and motel, retirement home and accessory retail and service commercial uses located 

on the ground floor (pharmacy, physician’s office, physiotherapy, health provider). 

A public meeting for this application was held on April 11, 2017. Planning staff is now 

reviewing the application in response to agency and public comments received. It is 

anticipated that a recommendation report will be coming to Planning & Development 

Committee in late summer/early fall 2017. 

2.0 Appraised Values of Shortlisted Properties 

Economic Development staff engaged Antec, an independent and certified property 

appraiser, to assess the current value of the short-listed properties (as of May 11, 

2017).  The results for each property are contained in the table, below.  It should be 

noted that the appraised values assume that sites are graded and available for 

development and free and clear of any and all environmental contamination. 

The complete assessment reports are available on the City’s multiplex webpage. 

Property Appraised Value   Comments 

261 Hespeler Road $899,173/acre 
$7,500,000 for parcel 

Does not include costs 
associated with resumption 
of adjacent landfill site 

220-240 Pinebush Road $425,018/acre 
$10,260,000 for parcel 

 

NW Corner Pinebush Road 
and Struck Court 

$950,049/developable acre 
$24,050,000 for parcel 

See Note1 (below) 
regarding transactional 
history 

Franklin at Savage $300,000/acre 
$6,090,000 for parcel 

 

Conestoga College Negotiated Lease had 
established a value of  $2.5 
Million over 50 years 

 

Note 1: It has been reported that the property located at the Northwest corner of 

Pinebush and Struck Court was available for sale at $1.9 million within the last 18 

months.  This transaction includes the fee paid for the parcel; however it was not what is 

termed as a market sale.  A market sale assumes the property was exposed to the 

market prior to sale and that there's a willing buyer and willing seller - neither operating 

under duress. The appraiser retained by the City examined the 2015 transfer and noted 

it was not a market sale in that it was an internal transfer from related party to related 

party that are not at arms-length.  There were other instruments registered on title that 

were removed including a mortgage.  



3.0 Contamination Assessments and Budget Estimates For Site Remediation 

Dillon Consulting Limited (Dillon) was retained by the City of Cambridge to conduct an 

Environmental Records Review (ERR) in support of a broader analysis being conducted 

to assess five proposed sites for the Cambridge Multiplex. An ERR provides a succinct 

compilation of areas of actual/potential environmental concern as gathered only from 

desktop searches and site observations. A summary of the ERR findings is included 

below.  The complete Environmental Records Review Report is available on the City’s 

multiplex web page. 

It should be noted that while an ERR is efficient and effective when multiple parcels of 

land are being evaluated, the ERR does not replace the need for a Phase One 

Environmental Site Assessment (ESA). Once a preferred property is identified, a Phase 

One ESA is recommended for that property to meet the appropriate requirements for 

the proposed development (either to Ontario Reg 153/04 or Canadian Standards 

Association [CSA] Phase I ESA Standards, as applicable). 

This ERR considers five sites (Sites A through E), with each site consisting of one to 

three legal properties.  The sites are located within the City of Cambridge. For the 

purposes of the ERR, the assessment area consisted of the sites as defined by the City 

and a 250 m buffer zone (or study area) around each site. 

The ERR included a records review of select environmental records and site 

observations of each site from City-owned land. The ERR identified actual and potential 

sources of contamination at the sites, which are summarized in Table 1.  Assumptions 

and limitations are outlined in notes following Table 1. 

Based on the actual and potential sources of contamination identified in the ERR, Dillon 

made some general assumptions about the potential for soil and/or groundwater 

contamination to be present at each site. Out of potential environmental scenarios 

possible at the site, one or two of the most likely were proposed based on the 

contamination potential. The scenarios present potential steps in the environmental 

process as applicable to each site based on those assumptions. A range of high level 

costs were then estimated based on the environmental scenario presented. 

  



Property Brief Summary of 
Environmental 

Records 

Potential for 
Environmental 

Assessment or Other 
Work that could be 
expected based on 

Records Summarized 

High Level Estimated 
Cost Associated with 

Environmental 
Assessment and 

Related Work 

261 Hespeler 
Road and 155 
Can-Amera 
Parkway 

On Site - Includes 
database records for a 
closed waste disposal 
site, vinyl siding and sign 
manufacturing, waste 
generators and spills 
(wood stain 
preservative, solvent). 
City Directory records for 
commercial / industrial 
uses. Field observations 
include current 
businesses such as 
automotive sales and 
service, car and truck 
accessories, paintball 
facility (including waste 
mat piles that may 
include paint), and golf 
(including lawn mowers 
and ball retrievers). 

Off Site - Includes 
database records for 
spills (aqueous 
adhesive, gasoline), 
multiple fuel tanks, 
private and retail fuel 
storage, propane refill 
centre. Field 
observations include an 
AST directly adjacent to 
the site. 

Based on the 
environmental records 
summarized, the site is a 
former landfill and there is 
significant potential for soil 
and groundwater 
contamination on the site. 

Out of potential 
environmental scenarios 
for Site B, the most likely 
includes: 
Scenario B1: Phase I and 
Phase II ESAs, 
contaminant delineation in 
soil and groundwater, 
waste fill delineation, and 
remediation and/or risk 
assessment. Since this site 
is a former waste disposal 
site, an Environmental 
Compliance Approval 
(ECA) Amendment is most 
likely required.  Approval 
under Section 46 of the 
EPA is also a likely 
requirement. 

This scenario and related 
assumptions are subject to 
change as they are 
supported by a limited 
environmental records 
review and should be 
considered for discussion 
purposes only. 

Scenario B1: 
$200,000 – 
$2,000,000 



Property Brief Summary of 
Environmental 

Records 

Potential for 
Environmental 

Assessment or Other 
Work that could be 
expected based on 

Records Summarized 

High Level Estimated 
Cost Associated with 

Environmental 
Assessment and 

Related Work 

220, 230 and 
240 Pinebush 
Road 

On Site - Includes 
database records for fuel 
tank and private fuel 
outlet, wood products 
manufacturing, waste 
generators, pesticide 
register, and spills 
(diesel). TSSA record for 
tank - information still 
pending. City Directory 
records for historical 
commercial / industrial 
uses. Field observations 
include soil piles, 
domestic waste dumping 
and a historical building 
footprint on the eastern 
portion of the site. 

Off Site - Includes 
database records for 
manufacturing (industrial 
mould, rubber, urethane 
and foam product, textile 
and non-woven fabric 
mills, curtain and linen, 
sign, machinery, laundry 
equipment), spills 
(hydrochloric acid, 
solvents, diesel, muriatic 
acid, trichloroethylene), 
multiple fuel tanks, 
private and retail fuel 
storage. 

Based on the 
environmental records 
summarized, there is 
significant potential for soil 
contamination on the site, 
and a moderate potential 
for groundwater 
contamination. 

Out of potential 
environmental scenarios 
for Site A, the most likely 
include: 
Scenario A1: Phase I and 
Phase II ESAs, limited 
requirements for 
contaminant delineation 
and soil remediation 
related to potential point 
sources of contamination, 
no site-wide soil 
contaminants, no 
groundwater 
contamination, a RA is not 
required, and RSC will be 
required for development. 

Scenario A2: Phase I and 
Phase II ESAs, 
contaminant delineation in 
soil and groundwater, and 
remediation and/or RA, 
and RSC. 

These scenarios and 
related assumptions are 
subject to change as they 
are supported by a limited 
environmental records 
review and should be 
considered for discussion 
purposes only. 

Scenario A1: 
$150,000 - $300,000 

Scenario A2: 
$250,000 - $600,000 



Property Brief Summary of 
Environmental 

Records 

Potential for 
Environmental 

Assessment or Other 
Work that could be 
expected based on 

Records Summarized 

High Level Estimated 
Cost Associated with 

Environmental 
Assessment and 

Related Work 

Northwest 
corner of 
Pinebush Road 
and Struck 
Court 

On Site - Field 
observations include 
monitoring wells located 
on the property. 

Off Site - Includes 
database records for 
manufacturing (machine, 
industrial mould, motor 
vehicle parts and 
accessories), waste 
disposal site, PCB 
storage, CPU, spills 
(trichloroethylene, 
diesel), order under EPA 
(Federal Mogul Canada 
Limited in 2001 for 
remedial work, 
preventative measures, 
removal of waste and 
restoration of site). Field 
observations include 
automotive sales south 
of the site. 

Based on the 
environmental records 
summarized, there is 
moderate potential for soil 
and groundwater 
contamination on the site 
based on offsite 
environmental records. 

Out of potential 
environmental scenarios 
for Site D, the most likely 
include: 
Scenario D1: Phase I and 
Phase II ESAs, and limited 
contaminant delineation in 
soil if required. 
Scenario D2: Phase I and 
Phase II ESAs, 
contaminant delineation in 
soil and groundwater, and 
remediation and/or RA. 
These scenarios and 
related assumptions are 
subject to change as they 
are supported by a limited 
environmental records 
review and should be 
considered for discussion 
purposes only. 

Scenario D1: 
$50,000 - $100,000 

Scenario D2: 
$250,000 - $500,000 
 



Property Brief Summary of 
Environmental 

Records 

Potential for 
Environmental 

Assessment or Other 
Work that could be 
expected based on 

Records Summarized 

High Level Estimated 
Cost Associated with 

Environmental 
Assessment and 

Related Work 

Northeast 
corner of 
Franklin 
Boulevard and 
Savage Drive 

On Site - Historical RSC 
(2009) requiring Risk 
Assessment for solvents 
in groundwater, where 
site specific standards 
were developed for 
industrial use. Field 
observations include soil 
and debris piles. 

Off Site - Includes 
database records for 
manufacturing (metal 
tank, fabricated plate 
boiler, construction 
machinery, 
industrial/commercial 
fans, industrial 
machinery), multiple fuel 
tanks, private and retail 
fuel storage, multiple 
PCB storage and 
receiver sites, 
automotive wrecking and 
end of vehicle disposal 
site, pulp and paper, 
spills (naptha, fuel, 
hydraulic oil, adhesives, 
diesel, fatty acid draw 
coat and fabric softener). 
Historical aerial 
photographs indicate a 
rail spur along the east 
boundary of the site. 

Based on the 
environmental records 
summarized, there is 
confirmed groundwater 
contamination on the site.  

Out of potential 
environmental scenarios 
for Site C, the most likely 
includes: 
Scenario C1: Phase I and 
Phase II ESAs, 
contaminant delineation in 
soil and groundwater and 
RA in support of an RSC 
that will be required for 
development. 
This scenario and related 
assumptions are subject to 
change as they are 
supported by a limited 
environmental records 
review and should be 
considered for discussion 
purposes only. 

Scenario C1: 
$300,000 - $500,000 



Property Brief Summary of 
Environmental 

Records 

Potential for 
Environmental 

Assessment or Other 
Work that could be 
expected based on 

Records Summarized 

High Level Estimated 
Cost Associated with 

Environmental 
Assessment and 

Related Work 

850 Fountain 
Street South 
(Conestoga 
College) 

On Site - Field 
observations include 
monitoring wells located 
on the property, and fill 
piles of unknown quality. 

Off Site - Field 
observations include 
drums and shipping 
containers on a vacant 
lot west of the site. 

Based on the 
environmental records 
summarized, there is 
limited potential for soil and 
groundwater contamination 
on the site based on both 
on site and off site 
environmental records. 

Out of potential 
environmental scenarios 
for Site E, the most likely 
includes: 
Scenario E1: Phase I and 
Phase II ESAs, and limited 
contaminant delineation in 
soil if required. 
This scenario and related 
assumptions are subject to 
change as they are 
supported by a limited 
environmental records 
review and should be 
considered for discussion 
purposes only. 

Scenario E1: 
$50,000 - $150,000 

4.0 Site Servicing Budget Estimates 

City of Cambridge Development Engineering staff has reviewed site servicing for each 

of the shortlisted sites.  The results of this review and analysis follow.  It should be 

noted that these findings are based on preliminary reviews and that estimates may be 

subject to change for each specific location based on final design and construction. 

4.1 Introduction 

As requested, Development Engineering has completed a review of the 

requirements to provide municipal servicing to the proposed Multiplex sites, and 

has developed high-level, preliminary cost estimates for the servicing. 

Staff has broken the servicing into two components.  The first component 

assumes the required infrastructure is already within the municipal right-of-way, 

and services are being extended from the road to property line.  For this 



component, all sites were considered to be similar enough that a generic cost 

estimate was prepared. 

The second component looks at what municipal infrastructure upgrades are 

required within the municipal right-of-way in order to actually provide the required 

servicing to the site.  For this component, each site could have different costs 

associated with it, depending on the capacity of the existing, available 

infrastructure. 

Details of the design and site condition assumptions are included in each section.   

The Conestoga College site has been reviewed separately due to fact that the 

existing site has already been designed to accommodate additional development 

and the generic servicing scenario doesn’t apply. 

4.2 Individual Site Servicing 

Storm Service 

All sites will require on-site stormwater management controls prior to discharge 

to the existing municipal storm sewer system.  For all sites, it was assumed the 

post-development runoff rates would need to be controlled to the existing 

conditions, as per City criteria.  For three of the four sites, the existing conditions 

are undeveloped/green spaces.  The fourth, 261 Hespeler Road, has been 

developed with a (flea market) building and parking.  There are no known 

existing stormwater controls on the site and it is assumed runoff discharges 

uncontrolled into the existing storm sewer system.  There are no known capacity 

issues in the vicinity of 261 Hespeler Road, therefore an equivalent flow rate to 

the existing site has been assumed. 

Based on the existing conditions, a 675 mm storm service would be required for 

each site.  Due to the size of the service, a storm manhole would be required at 

the connection point to the municipal storm sewer. 

It is noted that additional on-site stormwater management controls, above what is 

required to meet the City’s criteria, could be provided, which could reduce the 

service size and reduce upgrades required on the downstream sewers. 

Watermain 

Previous correspondence from Community Services had indicated the 

preference for a 400 or 450 mm diameter water service.  As the largest 

watermain the City has in operation is a 500 mm diameter watermain, and the 

majority of City owned watermain is 300 mm diameter or smaller, a 400 or 450 

mm water service does not seem logical.  When compared to other large water 



users, including Toyota and Frito-Lay which both have 300 mm services, a 300 

mm water service seems more appropriate. 

As is typical for large sites, it is anticipated a single service would be brought to 

property line, and then would split into a domestic line and a fire line.  As per City 

standards, a water meter chamber at property line would be required, and only 

the domestic flow would be metered. 

While there are conditions under which a single pipe could provide domestic and 

fire protection, City staff would recommend splitting the services, for both 

improved service and cost implications.  The reasons for this recommendation 

include: 

 The cost of the meter chamber for the single service can be up to 

four (4) times more than the chamber for the split service 

configuration 

 The cost of a fire-rated water meter for the single service may cost 

as much as – or more than – ten (10) times the cost of the domestic 

meter required in a split service chamber.   

 The single pipe water meter must be ordered through Public Works 

subsequent to receipt of full payment, and historically the delivery 

period can be eight (8) to sixteen (16) weeks.  

 The monthly service charges for the single pipe, dual purpose 

system are an order of magnitude higher than for the split service 

system (i.e. approximately $1,200.00/month vs. $120.00/month).  

Sanitary Service  

Initially a range of preliminary sanitary flow rates, from 145 L/s to 286 L/s, were 

provided to Development Engineering.  The worst case scenario of 286 L/s was 

included in the sanitary sewer model to determine the impacts to available 

capacity.  Based on the outputs, there were capacity issues with all the sites.   

At the time the original analysis was completed, it was noted that the range of 

preliminary flow rates provided seemed quite high.  For comparison purposes, 

the recently designed Hunt Club subdivision has a peak flow of 168 L/s, for a 

population of approximately 13,000 people.  It was recommended the anticipated 

flow rate be reviewed and refined if possible.  The sanitary capacity assessment 

could then be completed again. 

Subsequently, additional details have been provided with regards to the pool 

operation, which have been used to refine the potential sanitary discharge rate. 



It has been indicated the facility could have an approximate pool volume of 

1,900,000 L.  At least 15% of the pool volume must be capable of being 

withdrawn from the gutter or skimmer lines daily and discharged to the sanitary 

sewer.  On the assumption this would be a constant rate throughout the day, this 

maintenance task corresponds to a flow rate of 3.3L/s. 

It is also understood that the total pool volume should be able to be emptied 

within a 24 hour period.  That maintenance task corresponds to a flow rate of 22 

L/s. 

It has also been indicated that in order to property clean the pool filters, an 

approximate volume of 40,000 L must be discharged within a 10 minute period, 

which is 66 L/s. 

The 66 L/s has been assumed as the anticipated peak flow, and the sanitary 

capacity model has been updated.   

For comparison, assuming the 66 L/s is a constant peak flow throughout the day, 

the daily flow would be 5,700,000 L.  The City’s current sanitary design criteria 

assume a daily flow of 300 L per person.  5,700,000 L is the equivalent of 19,000 

people, without accounting for any peaking factors.  Based on this, it is clear the 

operation of the pool will likely govern the overall flow rate from the facility. 

A 375 mm diameter sanitary service will convey the 66 L/s peak flow rate.  A 

sanitary manhole will be required at the connection point to the municipal 

sanitary sewer. 

Cost Estimate 

675 mm storm service $25,000 

375 mm sanitary service $20,000 

300 mm water service $20,000 

Road restoration $30,000 

Total $100,000 

The costs above are based on approximate quantities and have been calculated 

using 2016 contract prices.  The costs assume all the services are in general 

proximity to each other, and only one area of road restoration is required.  The 

service costs above include manholes and connections to existing pipes.  A 

meter chamber has been included in the water service cost.  The actual meter 

has not been, as the cost will be dependent on service size and flows. 

  



4.3 Municipal Infrastructure Upgrades 

Based on the service sizes indicated above, and the results of the capacity 

analysis of the sanitary sewer model, the required infrastructure upgrades for 

each site are summarized below. 

For the purposes of this analysis, costs have been developed to upgrade 

downstream infrastructure to match the service size.  For example, if a 675 mm 

diameter storm service is proposed, the downstream infrastructure would be 

upsized to at least a 675 mm sewer.  Depending on other contributing flows, it is 

possible the downstream infrastructure may actually need to be larger, especially 

if the downstream sewers are already at capacity.  Additional analysis will be 

required during design phases to finalize the upgrades.   

An approximation of road restoration has been included in the cost estimates.  

This accounts for restoration related only to infrastructure upgrades and does not 

include road works associated with turning lanes, new intersections and sidewalk 

that may be required as part of the development. 

220 Pinebush 

Sanitary –There is an existing 300 mm diameter sanitary sewer on Pinebush 

Road that flows towards Franklin Blvd.  Approximately 233 metres of sanitary 

sewer would need to be upgraded to a minimum of 375 mm diameter.  

Water – There is a shared 450 mm diameter watermain on Pinebush Road.  A 

connection to this watermain would be feasible. 

Storm –It is unclear where runoff discharges under current site conditions.  The 

available storm sewers on Franklin Blvd and Pinebush Road are 300 mm 

diameter sewers, owned by the Region and primarily convey road runoff.  The 

Region would need to allow a connection.  It is also noted that the storm sewer 

on Franklin Blvd appears to discharge towards Highway 401.  Any additional 

discharge may require Ministry of Transportation approval.   

For the purposes of this cost analysis, it has been assumed a storm service 

connection to Pinebush Road would be allowed.  In order to facilitate that, 

approximately 146 metres of storm sewer would need to be upgraded to a 

minimum of 675 mm diameter. 

Costs for upgrades 

Storm Sewer $100,000 

Sanitary Sewer $125,000 

Watermain N/A 

Road restoration $400,000 

Total $625,000 



0 Pinebush 

Sanitary – There is a 300 mm diameter sanitary sewer on Pinebush Road.  Due 

to the proposed site being significantly lower than the road and sewer elevations, 

a gravity connection to the sanitary sewer is not feasible.  A sanitary pumping 

station would be required to convey flows from the site to the municipal sewer.  A 

very preliminary estimate of $1 Million for a pumping station was previously 

provided. 

Assuming flows can reach the municipal sewer, approximately 261 metres of 

sanitary sewer would need to be upgraded to a minimum of 375 mm diameter. 

It is noted that there are private sanitary sewers on the adjacent commercial site, 

which is at a similar ground elevation.  Through an agreement with the adjacent 

owner, there may be an opportunity to service through the private site. 

The private sanitary sewers on the SmartCentre site appear to be 200 and 250 

mm diameter sewers.  There are connections to the municipal system near 

Boston Pizza (14 Pinebush) and at the intersection of Pinebush Road and 

Conestoga Blvd.   

It is highly unlikely the private system ‘as is’ has sufficient capacity to provide 

service to the multiplex and there will still likely need to be upsizing of 

downstream municipal infrastructure.  However, with a connection through the 

adjacent private site, the connection point to the municipal system is moved, 

resulting in less reconstruction on Pinebush Road.  Also, increasing the size of 

the private infrastructure is likely less costly to do, as construction would not be in 

the municipal right-of-way (i.e. the sewer is on private roads and through parking 

lots, and SmartCentre traffic could easily be rerouted elsewhere on the site).  The 

key component to this option would be a gravity connection to the private service 

is anticipated, which would eliminate the need for the pumping station.   

The costs below are based on the pumping station option, as it is anticipated to 

be the higher cost. 

Water – There is a shared 400 mm diameter watermain on Pinebush Road.  A 

connection to this watermain would be feasible.   

Storm - There are existing storm sewers on Pinebush Road, however they are 

not deep enough to allow a gravity connection.  Through a previous pre-

consultation for this site, a potential developer indicated that there is a pipe outlet 

on the adjacent property (behind Old Navy) that was provided to service this site.  

The available capacity and status of any agreement to use the outlet are 

unknown. 

  



Costs for upgrades 

Storm Sewer N/A 

Sanitary Sewer  $150,000 

Sanitary Pumping Station (if 
needed) 

$1,000,000 

Watermain N/A 

Road restoration $450,000 

Total $1,600,000 

NE Corner of Savage Drive and Franklin Boulevard 

Sanitary – There are existing 450 mm diameter sanitary sewers on Savage 

Drive and Franklin Boulevard.  From a review of existing drawings, there appears 

to be an existing 300 mm diameter service extending from Franklin Boulevard to 

the NW corner of the site (adjacent 501 Franklin Blvd). 

No sanitary sewer upgrades are anticipated. 

Water – There is an existing 300 mm diameter watermain on Franklin Boulevard.  

There is a 200 mm watermain along the majority of the Savage Drive frontage 

that increases to 300 mm diameter as it nears Franklin Boulevard. 

No watermain upgrades are anticipated. 

Storm –It appears there is a 1050 mm diameter storm sewer that extends from 

Franklin Boulevard towards the NW corner of the site (adjacent 501 Franklin 

Boulevard).  It is unclear if this is the outlet for this site.  There is also a 1050 mm 

diameter storm sewer on Savage Drive. 

No storm sewer upgrades are anticipated. 

Costs for upgrades 

Storm Sewer N/A 

Sanitary Sewer N/A 

Watermain N/A 

Road restoration N/A 

Total N/A 

261 Hespeler Road 

Sanitary – The existing site is serviced through two 250 sanitary services 

connecting to a 250 mm diameter sanitary sewer on Hespeler Road.  There is no 

sanitary sewer on Can-Amera Parkway. 

Approximately 122 metres of sanitary sewer would need to be upgraded to a 

minimum of 375 mm diameter 



Water – The existing development appears to have two connections to the 

existing 300 mm diameter watermain on Hespeler Road.  There is no watermain 

on Can-Amera Parkway. 

No watermain upgrades are anticipated. 

Storm - There is an existing 300 mm diameter storm service to the site from a 

975 mm diameter storm sewer on Hespeler Road.   

Costs for upgrades 

Storm Sewer N/A 

Sanitary Sewer $70,000 

Watermain N/A 

Road restoration $210,000 

Total $280,000 

850 Fountain Street South 

Sanitary – The existing development at this site discharges to the Blair Pumping 

Station, and ultimately to the Kitchener WWTP.  The Blair Pumping Station was 

designed with a total capacity of 166 L/s, of which approximately 100 L/s is 

allocated to the overall college lands and 66 L/s is allocated to the Blair Business 

Park.  

As the multiplex would use some of the overall college lands, some of the 100 

L/s allocated to the overall college would be available capacity for the multiplex. 

With no development yet within the Blair Business Park, it is also feasible that 

some of the capacity allocated to the Business Park could be reallocated. 

Assuming capacity is available within the Pumping Station, no upgrades would 

be required. 

Water – There is an existing 450 mm diameter watermain on Fountain Street 

South, which is owned by the Region and an existing 400 mm watermain that 

has been extended from the Region’s watermain to provide service to the 

college.   

For the purposes of this analysis, it has been assumed that a connection to the 

existing 400 mm service would be permitted and no additional upgrades would 

be required. 

Stormwater Management – It is anticipated that on-site stormwater 

management controls, for quantity and quality treatment, will be required. It is 

noted that there is an existing on-site stormwater management facility, designed 

and operated by the college.  There may be opportunities to expand the existing 

facility to provide the required controls.   



Costs for upgrades 

Storm Sewer N/A 

Sanitary Sewer N/A 

Watermain N/A 

Road restoration N/A 

Total N/A 

5.0 Property Requirements and Construction Cost Estimates for Two Facilities  

The Sustainable Design and Development Division has provided estimates based on 
industry trends and experience.  

Aquatic – Gym Complex (with pools, gymnasia and fitness) 

Assumptions: 

 Swimming facility - 10 lane swimming pool 25 meter lap pool, therapeutic 

pool, splash pad area, and shallow water pool. (19,000 Square feet) 

 Gymnasium is a triple-sized gymnasium (20,000 square feet) 

 Multi-purpose- three classrooms/program room- meetings and multipurpose 

programing. (5,000 Square feet) 

 All other spaces, aw in Fitness/Condition Centre, Administrative, mechanical, 

Change Rooms, Public spaces (lobby, Viewing, corridors.)  (18,000 square 

feet) 

Budget Estimate 

Total Square feet -62,000  
Hard Building Costs - $350/ square foot  
Soft building costs - 30% 
Total project cost of $28,210,000 (Not including land acquisition or site 
preparation) 

Property Requirement: 

Based on Green Space, LEED and typical recreation best practices it is 

recommended that 10 Acres be acquired to situate the proposed facility (includes 

350 spaces for parking). It could be accommodated on less space but best 

practices dictate that green space and potential growth are prudent 

considerations. 

Arena Complex (Twin pad expandable to 4 pads) 

Budget Estimate 

Total Square feet - 80,000  

Total project cost of $35,000,000 (Not including land acquisition or site 

preparation) 



Additional Pads would cost approximately $10,000,000 per pad 

Property Requirement: 

Based on Green Space, LEED and typical recreation best Practices it is 

recommended that 10 Acres be acquired to situate the proposed facility (includes 

500 spaces for parking). 

6.0 Transit Service Information  

Region of Waterloo Transit (GRT) staff has provided an overview of existing service 
levels to each of the shortlisted sites.  GRT staff has also provided comments on future 
changes to routes) 

  



Location Bus Routes Time to Ainslie 
Term. 

Peak Midday Off-Peak Weekday Saturday Sunday/ Holiday 

261 Hespeler Rd 

51 Hespeler 
- 

15 15 30 5:48-24:32 6:00-24:32 8:00-24:24 
13 

60 Northview 
Acres 

14 
30 30 30-60 6:00-23:54 6:30-23:54 8:30-23:55 

- 

200 BRT 11 10 10 15-30 5:35-24:06 7:30-24:09 8:15-21:40 

220 Pinebush Rd 

67 Lovell 
Industrial 

- 

30 - 30 

6:30-9:16; 

14:35-17:48; 

22:30-23:28 

- - 
33 

203 iXpress 
26 

30 30 30 6:00-22:27 6:30-21:59 9:00-21:58 
- 

112 Pinebush Rd 
67 Lovell 
Industrial 

22 30 - 30 

6:30-9:16; 

14:35-17:48; 

22:30-23:28 

- - 

Franklin @ 
Savage (north 

corner) 

53 Franklin 
- 

30 30 - 6:15-18:43 - - 
16 

58 Elmwood 7 30 30 60 6:00-23:38 7:15-23:38 9:45-18:08 

63 Champlain 16 30 30 30 6:00-22:09 6:30-21:39 - 

Conestoga 
College 

Cambridge 
Campus 

61 Fountain 45 30 30 30 7:16-19:39 - - 



Changes to relevant routes: 

Effective June 26th 2017, Route 51 will provide an earlier start to 15-minute service on 

Saturdays and will remove short-turns at Groh/Holiday Inn. 

Effective June 26th 2017, Route 200 will provide additional weekday evening service. 

Effective September 4th 2017, Route 61 will provide new weekday evening service until 

approximately 10:30pm. 

Effective early 2018 (ION launch), Route 200 BRT will travel between Fairway Station 

and Ainslie Street Terminal only; hours of operation will be extended to match ION Light 

Rail. 

Effective Fall 2018, service frequency on Route 61 would increase from every 30 

minutes to 15 minutes during weekday peak periods. Route 61 would also receive new 

Saturday service at this time. 

All planned iXpress routes are intended to be implemented by 2021, including extending 

the Route 200 to east Galt and the implementation of the 206 Coronation iXpress. 

Many of the local routes in Cambridge i.e., Routes 52, 53, 54, 55, 57, 58, 59, 62 and 63, 

that terminate at the Ainslie Street Terminal would be restructured in 2019 to connect 

with ION BRT, provide more of a grid network, and reduce duplication of the iXpress 

network. 

Implementation of a streamlined, grid-like network with two-way service in the Preston, 

Lovell Industrial Area, and Cambridge Business Park is proposed for 2020-2021.  

7.0 Partnership opportunities 

A third party consultant, The JF Group, has provided a range of partnership options for 

municipal recreation projects.  The section below is an excerpt from “City of Cambridge 

– Multiplex Concept Design and Operating Implications”, prepared by the JF Group in 

February of 2016 and presented to Council in March of 2016. 

7.1 Analysis of Operating Models 

Many municipalities are facing intensifying demands to provide quality, 

accessible services even though they are experiencing shrinking budgets, 

reductions in traditional forms of funding and changes in resource deployment 

priorities.  In response to these pressures, many local governments are 

examining traditional methods of service delivery and exploring alternative 

methods of delivering and managing infrastructure and related services. In 

certain cases, departments are streamlining, reducing services, or consolidating 

operations.  Others are attempting to increase revenues through user fees or 

maximizing the outputs of entrepreneurial activities.  Recently, an increasing 



number of municipalities are considering collaboration with non-traditional 

partners in an attempt to maintain or possibly enhance the quality of services. 

Although there are numerous forms of relationship structures available to local 
governments, our research suggests that most municipal arrangements can be 
grouped in one of the following categories. 

 Strategic Alliance – a relationship that involves two or more organizations 
collaborating on planning and delivering select services and programs. 

 Contract Agreement - services contracted to another partner organization, 
whereby the contracting partner may assist in the development of the service 
but has no responsibility for managing/operating the service other than 
ensuring the service is delivered to specification. 

 Rental Agreement - facilities rented by one partner from another, where the 
renter either allocates designated times to affiliated groups or directly delivers 
services and programs to its constituents in the rented facility. 

 Service Agreement - services provided through an agreement with two or 
more partner organizations, where services are jointly controlled, managed 
and operated by the partners as specified in the agreement. 

 Facility Development (Equity) Agreement - facilities that are mutually planned 
and jointly funded, and where constituents of the participating partners would 
have access to the facilities in accordance with an agreement governing 
facility use and operations. 

While linkages between municipal governments and outside interests are not 

new, certain jurisdictions are contemplating relationships that are departures 

from traditional approaches to the delivery of services.  Examples of this trend in 

the recreation field include partnerships through which traditional municipal 

leisure services are entirely delivered by a third party.  For example, the YMCA is 

operating facilities and providing aquatic and/or community wellness programs in 

jurisdictions where the municipal recreation department was once the sole 

provider of services – e.g. London Ontario, Kelowna BC, etc.  Likewise, certain 

municipalities have opted to align with private rink operators who help to develop, 

manage and program community arenas – e.g. Hamilton Ontario, Halifax Nova 

Scotia, etc. 

Given the facility components contemplated for the Cambridge Multiplex, it is 

useful to compare the operating implications associated with the typical municipal 

management approach compared to a contracted out model.  To demonstrate 

this comparison, we provide commentary on the operating items and implications 

that most frequently are brought to bear on decisions associated with a selected 

management model. 

  



Operating Items Municipally Managed Contract Management 

Operating Control Entirely controlled by 
the municipality  

Operating procedures 
and protocols normally 
dictated by Council by-
law 

Management contract specifies areas controlled by the 
municipality and where decisions are the contractor’s  

Operating responsibility rests with the contractor 

Risk Municipality absorbs 
100% of the operating 
and liability risk 
Municipality absorbs 
100% of the operating 
and liability risk 

Contractor absorbs a portion of the operating/liability 
risk as set out in the contract 

Note: the contract cost paid by the municipality will be 
directly linked to the contractor’s risk exposure – more 
risk/higher cost Jointly specified by a municipality and 
contractor and implemented by the contractor  

Dependent on the flexibility provided to the contractor by 
the municipality in areas of pricing, programming, 
staffing, etc. 

Financial 
Performance 

Varies from jurisdiction 
to jurisdiction 
depending on local 
pricing policies, staff 
deployment models 
and cost recovery 
strategies 

As a general rule, the operating costs of a contract 
managed facility are in line with municipal management 
cost structure (give or take about 10%) 

Depending upon the facility components in the complex 
and the skills of the contractor, the ability to generate 
significantly more revenue is normally where the largest 
financial gains can be achieved  

Specified in the terms of the contract 

Community 
Service 

Consistent with 
municipal policies 
associated with 
community access, 
inclusion, pricing, fee 
assistance, residency 
requirements, etc. – all 
of which are normally 
dictated by Council 

Depending upon the municipality, the contractor may 
not be bound by the same obligations as if the facility 
was run by the municipality 

Municipalities contemplating contracting the operating responsibilities to an 

outside provider should also understand the following. 

 The benefits and drawbacks of contracting facility management to an external 
entity can only be evaluated after the municipality has developed a “municipal 
comparator” that illustrates the programming, staffing, operating and cost 
implications of running the facility utilizing the traditional municipal 
management model.  The comparator is created by developing a detailed 
business case based on the municipality’s prevailing operating norms. 

 In the event that the operations of the facility are contracted to a third party, 
the municipality will be exposed to two new cost factors not inherent with a 



municipal management approach: (1) a contract management fee paid to the 
contractor that will be dependent on the size of the operation – most 
contractors establish the management fee based on a percentage of the total 
payroll costs dedicated to the project by the contractor; and (2) the payroll 
cost associated with the municipal staff responsible to manage the contract –
depending upon the size of the contract, this could be a fulltime position. 

Given the foregoing points, strictly on a financial basis, the contractor would need 
to outperform the municipal management approach by an amount equivalent to 
the sum of the contractor’s management fee plus the payroll costs for municipal 
contract oversight. 

7. 2 A Potential Hybrid Management Model 

Given the location of the Multiplex [Note: This was written assuming the facility 

would be located at Conestoga College], there would seem to be a natural 

opportunity to develop a mutually beneficial relationship between Conestoga 

College and the City of Cambridge related the management and operations of 

the City’s newest recreation facility.  There may also be the potential to leverage 

the mandates, resources, expertise and constituent bases to bring the Multiplex 

to a new level of community service. 

Most public entities including municipalities and educational institutions are under 

increasing pressure to find economies and efficiencies while providing more and 

higher levels of service to their constituents.  It would therefore seem natural to 

examine potential collaboration between the City and the College for the use and 

operating profile of the Multiplex.  Over the past decade, The JF Group has 

facilitated several discussions between municipalities and educational institutions 

to determine the possibility of an arrangement that provides mutual benefit to 

contributing parties.  The lessons learned from these deliberations may be 

helpful in Cambridge. 

Our [JF Group] research has found nine factors that should be in place when 

choosing to enter into a relationship with another public entity or selecting a 

potential partner. 

 Individual excellence – potential collaborators have something of value to 
contribute to the relationship. 

 Importance - the contemplated alliance fits the strategic goals of each 
collaborator. 

 Interdependence - the collaborators need each other and their 
complementary skills, to fulfill the goals and objectives of collaboration. 

 Investment - there is tangible commitment of resources by all involved. 

 Increased reach - the size of the collaborators’ market or scope of services is 
expanded. 

 Information - there is open communication regarding goals, conflicts, 
problems and changes. 



 Integration - there are many connections between collaborators at several 
levels. 

 Institutionalization - the alliance has a formal status in all organizations and 
cannot be abandoned on a whim. 

 Integrity - no collaborator will try to undermine the alliance. 

There seemed to be sufficient evidence in Cambridge, that the contemplated 

collaboration or alliance has the potential of complying with several of the 

success factors. 

There would seem to be clear value-added benefits associated with collaboration 

between the City and the College.  Furthermore, if a formal relationship was 

established and as the two entities become comfortable with the alliance, the 

inherent value of collaboration would likely increase over time.  This is to say that 

as the partners will likely become more familiar with their respective roles and as 

new opportunities surface, the partnership concept could be extended to deliver 

additional value to both parties.   

The following benefits and value-added concepts could be forthcoming from a 

strategic partnership between the City and the College.   

 At a very basic level, through the relationship, the City could provide college 

students with meaningful employment opportunities either on an individual 

basis or as part of a Co-op program.  This could be a win-win for both 

collaborators. Students could receive practical, hands-on experience in 

temporary job placements while the City would gain access to a new pool of 

personnel. Of course, Conestoga’s Recreation and Leisure Services students 

would benefit from of the availability of career relevant and locally available 

jobs. Moreover, linking programs offered by the Conestoga and the City with 

engagement and employment strategies could funnel youth of various age 

groups into appropriate work experiences.  This could build a culture of skill 

development and mentoring that encourages program participants to 

remaining engaged.  A wide variety of mentoring, coaching and skill 

development programs could result from this initiative. 

 Strategically aligning the two partners could create an entirely unique and 

creative leadership and mentoring model for local youth.  Together, the 

partners could develop a continuum of learning, skill development, career 

orientation, or wellness education opportunities that would be much more 

integrated and dynamic than conventional programs offered individually. 

 The collective body of knowledge and combined expertise from the 

partnership could be leveraged to provide traditional constituents of each 

partner with greater levels of service and information. 



 A strategic partnership between Conestoga and Cambridge could position the 

City as a showpiece for healthy living, marrying the array of related advances 

in healthy community development - green/alternative energy, sustainable 

architecture, environmentally friendly engineering systems, wellness 

research/teaching/learning, fitness training, library and information technology 

resources to support those that want to learn more about healthy 

communities or how to become active - all while building a library of best 

practices regarding healthy community development. 

 Linked to the above point, the partnership could result in an engaging Healthy 

Community Model, involving the community as both a testing ground for 

wellness research as well as a demonstration site for best practices.  The bi-

party relationship could result in interesting ways to demonstrate and engage 

the community in understanding and appreciating the value of research and 

produce tangible improvements in the health and well-being of the 

Conestoga’s students and the City's citizenry. 

Utilizing a hybrid management approach, the City could potentially reduce labour 

costs associated with facility operations by exploring creative uses of coop or 

placement students in appropriate job functions.  Additionally, new types of 

revenue production could potentially be explored through collaboration with the 

College.  While it is difficult to quantify the financial benefits of either of these 

opportunities, the payback that would accrue to the employed students and the 

community are absolute. 

7.3 Project Procurement 

Project delivery models are analyzed to provide the optimum system for the 

project type. These models include: design/bid/ build, construction management, 

design/build and hybrid variants of these basic types. 

These models have different strengths regarding project scale and complexity, 

cost, schedule, and, risk management.  The Cambridge Multi-Purpose Sports 

and Recreation Complex (Multiplex) is a public, design driven, new build project, 

with a clean, serviced, site.  According to the MJMA report, the scale of the 

project presents a low risk level to the municipality.  Additionally, qualified 

design/engineering consultants and general contractors are readily available.   

In view of the foregoing, the design/bid/build model will provide advantageous 

cost and schedule benefits and would therefore be the preferred procurement 

approach. 

7.4 Realistic Partnership Opportunities 

The Health Services sector also represents an interesting collaborative 

opportunity.  It should be mentioned however, that non-traditional alignments are 



best developed over time so that both potential collaborators have time to grow 

into the new and unique arrangement.  It may therefore be desirable to allow this 

type of agreement to emerge through the detail design and concept refinement 

stages of the Multiplex development. However, the municipality and its 

consultants should be on the lookout for opportunities to include Health Services 

into the operating profile of the new complex wherever possible.  A few of the 

possibilities are described below. 

The Health Services sector also represents an interesting collaborative 

opportunity.  It should be mentioned however, that non-traditional alignments are 

best developed over time so that both potential collaborators have time to grow 

into the new and unique arrangement.  It may therefore be desirable to allow this 

type of agreement to emerge through the detail design and concept refinement 

stages of the Multiplex development. However, the municipality and its 

consultants should be on the lookout for opportunities to include Health Services 

into the operating profile of the new complex wherever possible.  A few of the 

possibilities are described below. 

As mentioned in the previous trends section, there are natural synergies between 

facility components and programs delivered in traditional municipal recreation 

complexes and the in-community health service and therapeutic delivery model 

being embraced in many parts of the province.  The Ministry of Health and Long-

term Care has established Community Health Centres (CHC’s) in an attempt to 

expand the reach of health care system and to increase the accessibility of 

health services within the community.  The LANGS Community Health Centre is 

a good local example of this concept.  Exploratory discussions with potential 

health service partners would be a valuable first in pursuing these potential 

opportunities. 

7.5 Choosing a Management Approach 

When considering the viability of a partnered approach for the Multiplex, it will be 

important to consider the nuances of various management and operating 

structures. For example, control and the allocation of operating responsibilities 

are often stumbling blocks to the development of progressive partnerships. It is 

therefore prudent to engage in open and candid conversations about areas of 

potential collaboration verses no-go-zones to explore mutually beneficial 

management and operating arrangements for potential partnerships.  For 

example, it is normally quite problematic to have multiple managers - presumably 

with different areas the responsibility - within the same complex.  Conflicting 

management styles, non-complementary mandates and differing customer 

service approaches can lead to staff unrest or compromised service quality. 

Although it is likely that the City will remain the primary provider of recreation 

facilities to accommodate leisure activities, the Department could choose from a 



different facility management approach for the Multiplex.  Currently, the City 

assumes a “direct” program delivery role for certain aspects of its overall program 

inventory. 

Municipalities often use logic models or decision frameworks to determine the 

most appropriate management or service delivery approach for new or existing 

facilities and services.  Effective frameworks provide answers to several 

important questions. 

 Is the proposed facility/service needed in the community? 

 Is the proposed facility/service consistent with municipal values? 

 Who is best equipped to manage/deliver the facility/service? 

 Will municipal interests be protected within the selected approach? 

Choosing the most appropriate management or service delivery approach for 

Cambridge should be guided by the results of the values based model.  The 

Department's mandate, goals and service objectives establish the City’s basic 

position on issues associated with the desired community and individual benefits 

arising from the provision of leisure services.  Therefore the City’s public-service 

philosophy, service priorities and objectives for relationships with community 

organizations should form the foundation upon which the future direction is 

based. 

Once the mandate, values and service objectives have been established, it will 

be necessary to determine if the municipality is best equipped to manage that 

facility or if a relationship with a not-for-profit or private group is the most 

appropriate approach.  At a very minimum, potential contract managers must 

have service philosophies that align with the Department’s mandate and values. 

In the event that the municipal officials wish to explore an alternative 

management approach, it would be wise for staff, elected officials and key 

stakeholders engage in a process to consider the municipal response to a 

number of issues. 

 To what extent will potential managers be expected to comply with municipal 

values and philosophies? 

 What are the minimum attributes a potential manager must bring to a 

relationship and what mechanisms will be necessary to validate the 

manager’s true capacities? 

 Under what conditions will the City absorb operating, financial and liability risk 

and what will determine the municipality’s risk tolerance threshold? 



 How (if at all) will stakeholders and others with a vested interest in the 

Multiplex be included in deliberations regarding the alternative management? 

 What will be the municipality’s financial expectations for a relationship with 

the manager? 

 Under which conditions will certain types of investments in the project by the 

manager be considered? 

If at the conclusion of the process it appears that the pursuit of a contract 

manager may be warranted, the City should undertake its normal procurement 

methodology – likely through the issuance of a Request for Proposal – that would 

solicit interest from potential facility operators with the qualifications and track 

record to be considered as a viable facility manager.  The City would then use a 

variety of evaluation and selection techniques to make its decision about the 

most prudent management direction.  As mentioned earlier in this report, at the 

very least, a management contract should only be pursued if it favourably 

compares to the municipal comparator in the areas of financial performance, risk 

allocation and community benefit. 

7.6 Potential for a mixed use development partnership 

To complete the jurisdictional scan, Deloitte looked at projects that met some or 
all of the following criteria: 

 Mixed-use Canadian municipal projects that included recreational/community 

uses along with at least one additional use; 

 Projects that involved a partnership with a public sector organizations 

(preferably a municipality), and another organization (with private or public 

sector); 

 Projects that were either completed within the last 5-7 years, currently in 

development, or that failed to materialize due to some partnership 

considerations. 

The following projects were reviewed. Project case studies are included in 

Appendix A. 

Port Coquitlam Community Recreation Complex 
Surrey City Centre YMCA Mixed Use Development 
Vaughan Metropolitan Centre 
North Toronto Collegiate Institute 

Based on the jurisdictional scan completed, supplemented by Deloitte’s past 

experience on similar projects, the following themes have been identified in 

regards to mixed-use developments with a recreational component: 



Mixed-use developments with recreational components are a rare and fairly 

recent development approach 

Of the four projects identified in the jurisdictional scan, only one of them is fully 

constructed and operational, being the North Toronto Collegiate Institute. More 

specifically, none of the recreational complexes identified have been completed. 

This finding is consistent with Deloitte’s experience in other sectors as well, in 

that it has only been recent that the public sector has been pursuing alternative 

development approaches to traditional land development projects. As a result, 

there are limited precedent completed projects which a municipality can use as a 

relevant benchmark. 

Having said that, the development of these types of projects is becoming more 

common. Regarding recreational/cultural facilities in particular, in addition to the 

projects identified that are in progress, the City of Vancouver and the City of 

Calgary have both conducted studies for similar type projects, and the City of 

Pickering is considering a similar approach for a new arts centre and library 

facility. Looking beyond recreational/cultural projects, numerous public sector 

entities are looking for ways they can help subsidize the cost of public 

infrastructure by integrating it with private sector developments. 

Municipalities have found it beneficial to partner with third-party community 

service provider, such as the YMCA, in addition to a private sector development 

partner 

Three of the four projects reviewed as part of this engagement included a 

partnership between the municipality and a third-party community service 

provider. More specifically, the City of Surrey, City of Vaughan, and City of 

Ottawa have partnered with the local area YMCAs. In addition, the City of Ottawa 

also partnered with non-profit community arts organizations. 

Partnerships with third-party community service providers can have the following 

financial benefits: 

 Sharing in the capital costs of the facility: In the identified projects, the YMCA 

has contributed a significant portion (30%-50%) of the capital costs for the 

construction of the facility. In addition, the YMCA has assisted in acquiring 

higher level government funding. 

 Reducing the operational risk associated with the facilities: In the identified 

projects, the YMCA has been responsible for operating and maintaining the 

facilities, including being responsible for the operations and maintenance 

costs. This has reduced the need for the municipalities to contribute 

operational funding to the facilities. It should be noted that in exchange for the 



reduced operational risk, the municipalities have ceded a significant amount 

of control over the facilities operations to the YMCA as well. 

In the case of the City of Vaughan, as a result of sharing the capital costs, and 

transferring the responsibility of the operational costs to the YMCA, the City has 

been able to move forward with its planned recreational facility when it likely 

would not have been able to without the partnership. 

There is not a one size fits all partnership structure or approach8.0 Estimate of 

sponsorship value for 401 exposure. 

Based on the projects identified in the jurisdictional scan, it is clear that different 

partnership structures and partnership approaches have, or are in the process of, 

being successfully implemented.   

For example: 

 Some of the organizations owned the land, others bundled/are bundling the 

site acquisition with the other parts of the transaction, while the City of 

Vaughan and the YMCA are building their facility on land currently owned by 

the private partner; 

 Some of the organizations bundled the monetization of their adjacent lands 

with the development of the public infrastructure facility, while others 

separated the two into independent transactions; 

 Some of the organizations used a master site planning approach where one 

planning/architectural firm was responsible for planning/designing the entire 

site, while some of the organizations worked independently (for the most part) 

of the private sector developer. 

However, notwithstanding the discussion above, based on the identified projects 

and Deloitte’s past experience working with similar clients, we have been able to 

identify the following partnership structure principles: 

 If electing to use a traditional Public Private Partnership (PPP) agreement 

structure for the design and build of the recreational facility, any private 

development transaction should be completed through an independent 

process. The rationale for the above principle is that the market participants 

(including financiers) involved in the PPP sector are quite different than the 

traditional real estate sector, and as a result, combining the two transactions 

into one process can limit the competition to the few participants who 

participate in both sectors and create significant transactional complexity. 

 It is preferred that the public sector organization obtain the land for the facility 

prior to running a procurement process for a partner in the mixed-use 



development. Although it is possible to require proponents include a site in 

their proposals, the procurement process becomes significantly more 

complex, and the public sector organization may be placed in a position 

where they have to choose between selecting their preferred partner with a 

less than ideal site and a less than ideal partner with their preferred site. 

Public sector entities rarely, if ever, have had a market interest in the private 

sector portion of the developments. 

In all four of the projects identified, the public sector organization did not hold any 

market interest in the private sector portion of the developments. More 

specifically, the private sector partners have had sole ownership of the private 

sector developments, and been responsible for 100% of the development risk for 

the private sector developments. This is consistent with Deloitte’s experience, 

where in over 90% of the similar engagements in which we have been involved, 

the public sector organization’s contribution to any private sector developments 

has been limited to, at most, the contribution of the land in the development. 

Although we [Deloitte] were unable to uncover the respective public sector 

organizations’ rationale behind these decisions, based on our past experience 

working with clients on similar projects, most public sector entities are risk 

adverse in their stewardship responsibilities with taxpayer dollars and typically 

view investing in market development opportunities as falling outside their 

mandate. 

The use of naming rights is fairly common, but pricing varies depending on 

attendance, level of exclusivity, size of municipality and overall economic climate. 

7.7 Naming Rights on the 401 Corridor 

Deloitte was also requested to providing information regarding the economic 

value associated with a facility with 401 exposure.  Deloitte’s response is 

provided below: 

As part of evaluating potential sites for the proposed Multiplex facility, Council 

has also asked for additional information on the sponsorship value of sites 

located along the Highway 401 corridor, particularly with respect to the potential 

sale of ‘naming rights’. Under a naming rights arrangement, a corporation or 

other entity purchases the right to name a facility or event, typically for a defined 

period of time depending on the type of facility. Generally, longer terms are more 

common for higher profile venues such as multipurpose professional sports 

arenas or major performing arts venue. A recent survey on municipal 

sponsorship and naming rights in Canada has shown that many municipalities 

use naming rights, but the pricing and values vary according to the local context. 

The following findings are particularly relevant: 



 Virtually all of the municipalities surveyed are either currently engaged with or 

considering implementation of some form of sponsorship. Naming rights are 

the most common assets being marketed by municipalities followed by 

events, programs and community initiatives. 

 The most common term for naming agreements is 5 to 10 years, followed by 

3 to 5 years. According to the survey, this is a relatively new practice that 

varies from the ‘in perpetuity’ terms commonly used in the past. From a 

municipal perspective, new Arenas, Recreation Complexes, Pools and Sports 

Fields are viewed as the best opportunities for naming rights sponsorships 

although a range of other assets can also be marketed this way including 

individual rooms or fitness centres within a facility, theatres, libraries and 

other community infrastructure; and 

 As would be expected, the value of naming rights arrangements varies 

widely, depending upon level of attendance at the facility (and therefore the 

type and level of marketing exposure), level of exclusivity, size of the 

municipality and overall economic climate. Other factors affecting the value of 

naming rights include the age of the facility (new facilities tend to represent 

the best opportunities for naming because they tend to be attractive facilities 

that are surrounded by a lot of hype and media coverage) its location, and its 

uniqueness and importance within the community, especially related to 

competing naming opportunities within the broader market area. 

 The value of naming rights for a multi-facility complex ranges from $30,000 to 

$160,000 annually, with an average of approximately $110,000 annually for 

facilities accommodating over 1 million participants. Average pricing for an 

arena and/or pool within a facility is $25,000 and for multi-purpose rooms 

within a large complex approximately $7,500 per year. 

These results suggest that the use of naming rights in the marketing of various 

municipal assets is relatively common across Canada, especially for new sports 

arenas and recreation complexes. As would be expected, the value of naming 

rights varies according to the types of facilities involved. For example, General 

Motors signed a 10-year deal (2006-2016) for a total consideration of $775,000 

($75,000 per year) for naming rights to a downtown Oshawa multi-purpose 

arena. In contrast, the Bank of Nova Scotia signed a 15-year deal for the much 

higher profile Ottawa Senator’s arena in suburban Kanata for a total 

consideration of $20 million or approximately $1.3 million per year. The proposed 

multiplex facility is unlikely to command this level of premium. As a result, the 

potential value of naming rights along Highway 401 is more likely to fall within the 

range identified in the benchmarking survey noted above, and consistent with the 

General Motors example in the City of Oshawa, between $30,000 and $160,000 

per year. 



Additional analysis, however, would be required to determine the specific 

amounts and approach to be taken to proceeding with a naming rights 

engagement, especially if part of a partnership as discussed above. Evidence 

from other communities suggest that care must be taken in determining fair 

market value for the naming rights, allowing adequate marketing time for the 

business community and ensuring that potential corporate sponsors will be 

perceived positively by local residents and community stakeholders. These 

issues can be addressed as part of next steps depending upon Council direction. 

8.0 Options for phased construction 

A phased approach to construction of significant facilities is often used when there are 

insufficient funds available to complete the envisioned project in its entirety.  It is an 

effective means for establishing a facility and adding to it as funds become available.  

Generally speaking, it adds to the cost of the facility both in terms of inflationary costs 

resulting from the lag time between when the original construction is completed and 

when the new phases are added as well as the cost associated with the loss of 

economies of scale. 

Where phased construction is planned from the outset, the design can be created to 

minimize disruption and costs for subsequent phases, however, both of these factors 

cannot be voided – only mitigated.  Infrastructure, foundations, and temporary finishes 

can be included in the original construction to facilitate future additions. 

In Planning for new facility with the goal of later expansion the key resource is available 

land. If the land is not sufficient to meet the City’s long-term needs, then it should 

choose an alternative location. There is an upfront significant cost in the design, 

planning and construction for the first phase. If there the intent is to build an 80,000 sq. 

ft. facility in the first phase with the goal of expanding it by an additional 120,000 in the 

future, then the design and construction of the first phase should incorporate all the 

infrastructure of services that would be required for a 200,000 sq. foot facility.  

The most efficient phased construction projects add components to an existing facility 

without the need to interrupt the ongoing use of the facility.  For example, a new 

gymnasium added to a facility would be more efficient than expanded the size of an 

existing facility. 

If the intent is to have a facility expansion within ten years all the additional cost should 

be absorbed by the first phase. This will add approximately 2.5 % - 5% for Architectural 

fees, 2% for site development and 16% for construction for first phase construction. 

Since all costs for, site services electrical, water, and mechanical infrastructure is 

absorbed by the first phase, the second phase would be less expensive than the 

average square for construction in that given year construction. The potential net % 

increase for the phased in is difficult to calculate without knowing what year the future 

expansion would take place. For example if expansion was to occur within a couple of 



years of the first phase the additional cost might be 0-5 % of the net project as phase 

two will actually be less expensive than the going rate of construction. If the second 

phase expansion goes beyond ten years then expect an approximate 15 % net increase 

as the first phase development will need to be upgraded at the same time as the second 

phase development. 

9.0 Exploration of a partnership with an existing sports facility operator 
(Buckingham). 

On May 18, 2017 representatives from Buckingham Sports Properties met with the 

Director of Economic Development, the Deputy City Manager, CSD and Councilor 

Ermeta to informally discuss partnership opportunities between the City and 

Buckingham. 

At the outset of the meeting, it was made clear that the discussion was preliminary and 

exploratory in nature and that the City would follow a procurement process should it 

determine to pursue a partnership with a third party. 

It was confirmed that Buckingham would be interested in a partnership with the City with 

respect to expanding the existing Ice Park facility on Franklin.  The key elements of a 

partnership arrangement can be summarized as follows: 

 City would negotiate to ensure that it would exercise control over the allocation of 

ice time 

 Third party partner can often finance the up-front capital expenditure and would 

recoup those costs through the partnership  agreement (e.g. the municipality may 

agree to rent an established number of hours of ice each year at a rate that 

would ensure the third party operator recouped capital costs, ongoing 

maintenance, operating costs, return on investment and profit). 

 Agreements can vary widely but are generally of a long term nature (25 years or 

more). 

10.0 Opportunity Costs Associated with Multiplex at Conestoga College 

The March 20, 2017 staff report provided a calculation of opportunity costs defined for 

this purpose as the potential revenues (taxes) that the City would forego if it were to 

develop a municipal facility on the subject property.  A calculation was provided for each 

of the alternative short-listed sites that had been identified by the Site Evaluation Task 

Force; however no calculation was made for the Conestoga location because the tax 

structure for Colleges is dependent on the number of full time students.  The only 

income generated from the College to the City for property taxes is a Heads And Beds 

fee of $75 per student. In 2016 the college had 1577 students for a total revenue of 

$118,275. 



The opportunity cost is an additional piece of information for Council to consider in 

reaching a decision on locating a multipurpose sport and recreation complex. 

In order to calculate the opportunity cost for the Conestoga site, staff has developed 

three scenarios for comparison purposes. 

Scenario 1:  Conestoga develops a student recreation complex that primarily 
serves the student population. 

Assumptions: 

 The student recreation complex serves the existing population and does not 
contribute materially to increased student attendance at the College. 

Opportunity Cost Calculation:  Should Conestoga, develop the property as 
described, it would expect to generate no additional income in tax revenue for the 
City each year. 

Scenario 2:  Conestoga develops a student housing complex. 

Assumptions: 

 The student housing complex results in an additional 500 students to enroll in 
the College’s Cambridge campus. 

Opportunity Cost Calculation:  Should Conestoga, develop the property as 
described, it would expect to generate an additional $37,500 in tax revenue for 
the City each year. 

Scenario 3:  Conestoga develops and operates a commercial hotel property or 
sells surplus land on which a commercial hotel is constructed. 

Assumptions: 

 A hotel property with approximately 140 guest rooms is constructed. 

Opportunity Cost Calculation:  Based on tax revenue from comparative hotel 
facilities in the city, this scenario would generate approximately $215,000 
annually. 

11.0 50m Pool Options 

Staff has consistently recommended against a 50m pool installation on the basis that it 

is inconsistent with the Community Service Department’s service priorities as approved 

by Council.  Council had accepted this position as part of the preferred concept design 

that was presented in May of 2016, however there continues to be interest in a 50 metre 

pool option. 

There is no question that a 50m competition pool would provide the municipality with a 

unique opportunity to grow and develop aquatic athletes and to showcase major events, 

however the costs associated with the construction and ongoing operation of a 50 metre 



pool would consume significant staff and financial resources.  The service priorities 

established for the Community Services Department state the following: 

INTRODUCTORY OR ENTRY LEVEL PARTICIPATION 

The municipality is primarily interested in engaging as many people as possible 

in the facilities, programs and services it provides.  Elite level programs and 

services or exclusive events, while important, are not given a high priority for 

municipal resources. 

A 50 meter pool promotes fitness among accomplished swimmers (lane swimming) and 

aquatic athletes, but is not the most effective means to engage large numbers of people 

in aquatic activities.  Notwithstanding the newer technology that can allow for variations 

in temperature controls and variable depths, 50 meter pools are generally less attractive 

to most users than warm water and leisure-focused aquatic tanks.  Competitive 

swimmers account for less than one percent of the population in Cambridge.  Well over 

99% of the City’s aquatic participation needs could be accommodated in the preferred 

concept design presented to Council in May of 2016. 

For the purposes of this report, staff is providing excerpts from reports by the JF Group 

and Monteith Brown Planning Consultants related to 50m pools and aquatic facility 

needs. 

If Council believes that a 50 metre pool option would benefit the community from an 

economic perspective and would like to further explore the issue, staff recommends that 

a third party consultant be retained to conduct a comprehensive feasibility study related 

to a 50 metre competition pool.  It is recommended that Active Cambridge 

representatives and Aquajets representatives participate in this feasibility analysis if 

Council opts to pursue the 50 metre pool option. 

Excerpt from “City of Cambridge – Multiplex Concept Design and Operating 

Implications”, prepared by the JF Group in February of 2016 and presented to Council 

in March of 2016: 

In 2013, there were sixteen (16) 50 M pools in Ontario.  At the time, seven (7) of 

these aquatic complexes were owned by municipalities while the remaining nine 

(9) were at universities.  Over the past two years four (4) new 50 M tanks have 

been added to the provincial aquatic facility inventory – two (2) in Toronto, one 

(1) in Markham and one (1) in Windsor.  Additionally, between 2014 and 2015 

the Centennial Complex 50 M aquatic facility was completely renovated and 

updated.  All but the Windsor pool were made possible through Federal 

infrastructure funding for the 2015 Pan Am games. 

Aquatic Facility and Participation Trends 



Swimming pools are important community assets that create opportunities for 

individuals to participate in a variety of different forms of aquatic activity.  The 

Aquatic Federation of Canada suggests that there are seven generally accepted 

categories of pool use including: recreational swimming; skill development (learn-

to-swim); leadership training; sport training; event hosting; fitness training; and 

therapeutic/rehabilitation uses.  In large part, a pool’s design and appointments 

(such as equipment and support amenities) will be key determinants of the type 

of activities that the facility is capable of accommodating. 

There are a number of existing and emerging aquatic participation trends that are 

influencing pool facility designs and operating strategies. 

o Swimming is one of the most popular recreation activities for all age 
groups, nationwide.  There is an upward national trend in indoor 
swimming as each generation is more likely to swim than the 
generation before. 

o Swimming is a low impact activity that contributes to overall health and 
wellness.  As the population ages, people are (and will be) looking for 
less stressful, non-weight bearing activities that contribute to their 
fitness, flexibility, core stability and muscle tone. 

o According to the Canadian Fitness and Lifestyle Research Institute, 
swimming is the top ranked activity for children ages 5 to 17 and one of 
the top five activities preferred by adults.  Swim Canada promotes 
swimming as a “cradle to grave” activity.  Participation data illustrates 
that all ages are using indoor aquatic facilities for a range of activities 
including learn to swim programs, lane swimming, aqua fitness 
classes, leisure swims, family fun swims, competitive training, etc. 

o Competitive swimming is popular amongst a segment of the Canadian 
population - 50,000 competitive swimmers are registered with Swim 
Canada. Nationally, participation in competitive swimming programs 
declines significantly after the age of 15. 

o Swim lessons are an important element in any pool’s program 
schedule.  Aquatic instruction primarily attracts children between the 
ages of 5 and 13 years, after which there is a sharp drop-off in lesson 
participation. 

o Master swimming, water polo, diving and synchronized swimming are 
specialized and often competitive activities that remain popular in most 
jurisdictions across the country. 

o Aqua fitness and water aerobics are well-liked programs – especially 
by women and older adults.  As the population ages, industry insiders 
expect these activities to become much more popular. 

o Advances in pool design such as leisure pools with slides, wave action, 
pool and deck toys, etc. have resulted in an increase in the amount of 
swim visits per capita in jurisdictions that offer these attractive aquatic 



facilities – nationally, swim visits per capita range between four and 
eight occasions per year per resident. 

o Leisure pools attract significantly more bathers than rectangular pools 
– either 25 metre or 50 metre designs.  Leisure pools are capable of 
simultaneously accommodating more than twice the bathers than can 
be handled by rectangular pools. 

o The most successful indoor aquatic centres normally include a variety 
of features that are designed to accommodate all ages and abilities 
with increasing emphasis on the needs for an aging population. 

In 2007, the Aquatic Federation of Canada (AFC) commissioned a needs 

analysis for aquatic facilities in Ontario.  The study concluded that Ontario’s 

inventory of existing pools is sufficient to meet the public’s need for recreational 

swimming, skill development, fitness and leadership training.  On the other hand, 

the study suggested that Ontario’s weakness is in providing opportunities for 

sport training and event hosting as well as therapeutic uses.  The study’s authors 

suggested that providing opportunities for sport training and event hosting 

generally requires deep water pools with lengths over 50 metres.  The study’s 

key recommendation was that a 10 year strategy be developed to build 

knowledge, develop and sustain collaboration and build capacity within the 

aquatic community in Ontario. 

The AFC study resulted in the creation of the Aquatic Sport Council of Ontario 

that is working under the auspices of the national Federation.  The Aquatic 

Sports Council is both an advocate for strategic advancement by the aquatic 

community in Ontario as well as the provider of resources to assist pool owners 

to make informed development and operating decisions. 

Implications in Cambridge 

In view of the foregoing information, the following implications have been 

considered in determining the nature of the aquatic facility components planned 

for the City new Multiplex. 

o Over the past five years, new 50 M aquatic facility developments have 

dramatically increased the provincial capacity to host competitive 

swimming events.  For example, the new Pan Am pool complex 

located at University of Toronto's Scarborough campus is a world class 

posting venue comprised of two (2) 50 M tanks, a dive tank and a 

warm water pool all accommodated within common natatorium.  It is 

very likely that most national and provincial competitive swimming 

events as well as other high profile aquatic events will be located there.  

Furthermore, the Markham pool was also built with spectator capacity 

capable of accommodating many major events.  Consequently, the 



balance of the pools throughout the province will likely be vying for 

lower tier competitions such as club meets, school events, etc. 

o Because most 50 M pools are utilized for training or competitive 

purposes, water temperatures tend to be cooler than is generally 

comfortable for Aquafit participants or children’s instructional 

programs.  This often creates competing requests of the facility 

operator for water temperature adjustments. 

o The large water surface area of 50 M pools requires that these venues 

provide for disproportionately more supervision (lifeguards) than are 

required for 25 M tanks.  This staffing disparity significantly increases 

the labour costs of 50 M pools.  Additionally, the utility and supply 

costs to heat and treat the larger water volume plus the cleaning and 

HVAC costs to maintain, condition and illuminate the environment in 

larger natatorium drives up costs well beyond recoverable levels 

through program fees or rental revenues. It is therefore not unusual for 

50 M pools to produce annual operating deficits of $1M or more. 

o The City of Cambridge Recreation Facility Needs Assessment Report 

(March 2015) considered the above 50 M indoor pool factors.  The 

Assessment also reported on the 50 M pools’ programming limitations, 

the availability of existing long course pools to Cambridge swimmers 

and local aquatic needs that would be not well served by a 50 M tank – 

i.e. therapeutic needs and programming for an aging demographic.  

The combination these considerations led the consultants to 

recommend against constructing a 50 M tank in Cambridge. Our 

analysis of the issues aligns with the conclusions presented in the 

Needs Assessment Report.  We therefore support the facility program 

concept currently contemplated for the Multiplex natatorium including a 

25 M training tank, a leisure pool and a warm water pool. 

Excerpt from “City of Cambridge – Indoor Recreation Facilities Assessment”, prepared 
by Monteith Brown Planning Consultants, March 2015: 

Through the SportsPlex4Cambridge Campaign, the Cambridge Aquajets are 

seeking a 50-metre pool (8 to 10 lanes) with 500+ seat spectator capacity to 

enable competitive swimmers in the City and Region to train long course and to 

host major competitions. Facilities of this caliber are notoriously expensive to 

operate and difficult to program. The size, depth, and colder water of a 50- metre 

pool are not the best fit with an aging community that is seeking additional aquafit 

and therapeutic opportunities. Primary local demands are for recreational swims 

(e.g. lessons, leadership programs, therapeutic programs, etc.), which point to a 

need for a leisure tank of some form to ensure warmer temperatures, shallower 

depths, and integration of barrier-free and water play components.  



Although the community is in need of additional indoor aquatic facilities, there are 

currently nine municipally owned 50-metre pools in Ontario (plus 9 at Ontario 

universities), two of which are in close proximity to Cambridge (Guelph and 

Brantford) and have capacity to assume additional competitive swimmers. The 

distribution of 50 - metre pools around Cambridge suggest that the competitive 

swim meet market is generally well served in the region. A pool of this nature 

would be an ambitious project for a city the size of Cambridge and could be 

impacted by other major aquatic building projects in the Greater Golden 

Horseshoe, such as the three new 50-metre pools being built (with considerable 

funding from senior levels government) for the 2015 Pan Am and Parapan Am 

Games in Toronto and Markham.  

Programming is a significant challenge for 50-metre pools and the existence of a 

local swim club alone is not enough to sustain such a facility. Not only would the 

local swim club be required to substantially increase its membership, so too 

would host of other users such as (but not limited to) learn to swim lessons, 

recreational swimming, synchronized swimming, masters swimming, water polo, 

diving, schools, meets / competitions, and outside rentals. A new facility of this 

type would also create a loss of rental hours and income at existing City pools.  

Due to their large size, spectator seating requirements, and technical 

construction standards, the cost to construct a 50-metre pool complex (without 

separate warm-up tank) is very high and can be estimated at $20 million or more. 

Annual net operating costs for 50-metre pools are also substantially higher than 

traditional pool designs and can exceed $1 million per year based on 

experiences in other communities. Several communities in Ontario have explored 

the feasibility of building 50-metre pools in the past decade, with most 

municipalities concluding that a traditional 25-metre rectangular pool or leisure 

tank would be best to serve community-level recreational needs.  

Based on the aforementioned factors, an elite-level competition tank (e.g., 50-

metre pool) is not recommended to be built and operated by the City of 

Cambridge, particularly without the support of regional municipal partners and/or 

other significant partnership. 

12.0 Explore partnership opportunities with YMCA 

The JF Group, in the report “City of Cambridge – Multiplex Concept Design and 

Operating Implications”, prepared in February of 2016, provided general commentary 

regarding city – YMCA partnership arrangements.  An excerpt from that report is 

provided below and is followed by a statement provided by the YMCA regarding the 

impact to its current operation resulting from the establishment of a multipurpose sport 

and recreation facility as well as general comments related to interests in partnerships 

with the City of Cambridge. 



12.1 Partnering with the YMCA (JF Group Commentary) 

As mentioned earlier, several municipalities in Ontario have established 

successful working arrangements, management contracts or equity partnerships 

with not-for-profit organizations such as the YMCA.  Often, these relationships 

are viewed with less skepticism – by the public and senior municipal decision 

makers - than alliances between municipalities and the private sector.  However, 

in our view, the same thought process described in the previous section [see 

section 8. Partnership Opportunities] should be applied to all potential partners 

including with all not-for-profit or charitable groups. 

In particular, the municipality and the potential not-for-profit partner should reach 

early agreement on issues that often become challenging unless addressed 

before the partnership agreement is consummated: an equitable distribution of 

risks and rewards; reaching agreement on applicable operating standards; the 

need for compliance with usual municipal operating approaches (frequently an 

issue with facility patrons); agreement on pricing practices; residency rule 

requirements; branding protections; record keeping and reporting; ownership of 

intellectual property; etc.  Cambridge would be wise to examine the potential 

influence of these matters on a potential relationship with the Y so that municipal 

priorities and other partnership expectations can be brought to bear on the 

discussions early in the partnership process. 

12.2 Impact to Chaplin Family YMCA and Potential for Partnership Opportunities with 
the local Y 

Staff requested and received a statement from Tom Abbott, Vice President of 

Membership Services & Facility Development of the YMCAs of Cambridge, 

Kitchener and Waterloo.  Mr. Abbott’s statement is provided below.  It should 

also be noted that the YMCA typically performs a feasibility study prior to 

undertaking any new community partnership projects.  

My expectation is that a new facility across the street from the Y would 

negatively impact participation at, and viability of, the Chaplin Family 

YMCA facility. Opening any new facility or service, from a restaurant to a 

recreation centre, typically splits the current and future users in that area. 

The users of the new facility would be from the same user group and 

geographical location as the users of the Y. I expect that a new facility at 

261 Hespeler Road would have the most detrimental impact of the 

locations currently being discussed. Even if the same level, quality and 

value of service was provided by the Y and the City, a new facility would 

attract users from the Y, particularly in the first few years.  

A new facility would give choice to the same users who find this location 

convenient. As convenience is a leading contributor to use of Recreation 



Services, we feel that new services ideally should make it easier for new 

geographic subsets of residents to access them. We wouldn’t build a 

second YMCA across the street from ourselves – in essence, this seems 

to be what a 261 Hespeler Road facility would emulate. 

The YMCA has, in many forms, helped to pioneer and deliver recreation 

services in Cambridge since 1944, and we consider ourselves part of the 

Recreation Service system in Cambridge that delivers Recreation 

opportunities and value to residents. We continue to look for opportunities 

to be part of Cambridge improvements and solutions, not only in 

Recreation, but through our Child Care, Immigrant Services, and 

Employment Services. We share a common belief with the City in 

personal and community development through Recreation and other local 

experiences.  

The March staff report to Council identifies the City’s original investment 

that helped to bring the YMCA, and in particular a new pool, to this area. 

The Y has continued since that time to work with the City to offer City pool 

access at City rates and we have always exceeded our agreement for 

swimming access hours to all Cambridge residents.  The City and YMCA 

also have worked together to establish a shared and fair system of 

Recreation fee assistance for Cambridge resident, and we have helped 

each other in times of facility and service stresses during regularly 

scheduled facility maintenance shutdowns, as well as in emergencies 

such as the recent staff negotiations that briefly halted City Recreation 

services. The YMCA and the City also partnered to initiate the delivery of 

youth services from our centre next door to the Chaplin Family YMCA and 

the Y continues to deliver that service independently since program 

inception more than 20 years ago. The YMCA fee assists Cambridge 

residents and agencies to enable participation in YMCA services and we 

work with over 200 volunteers in the delivery of day to day programming 

and on Association governance.  

I know it is a goal of the City to work with partners to optimize delivery of 

Recreation Services. The YMCA has significant operating experience that 

is effective and efficient in delivering value to individuals and the 

community. Municipal-YMCA development and operation agreements 

have grown quickly in the last 10 years and there are a wide variety of 

agreements currently in place in Canada. Each agreement is dependent 

on the type of facility and services, the strengths the Municipal and Y 

partners bring to the partnership, and the optimization of value for 

residents. As a charitable and non-profit organization, all YMCA revenue 

is invested back into the community through current operations and new 

community investments.  



The Cambridge YMCA would welcome the opportunity to discuss how we 

can help with the planning and the operations of a new facility. 

Tom Abbott 
Vice President, Membership Services & Facility Development 

13.0 Impact to Wedges and Woods and lease implications for the city owned land. 

The Wedges and Woods property is owned by the City of Cambridge and was used as 

a landfill by the former City of Galt.  The materials buried in the landfill give off methane 

gas and as such there are methane gas vents, a leachate collection system as well as a 

methane gas monitoring system installed on the property.  The City entered into a 20 

year lease with Wedges and Woods commencing April 1st, 2009.  Wedges and Woods 

currently pays the City $1,600 per month subject to Consumer Price Index (CPI) 

increases annually.  As part of the lease agreement there is no termination 

clause.  There is a clause for “Quiet Enjoyment” which states that “Provided the tenant 

pays all rent reserved herein and performs all the covenants herein contained on its part 

to be performed, the tenant shall have quiet enjoyment of the demised 

premises.”  Therefore, the City does not have the ability to terminate the lease provided 

the tenant is not in default of the agreement.  A termination of this lease would be 

possible only through a negotiated process involving the current tenant and the City. 

14.0 User Group Input 

On Wednesday May 10 2017, sport facility user groups were invited to attend a meeting 

to share their perspectives related to the location and timing of the multiplex project.  

Sports organizations had been perceived to be somewhat reticent throughout the site 

evaluation process and the City wanted to make sure that their individual and collective 

points of view were available to Council for consideration. 

Representatives from minor hockey, ringette, figure skating, competitive swimming, 

track and field, girl’s hockey, minor basketball and Active Ambridge were included in the 

meeting. 

14.1 Summary of User Group Input 

Sport organizations shared a number of points of view related to the facility, location 

and timing but the following themes emerged as consensus items: 

1. A single multi-purpose facility was preferred over separate locations 

2. The multi-purpose facility is needed now and should be constructed as soon as 

possible 

3. The location is not of primary importance to organized sport users since they are 

accustomed to travelling to facilities on a regular basis 

4. The user groups suggested that the city choose a location that would require the 

least amount of financial resources to acquire and develop so that the maximum 

amount of financial value could be invested in the actual facility 



Summary and Analysis of Recommendation Options 

Recommendation Option Benefits Challenges 

OPTION A:  

THAT Council approve the 
development of an 
aquatic/gymnasia complex on lands 
owned by the city in southeast Galt 
in conjunction with the 
Idea/Exchange, the Catholic school 
board and the Public school board; 
and further; 

THAT Council authorizes staff to 
issue an Expression of Interest 
(EOI) related to establishing a 
partnership to provide an additional 
two ice pads to the community with 
the potential to expand to four. 

 

Minimizes/eliminates 
property acquisition 
requirements 

Allows for projects to 
be completed in 
phases 

Promotes partnership 
with third party 
operator 

Southern location of aquatic/gym 
complex is not central (however 
is in balance with the Johnson 
pool/gym centre in the north) 

Is not consistent with the original 
needs analysis/vision for the 
multipurpose facility 

 

OPTION B:  

THAT Council directs staff to 
undertake a negotiation process to 
acquire <COUNCIL TO IDENTIFY 
PARCEL OF LAND> for the 
purposes of establishing a multi-
purpose sport and recreation facility 
and to report back regarding the 
negotiations in the fall of 2017. 

 

Task Force alternative 
parcels 
recommendations 
were well-received by 
the community. 

Consistent with 
original vision for the 
facility. 

Allows for partnership 
opportunities. 

Depending on parcel selected, 
could add significant cost and 
time to the project. 

Will result in an opportunity cost 
to the municipality in terms of 
foregoing tax revenue. 

Depending on the parcel, 
development plans may already 
be underway. 

OPTION C:  

THAT Council cancel the existing 
multiplex project and direct staff to 
undertake an updated facility needs 
analysis to be conducted in 2018 
and presented to Council in the fall 
of 2018 in order to be considered 
for the capital budget process. 

 

Provides Council with 
an opportunity to 
consult with 
constituents and 
users. 

Allows for an updated 
needs study to be 
undertaken (previous 
study completed early 
2015) 

May result in further delay to the 
project. 

Further delays to the 
construction will result in higher 
construction costs due to 
inflationary factors. 

 

OPTION D:  

THAT Council confirms its decision 
to construct a community recreation 

Low land cost enables 
city to maximize 
capital dollars to 

Vocal opposition to this location 
from the community resulted in 
further study of locations.  
Opposition to this location 



Recommendation Option Benefits Challenges 

facility on Conestoga land located in 
the City of Cambridge; and further, 

THAT staff be directed to review the 
proposed lease agreement, 
business plan and concept plan for 
the multipurpose sport and 
recreation facility proposed for 
Conestoga College and return to 
present these documents for 
approval subject to any necessary 
revisions in the fall of 2017. 

invest in facility 

Creates a unique 
partnership 
opportunity to reduce 
operating costs while 
enhancing student 
experiences 

Potential for a 
community hub to be 
established 

Good 401 access and 
visibility. 

continues to be expressed in 
media and social media. 

Location is removed from 
geographic centre of the city. 

Transit service to the site is 
present but limited at this time. 

Proximity to Cambridge-based 
hospitality based businesses is 
not as advantageous as more 
central locations. 

SIGNATURE 

Prepared by: 

Departmental Approval: 

City Manager Approval: 

ATTACHMENTS 

Appendix  A – Mixed Use Development Partnership case Studies (Provided by Deloitte) 



APPENDIX A – Mixed Use Development case Studies 
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