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Recommendation(s)
THAT Committee consider and discuss each of the following recommendations and
refer them to the June 18th Council meeting for final decision:
THAT Report 19-178(CRE), re: Recreation Complex be received;
AND THAT Council receive a report titled: Public Engagement Report (Attachment A),
summarizing the outcome of the community engagement process undertaken since
March 5, 2019;
AND THAT Council approves the location of a recreation complex with a 25m swimming
pool, gymnasiums, fitness track and multi-purpose rooms on lands owned by the city in
southeast Galt;
AND THAT Council approves the plan to decommission John Dolson Centre Pool at
such time as the new aquatic facility is operational at the Southeast Galt lands;
AND THAT Council authorizes staff to consider the request by Buckingham Sports
Properties (Buckingham), under Section 8.16 of Buckingham’s Lease from the City, to
expand the existing Cambridge Sports Park Facility on the lands leased by Buckingham
from the City, to provide a four pad ice facility, by adding two additional ice pads and
improving the existing two ice pads, and report back on the outcome of discussions with
Buckingham prior to the end of September 2019.
AND THAT Council directs staff to prepare a project proposal to expand and improve
the Preston Memorial Auditorium with an additional ice pad to make it a twin pad facility
as part of 2020-2029 Capital budget process;

AND THAT Council approves the plan to decommission Karl Homuth Arena, Duncan
McIntosh Arena and Dickson Arena as ice facilities at such time as the new ice pads are
operational;
AND FURTHER THAT Council directs staff to work with the Region of Waterloo, area
municipalities, educational institutes and Waterloo Region Sports Hosting Office to
explore opportunities for a 50 m aquatic facility within the Region of Waterloo.

Executive Summary
Since 2014, the City has been evaluating the construction of a multi-purpose recreation
complex. Council constituted project task forces which developed a list of desired
programming components and evaluated possible facility locations. The site evaluation
task force reviewed 34 sites and provided a shortlist of 5 qualifying sites.
As per Council direction in February 2019, the viability of locating a recreation complex
at city-owned lands in Southeast Galt and/or the improvement of existing facilities was
explored and up-to-date information was provided in the report Recreation Complex
Opportunities, Report to Council 19-061(CRE), dated March 5, 2019. Further, in April
and May of 2019 staff and Council provided information to the public and sought input
on the project. Community engagement efforts are highlighted in this report and
described in detail in Attachment A: Public Engagement Report.
The staff recommendation is a balance of input collected from the various engagement
opportunities (recent and past), experts, consultants and key stakeholders.
This is a large and complex project and staff has weighed the collective feedback while
also keeping top of mind that the end result must be an affordable solution that is in the
best interest of taxpayers, sports and recreation groups and the community.
The preferred approach, as demonstrated in this report, presents the most cost-effective
and timely solution, and the lowest uncertainty with respect to project cost and
schedule.

Purpose
This report is in follow up to the March 5, 2019 report and provides:
•

Summary of outcomes of the community engagement process undertaken since
March 5, 2019

•

Recommendations and analysis of sites and facility options to deliver desired
recreational programming at affordable costs

Key Findings
• Over 110 people attended the information session on April 3, 2019, while 13
delegations spoke at the Council delegation nights on May 13 and 14, 2019.
Delegations were primarily representing various sports user groups. Key
messages received from the delegation nights include:
o Build anywhere (location is not important as sports teams routinely travel
within the city and province for events)
o Invest in the facility and do not spend money to purchase land
o If splitting the facility will speed up the building/improvement of facilities
then that is what should be done
o A single facility would have challenges to maintain temperature and air
quality. A dual HVAC system should be considered for a single facility
o Better indoor recreation facilities are needed as soon as possible
o A 50 m pool and four ice pads would open opportunities to host bigger
tournaments and promote sports tourism and economic benefits for the
community
o 50 m pools exist at Wilfrid Laurier University in Waterloo, as well as in the
cities of Guelph and Brantford
o Consider Private partnership and fundraising opportunities to deliver
desired recreational programming at affordable costs
•

The online survey had 909 responses, with over 390 written comments

•

Based on the online survey responses:
o 39% of respondents listed 261 Hespeler Road (Flea market) as their first
preference to host a recreation complex
o 29% of respondents selected Southeast Galt (City-owned lands) as their
first preference
o The remaining 32% of respondents selected as follows:


15% preferred 220-240 Pinebush Road



10% preferred 850 Fountain Street South (Conestoga College)



7% preferred 0 Franklin Boulevard (Franklin Boulevard at Savage
Drive)

o 70% of respondents preferred a single facility, while the remaining 30%
preferred a split facility
o 40% of respondents thought location was the most important factor. 32%
of respondents thought the shortest schedule was the most important
factor and 28% of respondents thought cost was the most important
factor.

Financial Implications
•

The current estimated project cost for a recreation complex (excluding arenas) as
recommended at Southeast Galt is $59 million. $15.2 million of the project cost
would be funded from property taxes with an estimated tax rate impact of 1.0% to
1.5% due to debt repayment. The remaining project cost would be funded from
development charges to be recovered over the next 15 years.

•

The current estimated cost for Preston Auditorium enhancement and expansion
to a twin pad facility is $14 million. $10.4 million of the project cost would be
funded from property taxes with an estimated tax rate impact of 0.7% to 1% due
to debt repayment. The remaining project cost would be funded from
development charges.

•

Additional operating impact due to operation of new facilities and contribution to
facility reserves for long term renewal will be provided once the location of the
new facility, and expansion and decommissioning of existing facilities is approved
as recommended.

•

Decommissioning of various aging facilities will provide operational efficiencies
and reduce capital improvement costs over the next ten years.

•

The cost to build and operate a 50 m pool is estimated to be more than 2.5 to 3
times the cost of building and operating a 25 m pool.

•

The financial implications of the request from Buckingham will need to be
assessed and reported in a future report to Council.

•

Proposed Development Charge Act changes through Bill 108 and associated
changes to development charge collection may have an impact on financing this
project. Part of the Bill includes removing development charges for soft services,
including recreation, and instead the opportunity for municipalities to create a
“community benefits charge” strategy.

Background
In 2014, the City completed a recreational facilities master plan that recommended the
establishment of a large scale multipurpose sport and recreational facility to meet
current and future recreational needs.
Two Council-appointed task forces were formed to advance the concept. The first task
force determined, through considerable public input, what components should be
included in the final design of the facility. On May 16, 2016, Council approved a concept
plan for the multiplex which included the following functional programming elements:
•

Aquatic complex with a 25 metre – 10 lane pool, a warm water/therapeutic pool
and a leisure pool with spectator seating

•

Triple gymnasium

•

Fitness track

•

Multi-purpose rooms and display space

•

4 (four) NHL sized ice pads (design 4 pads, construct 2 pads with spectator
seating in one arena pad [phase I] and 2 additional pads at a future date [phase
II])

In May of 2016 a second task force was established to undertake a community
consultation process related to site evaluation and to present information gathered
through this process. The task force comprised of 2 members of Council; 2 members of
staff; and 5 members of the public and a Chamber of Commerce representative.
In February 2019, Council directed staff to review the viability of locating recreation
facilities at city-owned lands in Southeast Galt and/or the improvement of existing
facilities. This information is provided in the report Recreation Complex Opportunities,
Report to Council 19-061(CRE), dated March 5, 2019.
Based on the site evaluation task force report and further direction from Council on
February 5, 2019 a list of five sites for consideration was established:
•

261 Hespeler Road (Flea market)

•

220-240 Pinebush Road

•

0 Franklin Blvd (Franklin Blvd at Savage Drive)

•

850 Fountain St S. (Conestoga College)

•

Southeast Galt (city-owned lands)

The sites under consideration are presented on Attachment B.
In April and May of 2019 staff and Council provided information to the public and sought
input on the project. Further, Council invited sports user groups and residents to provide
their input regarding the project at two delegation nights on Monday May 13 and
Tuesday May 14, 2019. Community engagement efforts are highlighted in this report
and described in detail in Attachment A: Public Engagement Report.

Next Steps
With the information and analysis provided in this report, staff is recommending next
steps to deliver desired recreational programming at affordable costs. There are a
number of recommendations for consideration and implications arising from each that
will need to be factored into the final direction. The remainder of this report is devoted to
providing information and analysis related to the recommendations.

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 5.1 Work with the community to provide the right mix of recreational
opportunities that meet the needs of a changing and diverse population.
Goal #7 - Transportation and Infrastructure
Objective 7.3 Provide innovative leadership in the management of city assets to help
plan, fund and maintain city assets in a sustainable way.
The recreation complex project will contribute significantly to the City’s recreational
landscape and represents the largest recreational facility expenditure proposed to date.
The project is consistent with the strategic goals related to creating significant places
and promoting economic development as well as contributing to the sport and
recreational aspirations of the community.
Further, the analysis and recommendations in this report consider affordability and
sustainable planning. Building a recreation complex with swimming pool, gymnasiums,
fitness track and multi-purpose rooms first, seeking partnerships to deliver increased ice
facilities in the city, and planning out future investments in other facilities is an
affordable solution for today, and provides sustainable improvements to the overall
indoor recreation facility complement in the future.

Comments
Analysis of sites
Staff recommends the Southeast Galt city-owned lands be selected as the site of a
recreation complex with swimming pool, gymnasiums, fitness track and multi-purpose
rooms. The site can also accommodate four ice pads and/or a 50 m pool (instead of a
25 m pool) if Council prefers to build a single facility and/or a 50 m pool. The city-owned
lands are large enough to accommodate these recreational facilities, outdoor sports
fields and two elementary schools, EarlyON and child care facilities, and a library that
are also proposed.
Through the delegation nights on May 13 and 14, 2019 it is understood that most sports
user groups do not have a preference with respect to facility location. The primary
interests of sports user groups is that facilities be built or improved as soon as possible,
and that financial resources be invested in the facility not the land.
The following information summarizes opportunities and challenges associated with the
two most preferred by online survey respondents. The other three considered sites
along with two alternative sites proposed by stakeholders during the community
engagement process are discussed in Attachment C.

261 Hespeler Road
Based on the online survey, the site at 261 Hespeler Road is preferred by 39% of
respondents. The delegation from the YMCAs of Cambridge and Kitchener-Waterloo
expressed concern about building an aquatic complex at this location, as the Chaplin
Family YMCA which houses an aquatic facility is across the street and they felt that a
new facility so close would directly impact their future operations. The city and the
YMCA have an existing partnership, which allows residents to access the pool using city
day fees during 25 hours of drop-in recreation swim time each week.
As documented by the site evaluation task force, the 261 Hespeler Road site is a
favourable location for a recreation complex because it is the most central location;
there is the opportunity for positive local economic impact for Hespeler Road
businesses. The site has direct frontage on a main transit route, which may allow for
reduced parking requirements. It is also easily accessible by vehicle. A few respondents
to the online survey expressed concerns about traffic congestion on Hespeler Road.
The relatively smaller site size may require an imaginative design to build all amenities
at this site.
If Council desires to pursue building a recreation facility in this location there are factors
to be considered.

Land acquisition
The construction of a recreation complex at this site would require the acquisition of 8
acres (the Flea Market site) adjacent to the former landfill owned by the city. The former
landfill property at 155 Can-Amera Parkway leased to Wedges and Woods would also
be required to provide adequate parking for a recreation complex.
The Flea Market parcel was appraised at $7.5M in 2017. In the case that the land owner
perceives the value of the property to be significantly higher, it may be necessary to
pursue expropriation of the land. Expropriation is a lengthy and relatively complex
process compared to acquisition by negotiation.

Environmental assessment and remediation
As per the Environmental Record Review conducted by Dillon Consulting Limited in
2017, significant potential for soil and groundwater contamination exists at the site
(encompassing 261 Hespeler Road and 155 Can-Amera Parkway). A Phase One and
Phase Two Environmental Site Assessment, including contaminant delineation in soil
and groundwater, waste fill delineation, and remediation and/or risk assessment, would
be required. Further, an Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) amendment is most
likely required under Section 46 of the Environmental Protection Act. The estimated cost
of this work is up to $2M, along with a 2-3.5 year timeline to complete the requirements.

Lease agreement with Wedges and Woods
The city entered into a 20 year lease with Wedges and Woods commencing April 1,
2009. The city does not have the ability to terminate the lease provided the tenant is not
in default of the agreement. The dissolution of this lease would be possible only through
a negotiated process involving the current tenant and the city.

Risk to project schedule and cost
Given the above factors, there is considerable risk to the time line to prepare the site for
construction, which would realistically be at least 3.5 years and could be as much as 10
years. Further, there is a high likelihood that the project cost will increase as a result of
unknown environmental contamination, land expropriation and dissolution of the lease
agreement in place for 155 Can-Amera Parkway.

Opportunity Cost
Considering the central location of the site on a major transit route and proximity to a
commercial area, the site is well suited for mixed use development, which would
generate significant tax revenue for the city in the future if the site were not developed
as a public recreation complex. A recreational complex on this site would lead to lower
development density for this part of the Hespeler Road corridor than is currently
planned.

Considering the above factors, risks to schedule and cost, and given the proximity to the
Chaplin Family YMCA facility, this site is not recommended.

Southeast Galt (city-owned lands)
At the time of the site evaluation by the task force in 2016, planning for the East
Boundary road was underway, and the alignment of the road may have affected the
amount of developable land at this site. The preferred alignment for the East Boundary
road is now finalized by the Region of Waterloo and notice of completion of the related
Environmental Assessment has been released. The preferred alignment will pass
beside the site and provide easy access to the site from this major arterial road in the
future.
Staff recommends building a recreation complex with a swimming pool, gymnasiums,
fitness track and multi-purpose rooms in this location. If Council prefers to build a single
facility, the site can also accommodate four ice pads and/or a 50 m pool (instead of a 25
m pool). The city-owned lands are large enough to accommodate these recreational
facilities, outdoor sports fields, two elementary schools, EarlyON and child care
facilities, and a library that are also proposed.
The Southeast Galt lands provide an opportunity to create a community hub with a
recreation complex, outdoor sports fields, a library branch, and two new schools. There
is an opportunity to optimize and share parking. In support of the community hub model,
it is noted that co-locating of the John Dolson pool and St. Ambrose School resulted in
better utilization of the city’s pool.

Future growth
The forecasted population of up to 26,500 people is estimated to live within 1.5 km of
the site in the future. In comparison, this forecasted population is equal to or greater
than the current populations of Preston or Hespeler. As per the recreation facilities
master plan, some form of recreation or community centre will be required at this site in
the future.

Site preparation and servicing
The city will be responsible for grading and servicing of this city-owned land for any
facilities that are planned on the property. Adjacent land owners have submitted a draft
plan of subdivision application and site servicing plan, which includes the city-owned
lands. A staff report presenting the application will be brought to Council in June 2019
for review and decision making. An estimated $2M will be required to pay for the cost of
developing roads and services to the city-owned site. Site grading and servicing is
planned to be completed in 2019 and 2020.

Site access
As the area is developed, the site will be accessible from Dundas Street South, Franklin
Boulevard, Myers Road and the Regional South Boundary Road which is currently
under construction. Drive times from Preston and Hespeler cores to the site range from
12 to 22 minutes using the existing road network during peak travel times. In the future,
road network improvements including the South boundary and East boundary roads will
decrease travel times.
Given the forecasted population growth and road network improvements, and the plan
for a community hub including two schools at the site, the frequency of buses and
number of routes servicing the area will increase.

Opportunities with project schedule and cost
As the city already owns the land there is no cost uncertainty associated with
purchasing the land at this site. Site environmental conditions were evaluated at the
time of purchase and environmental issues are not expected to be encountered at the
site.
Subject to Council selecting the site for a recreation complex, site preparation is
expected to be completed in 2020. The process to obtain a site plan approval, detailed
design, and construction tender document could be completed concurrently and finished
by the end of 2020. This means that construction could begin in 2021.
The Southeast Galt city-owned lands are ideally suited to host a recreation complex
considering:
•

Land ownership

•

Finalization of East Boundary road alignment

•

Opportunity to start building as soon as approvals and design can be completed

•

Provide recreation services to future residents of the area which will have a
population equal to or great than Hespeler or Preston

•

Benefits of a community hub model, including outdoor sports fields, shared
parking, and higher facility utilization

•

Opportunity for future expansion with four ice pads

•

Opportunity to construct a 50 m pool (instead of a 25 m pool)

Other sites considered
Based on the online survey 32% of respondents selected either of:

•

15% preferred 220-240 Pinebush Road

•

10% preferred 850 Fountain Street South (Conestoga College)

•

7% preferred 0 Franklin Boulevard (Franklin Boulevard at Savage Drive)

Two additional sites owned by the city were brought forward by residents as possible
locations for a recreation complex. The sites are:
•

0 Bishop Street North, abutting and east of Conestoga Blvd (Provincially
significant wetland and Regionally significant woodlot)

•

1535 Bishop Street North (Storage yard)

These locations are not recommended as a site for the recreation complex. Detailed
analysis of these sites is provided in Attachment C.

Ice facilities
On May 16, 2016, Council approved a concept plan for the multiplex which included 4
NHL sized ice pads. The approved concept plan is to construct 2 pads with spectator
seating in one arena pad as phase I. The site selection and design process should allow
for 2 additional pads at a future date. This plan was established to address community
need, conditions of existing facilities, and affordability.
As reported to Council in March of 2019, the cost for a single recreation complex with
ice pads has significantly increased as outlined in Attachment D. It is understood that
better quality ice facilities, preferably with four pads in one location, are desired by the
sporting community as soon as possible. As reported by sports user groups at the
delegation nights, a four pad facility could draw tournaments to the area, and provide an
economic benefit to the community.
Buckingham owns and operates a twin pad ice facility at the Cambridge Sports Park,
along with outdoor sports fields. The facility is on land leased from the city since 1997.
Through the current lease, the city is allocated 840 hours of ice time from September to
March each year. The Cambridge Sports Park is centrally located.
Based on the presentation by Buckingham to Council at the delegation night it appears
that Buckingham is proposing to expand its operations on city land by building two new
ice pads at the Cambridge Sports Park and improving the existing two ice pads, and
fully fund these capital costs.
Further, Buckingham has confirmed that they are considering expanding under clause
8.16 of the lease agreement if an agreement with the city can be reached, whereby the
expansion would prove beneficial to both parties.

Staff recommends considering the request of Buckingham under clause 8.16 of the
lease agreement. It is suggested that staff report back on discussions with Buckingham
to Council prior to the end of September 2019. This is considered to be the most
affordable and shortest schedule approach to deliver a four pad ice facility.
If the city does not wish to approve the request from Buckingham, to deliver a four pad
ice facility at the Cambridge Sports Park, the city has the option to expand the Hespeler
Memorial Arena to a four pad facility, or build four ice pads at the Southeast Galt
location.
In addition, staff recommends building a new ice pad and improving the existing
amenities at the Preston Memorial Auditorium. Twin pad facilities provide operating
efficiencies and improve opportunities for hosting tournaments.
These staff recommendations will result in three new ice pads, including a quad facility
(Cambridge Sports Park) and two twin ice pad facilities (Hespeler Memorial Arena and
Preston Memorial Auditorium) and a single pad at the historic Galt Arena Gardens. This
approach would allow residents to benefit from new aquatic and ice facilities in the
shortest possible time period, while reducing capital investment costs through
partnership opportunities.

50m Pool Consideration
The 2015 Recreation Facility Needs Assessment Report concluded that the city’s
present and future aquatic requirements would be best served by the development of a
new natatorium (aquatic facility) including a 25 m training tank, a leisure pool and a
warm water pool. This was confirmed through the Multiplex Concept Design and
Operating Implication study (2016). Neither study supported the development of a 50 m
pool because of:
•

Significant capital and operating costs (approximately 2.5 to 3 times the cost of
building and operating a 25 m tank)

•

Programming limitations of the larger pool

•

Availability of existing 50 m pools

•

Local aquatic requirement of the city’s residents including therapeutic and
programming needs for an aging demographic

The Waterloo Region Sport Hosting Office was created with the mandate to research
and bid on future sport hosting opportunities in an effort to bring tournaments,
competitions and special events to Waterloo Region. If this research reveals that there
are opportunities for the Region to host major aquatics events, a long course pool to
meet regional needs may be a reasonable possibility. However, the viability of an
aquatic event and training facility would require additional assessment and study

including capital and operating cost projections, viable location, regional partnership
implications, and cost sharing agreements.
Staff recommends working with the Region of Waterloo, area municipalities, educational
institutes and Waterloo Region Sport Hosting Office to explore opportunities for a 50 m
aquatic facility within the Region of Waterloo

Decommissioning facilities
As new recreation facilities become operational it is recommended that some existing
facilities be decommissioned to:
•

Provide opportunities for other indoor recreation services or community space

•

Balance supply and demand of services

•

Improve operating efficiencies, by creating multi-pad ice facilities

•

Reduce capital renewal cost of aging facilities

•

Repay debt through sale of surplus facilities/lands

John Dolson Centre pool, Karl Homuth, Duncan McIntosh and Dickson Centre Arenas
will require significant capital investments over the next 10-years to allow for continued
operations. A recreation facility review is planned for 2020, at which time alternative
uses for Duncan McIntosh and Dickson Centre Arenas will be reviewed.

Existing Policy/By-Law
City uses are permitted as of right on any property through the Official Plan and Zoning
By-law, provided that all of the zoning requirements such as setbacks from property
lines, required parking, lot coverage, etc. are met. An approved site plan application will
be required for the construction of a recreation complex.

Financial Impact
Funding Sources and Operating Impact due to Debt Financing
A new or expanded recreation complex would be eligible for funding from development
charges relating to the portion of increased indoor recreation square footage space,
based on the current Development Charges Act. Development charges are collected as
a result of new development, and are a source of funding towards growth related capital
expenditures. Any portion that is a replacement of existing indoor recreation space
would need to be funded through the tax base.
There are many factors that go into determining the project funding and associated
impact of debt financing for a recreation complex, including what facility/facilities are

decommissioned, how the project is phased, the term of the debt and the interest rate of
the debt.
Attachment D provides a summary of project costs, funding sources, debt financing
impacts and development charges recovery period for:
•

As recommended
o Recreation Complex - excluding Arenas at Southeast Galt
o Preston Memorial Auditorium Arena Improvements and expansion
(additional ice pad)

•

Other alternatives
o Council approved programming - phase I and II (4 Ice pads) at Southeast
Galt
o Council approved programming - phase I (2 Ice pads) at Southeast Galt
o Hespeler Memorial Arena expansion (additional twin pad)

Additional Operating Impacts
In addition to tax rate impacts due to debt servicing, there will be a tax rate impact to the
operating budget to actually run the facility and a reserve contribution towards the
sustainable rehabilitation and replacement of the facility.
Due to the many options and permutations available, detailed facility operating costs
and the sustainable contribution to capital reserve funds analysis will be completed at a
later date for a selected project delivery option.

Debt Limit
The City’s debt policy as adopted in 2014, limits the amount of debt that the City can
undertake. The current policy for tax-supported debt charges (principal and interest) is
limited to 10% of the City’s revenues.
A number of factors impact a debt limit forecast calculation, including the amount of
debt issued, timing of when the debt is issued, term of the debt and the Interest rate.
Assuming debt would be issued in 2021 for the recreation complex, the City’s debt limit
of 10% would likely be exceeded in all scenarios.
In order to provide recreation complex project funding, it is likely that the City’s debt
policy may need further review and revision.

Bill 108
On May 2, 2019 the Province released Bill 108, the More Homes, More Choices Act,
which seeks to address the shortage of affordable housing across the province by
encouraging the introduction of more supply to the market. Part of the Bill includes
removing development charges for soft services, including recreation, and instead the
opportunity for municipalities to create a “community benefits charge” strategy. As
discussed in report 19-177(CRE) presented to Budget & Audit Committee on May 23,
2019, there remains a number of questions on these proposed changes. At this time,
staff are unable to quantify the impact that the proposed legislation would have on the
City of Cambridge and the funding for future recreation complex capital work. Given this
uncertainty, staff will report back with an update on financial impact before project
tendering.

Public Input
Staff hosted a public information session on April 3, 2019 for stakeholders to obtain
additional information and better understand the project. An online public engagement
platform also provided an opportunity for residents and stakeholders to access
information about the project and to provide feedback from April 3 to 24, 2019. Further,
Council invited sports user groups and residents to provide their input regarding the
project at two delegation nights on May 13 and 14, 2019.
The outcomes of the community engagement process are documented in Attachment A:
Public Engagement Report.

Internal/External Consultation
Staff in Parks, Recreation and Culture, Planning Services, Engineering, Economic
Development, Office of the Chief Financial Officer, Asset Management and the Project
Management Office, and the Corporate Leadership team contributed to the content of
this report.

Conclusion
The high attendance at the public meeting and delegations nights, combined with the
amount of detailed commentary though the survey and on social media suggest there
remains a great deal of passion and interest in this project
The large number of comments focused on encouraging the City to get the project
underway suggests broad support for moving forward as quickly as possible.
The current cost to build a multiplex has significantly increased since 2016 due to
market conditions and inflation. In order to continue providing quality recreational
services at an affordable cost locating a recreational facility at city-owned Southeast

Galt lands is recommended. It is the most affordable site option and could be ready for
construction by 2021.
Further, if Buckingham makes an application to expand the Cambridge Sports Park,
their application should be considered to deliver a quad pad ice facility with the shortest
schedule and lowest capital cost. If the city does not approve Buckingham’s request
under the lease, Hespeler Memorial Arena and the Southeast Galt recreation complex
are suitable for future quad ice pad facility construction.
To continue providing quality recreational services at an affordable cost phased
implementation of construction, community fundraising, naming rights, and partnership
opportunities for operation of recreation facilities should be considered.
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Recreation Complex Opportunities, March 5, 2019
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1 Background
The City of Cambridge provided members of the public and key stakeholders with a number of
opportunities to learn about the Cambridge Recreation Complex project and to provide input on the five
site locations that have been proposed; the type of facility (single or split); as well as to submit ideas and
thoughts in general. This report summarizes these opportunities and the feedback that has been
received.

1.2 Public Engagement Opportunities
The City made a concerted effort to inform the public about the ways people could learn about the
options and share their input. These efforts were comprised of three main approaches:
-

Public meeting/information session – April 3, 2019
Online information portal and survey – Engage Cambridge – April 3- 24, 2019
Two delegation evenings – May 13 and May 14, 2019

1.3 Promotion
Advertising
Advertising in local and digital media helped ensure that
people knew how to get informed and engaged.

-

-

-

Cambridge Times, Metroland Media Group Ltd. March 28, 2019
o Print ½ page colour ad

-

Cambridge Times, Metroland Media Group Ltd. –
March 26 – April 2, 2019
o Two digital banner ads, 20,000
impressions

Corus Radio – 91.5 The Beat and 107. 5 DAVE ROCKS
o 91.5 The Beat and 107.5 DAVE ROCKS campaign – March 27 – April 3, 2019
Facebook and Instagram ads - Six digital ads across 2 ad sets
o Public meeting ads - March 27 – April 3
o Online survey ads - April 5 – April 24
o Total reach – 27.5K, shares – 128, link clicks – 1625
Posters and digital signage displayed across City facilities.

Digital and social media
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The City issued news posts, starting March 25, 2019, and provided updated information on a project page
on the City website (www.cambridge.ca/reccomplex). Social media channels were used to promote the
engagement opportunities and feedback mechanisms. Social media was also used to generate discussion
and amplify news media coverage.
Facebook – Boosted posts reached
27.5K individuals, shared 128 times.
Twitter – 10 tweets generated a reach
of approximately 124K, cumulatively
they were retweeted 47 times.
The link to Engage Cambridge and the
project website were clicked 2,537
times.
Over 170 comments generated on
social media. Many of the comments
focused on encouraging Council to
make a final decision and move forward; as well as questioning the Conestoga location as an option.
Media coverage
Posts on the City website and social media resulted in a large amount of coverage by local news outlets
during the consultation period. (Appendix 4)
Key stakeholder outreach
Targeted invitations were sent to over 20 sport and recreation groups and key stakeholders to invite
them to attend the public meeting and register as delegates during one of the delegation events.

2 Engagement
2. 1 Public Meeting
The Public Meeting/ Information session took place on
April 3, 2019 between 4 - 8 pm at Cambridge City Hall.
It included presentations by the project manager at 5
p.m. and again at 7 p.m.; as well as display boards.
There were over 110 members of the public in
attendance. People were encouraged to fill out the
survey on tablets. An option summary handout was
given out for easy reference (Appendix 1).
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Media coverage from the meeting focused on comments
from residents urging the City to get the project moving.
On April 4, The Cambridge Times noted that, “More than
80 people turned out Wednesday night for an open
house to discuss the future of sport and recreation
facilities in Cambridge, and the general consensus from
the public was “get it done.”

2.2 Online Survey
An online survey and information portal was created on the Engage Cambridge platform at
www.engagecambridge.ca (See Appendix 3). The public was encouraged to review and provide feedback
online from April 3 to April 24, 2019. The page contained project background, presentations, council
reports, and key milestones.
The portal was visited approximately 2.3K times with an average of 251 visitors per day.

2. 3 Delegation Evenings
Delegation evenings were held on May 13 at 6 p.m. and May 14 at 4 p.m. in City Hall Council Chambers to
allow for additional in-person input and insights from the community. City staff was pleased to see youth
participating in the delegations and in attendance.
There were 13 delegations representing:
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-

Active Cambridge
Cambridge Aquajets
Cambridge Ringette Association
Cambridge Mavericks Masters Swim
team
YMCA of Cambridge and Kitchener
Cambridge Harrier Running Club
Cambridge Minor Hockey Association
Invictus Athletics Club
Rivulettes Women’s hockey Team
Buckingham Sports
Preston Figure Skating Club

3. Public Feedback Summary
3. 1. Online Survey: www.engagecambridge.ca
The goal of the online survey was to gain feedback on the five potential sites, as well on a single or split
facility.
The online survey asked people to rate their preferences in terms of:




Priority (cost, location, timeline)
Single or split facility
Location

In total, 909 respondents completed the survey.
Priority

58% of respondents said location is their main
priority, of which 24% preferred 261 Hespeler Road;
13% preferred Southeast Galt; 12% preferred 220
Pinebush Road; 5% - 0 Franklin Blvd; 4% - 850
Fountain Street South.
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Facility type
Facility Options

30%
Single facility

70% of the respondents preferred a single
facility; the remaining 30% preferred a split
facility.

70%

Split facility

Location

In terms of location, the results were mixed
with the largest response (39%) favoring 261
Hespeler Road followed by (29%) for
Southeast Galt.

3. 2 Common Themes in the Survey Comments
In total, over 390 comments were included in the submissions.
-

-

-

-

82 respondents are in favour of building the facility as quickly as possible.
38 respondents wrote in favour of pursuing partnerships or sponsorships with other
organizations such as the YMCA, the City of Kitchener, the Region of Waterloo, private industry
and/or Buckingham Sports and Entertainment.
38 respondents expressed
concern about traffic congestion
on major road ways.
40 respondents comment on the
need for access to the facility by
public transit.
50 respondents requested a 50
metre pool.
45 respondents requested that
four ice pads be built
immediately.
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-

47 respondents identified sports tourism opportunities associated with a new facility.

3. 3 Common Themes in the Delegation Presentations to Council
-

Better indoor recreation facilities are needed immediately
Build anywhere (location is not important as sports teams routinely travel within the city and
province for events)
Invest in the facility and do not spend money to purchase land
If splitting the facility will speed up the building/improvement of facilities then that is what should
be done
A single facility would have challenges to maintain temperature and air quality. A dual HVAC
system should be considered for a single facility
A 50m pool and four ice pads would open opportunities to host bigger tournaments and promote
sports tourism and economic benefits for the community
50m pools exist at Wilfrid Laurier University in Waterloo, as well as in the cities of Guelph and
Brantford
Consider private partnership and fundraising opportunities to deliver desired recreational
programming at affordable costs

Sports groups reiterated to Council that their main priority is to move forward with the project. Galt
Collegiate Institute swim coach Shelley Fitzpatrick said: “we have heard from a variety of groups and I
think we can all agree that this needs to move forward and move forward quickly.”
May 13 live stream: www.youtube.com/watch?v=dLNQ0gzbkA8
May 14 live stream: www.youtube.com/watch?v=EZHDWfWhor8

4. Prior Consultation Overview
Planning for a multi-purpose sport and recreation facility began in 2015 after City staff completed a
recreational master plan and needs assessment which recommended a new multi-use sports facility to
meet current and future recreational needs.
Two task forces were formed and significant public input has been sought and received about the project.

4.1 Public consultation on amenities
Since April of 2015, community engagement has included task force meetings, presentations by
delegations at task force meetings, open house and public meetings, feedback through an online survey
and through the citizen budget online interactive application and at General Committee and Council
meetings.
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4.2 Public consultation on site location
Community feedback was obtained during the site evaluation process in 2016 through several channels,
including:
-

-

Engage Cambridge online survey with about 1660 responses
Two public information centres with opportunities for attendees to provide information through
informal conversations, comment cards, location theme exhibit, and one-on-one recorded
conservations
Open task force meetings - nearly 15 open meetings were held to allow public to engage in the
evaluation process and provide feedback and commentary
A project website was established and hosted background information and materials, as well as
task force agendas and minutes

4.3 Sport Groups Input
In May of 2017, various sports user groups were invited to provide feedback and comments on recreation
complex project amenities and location. Sports user groups consulted include minor hockey, ringette,
figure skating, competitive swimming, track and field, girl’s minor hockey, minor baseball and Active
Cambridge.

5. Appendices
Appendix 1 – Option summary
Appendix 2 - Poster
Appendix 3 - Front page of Engage Cambridge
www.engagewr.ca/cambridge-recreation-complex

Appendix 4 – Media reports
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Cambridge Recreation Complex
Get up-to-date on where we are with the project
and share your thoughts on what’s important to you.

Join us
April 3, 2019 from 4 - 8 p.m.
Presentations at 5 p.m. and 7 p.m.
Bowman Room, Cambridge City Hall

Can't make it in person?
We still want to hear from you. Share your thoughts
online April 3 through April 24.

www.cambridge.ca/reccomplex

March 26, 2019
Share your thoughts on the Cambridge
Recreation Complex, on Wednesday
NEWS 12:33 PM Cambridge Times

The City of Cambridge is inviting city residents to have their say on the proposed
Multiplex project this Wednesday. - Lisa Rutledge/Torstar
The Cambridge multiplex project has been four years in the making and is now
entering the final stages of the decision-making process.
On Wednesday, April 3, the public will receive an update on the project and have
a chance to have their say on what should happen next. The public meeting will
take place from 4 to 8 p.m. in the Bowman Room at Cambridge city hall, 50
Dickson St. Presentation on the project will made at 5 and 7 p.m. For those who
cannot attend the meeting, the city is collecting feedback online from April 3 to
24.
Planning for a multi-purpose sport and recreation facility began in 2015. Two
community task forces were engaged to develop a list of desired programming
components and to evaluate possible facility locations.

For more information on the facility needs assessment and the potential sites,
visit www.cambridge.ca/reccomplex.

April 3, 2019

Cambridge City Hall to host
community meeting on multiplex
The meetings go from 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
about 2 hours ago by: KitchenerToday Staff

Photo: cambridge.ca

Cambridge City Hall will be holding a four hour meeting to give you the opportunity to
contribute and share your thoughts on the future of the recreational complex.
You can drop in right at 4:00 p.m. in the Bowman room, and the meeting will last until 8:00
p.m.
Presentations will be at 5:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m. to keep you up to date on what's
happening with the multiplex at this current time.
The city also saying, if you can't make it in, you can submit your ideas and feedback online.
You can do that from now until April 24th.

April 3, 2019
Video Clip Re: Cambridge looks to public input for
Cambridge Recreational Complex
https://kitchener.ctvnews.ca/video?clipId=1652217

https://kitchener.ctvnews.ca/video?clipId=1652061

April 4, 2019

Cambridge city council wants your
feedback on multiplex
You have until April 24 to complete the online survey
about 4 hours ago by: Maddie Demarte

File photo of Cambridge City Hall. Maddie Demarte/KitchenerToday

Dozens of people flooded Cambridge City Hall to attend an open house regarding the
planned recreation multiplex and where it should be built.
The Bowman Room held many of the city's residents and listened to their opinions on what
the next step is for the multiplex.
John Moreira, a resident of Galt, said he supports previous survey results and wishes that
the multiplex not be placed by Conestoga College.
"I, myself, feel it's not a good location. It's not central enough, and I would like to see it
somewhere closer."
Cambridge Mayor Kathryn McGarry, said city council heard the negative opinion on the
Kitchener College site and are looking at more viable options.

"So we've asked staff to go back to the drawing board and look at some of the potential of
other sites including again, whether it's going to be a single facility or a split facility and
where it could go with the updated costs of the land."
Many of the city's residents feel the same; they would like their voices to be heard and a
plan to be put into place.
Kimberly Fowler, a resident of Galt, said she is understanding of the delays but is hopeful
that a multiplex is built in the next two to three years.
"I really think that Cambridge needs a quality facility. I go to small towns and their facilities
sometimes, I'm actually embarrassed when I think about ours."
You can find a link to all of the proposed sites as well as the online survey here.

April 5, 2019
Get Cambridge multiplex done, say residents
Residents given two options and five locations to consider
NEWS 01:50 PM by Ray Martin Cambridge Times

Participants at the open house at city hall Wednesday night discuss the various
options being considered for the future of Cambridge's recreational facilities. Ray Martin/Torstar
More than 80 people turned out Wednesday night for an open house to discuss
the future of sport and recreation facilities in Cambridge, and the general
consensus from the public was “get it done.”
Seems simple enough, after nearly five years of discussion, but it's more
complicated than that, following the most recent staff report to council. With costs
of the once-$80-million multiplex soaring past $95 million, the project may
devolve from being one large project, into several smaller ones.
“This is a large and complex project, and we are focused on providing an
affordable solution that meets current and future needs of the sports and
recreation groups, youth and the community, and is in the best interest of the
taxpayers,” Yogesh Shah, city asset manager told the audience that packed the
Bowman Room at city hall.

During the 20-minute presentation, residents were asked to rank three main
things: multiplex versus splitting up the project; their choice of five possible
locations; and how much should be spent.
Here’s a quick rundown on the options.
• A single facility would involve the construction of one large building to house
aquatic facilities, with a 25-metre pool, a gym, fitness track, multi-purpose rooms
and two ice pads. The cost is estimated to be $95 million, plus land and
preparation costs.
• A split facility would involve constructing a new building to house aquatic
facilities, gym, fitness track and multi-purpose rooms, in one of the potential
locations, and upgrade and expand the Preston Auditorium with a second ice
pad. The cost is estimated to be $73 million, plus land and preparation costs.
Five locations are being considered. They include:
• 261 Hespeler Rd.: The Cambridge Flea Market site has eight acres of land and
is a central location. It is a potentially contaminated site, which would take up to
3½ years to acquire and prepare, costing up to $10 million (2017 estimated).
• 220-240 Pinebush Rd.: This site has 23 acres of land, which would take up to
three years to acquire and prepare, costing $11.5 million (2017 estimate).
• Franklin Blvd.: A vacant 21-acre lot at the corner of Franklin Boulevard and
Savage Drive. It would take up to three years to acquire and prepare, costing
$6.5 million (2017 estimated). It is known to have soil and groundwater
contamination on the site.
• 850 Fountain St. S.: Conestoga College is offering to lease the city 26 acres of
land at its Cambridge Campus, for $2.5 million. It would take up to two years to
acquire and prepare, at a cost of $100,000 and has the potential to add another
two ice pads in future, at an estimated cost of $26 million.
• Southeast Galt: This 32-acre site is already owned by the city and was
purchased in 2007 to service the needs of the developing subdivisions in that
part of the city. The property was bought to become a community hub that would
feature a recreation centre, library and two elementary schools, to serve the
estimated 26,800 people living with 1.5 kilometre of it.
“This has been a long time in the works, but we have to make sure … of the path
forward and that everyone has a voice,” Shah said.

Mayor Kathryn McGarry told the meeting the open house is the kickoff for the
next round of public consultations for the project.
“We have done our work. Now we are waiting to hear back from you,” she said.
Among those who attended Wednesday’s meeting was Alex Hourahine, of Active
Cambridge, who has followed the project from the beginning.
“Looking at options and being able to mix and match is a better way to go, to
make sure that we come up with something that is affordable. Given what I heard
tonight, the fact that we are looking at two to three years out, minimum, before
we even get started digging a hole, I think I’m more likely to support expanding
perhaps Hespeler Arena to four rinks now, get it done and then consider the
aqua centre and gyms as a separate item," he said.
Hourahine believes that going back to Conestoga College again would lead to a
further debate and several more years of delay.
“Our kids have been shortchanged for a long time,” he said. “It’s time we got on
with something. If it has to be done in two phases, let’s get on with getting one of
them done quickly, and the other one done as affordably and as quickly as we
can. I think we’ve heard all the opinions, and it is time to move on.”
George Aikin has also been following the project.
“This is a good night because all the options were laid out. There are so many
options and variables that I was happy to come and see what they are,” he said.
Aikin has yet to make up his mind but sees the advantage of splitting things up to
serve people who have difficulty getting around the city.
“We are just so far behind,” said one unidentified resident who didn’t provide his
name. “This thing should have been built 20 years ago. We should be working on
the second complex.”
In addition to Wednesday’s open house, the public is asked to go
to engagecambridge.ca to complete an online survey to provide input. The online
survey will be available until April 24. After that, staff will consider all the
comments received and compile a report for council so it can make a final
decision.

May 14, 2019
Another round of delegations on
Cambridge proposed multiplex

From the online consultations to the community meetings, Cambridge City Council hopes to
have a report by June.
about an hour ago by: Phi Doan

Photo: Phi Doan/KitchenerToday.com

Cambridge City Council heard from a number of delegates on what they wanted from the
proposed recreational multiplex.
The facility has had a number of issues getting off the ground, but it seems Council is
hopeful to reach a decision soon.
Cambridge Mayor Kathryn McGarry says they're making progress.
"I think over a thousand comments have been received, between the online consultation
and the first night of consultation on April 3rd, we will compile that into a result and we will
move forward with a report to council at the beginning of June, and hopefully a decision in
the middle of June on where we're going to move the complex," she says.
This council meeting saw a number of delegates representing different sports groups within
the city.

Many of them hoping the multiplex will fulfill the city's sport's needs.
"We want this 50-metre pool to be able to live up to the standards that we put ourselves
through," says Erica Braga, 17, Cambridge Aquajet Competitive Swim Club. "So we want to
be able to train in a bigger pool and have the experience, so we can go to bigger meets and
be able to compete at our full potential."
Nancy Hall-Jupp, Executive Member, Cambridge Ringette Association, says many of the
current ice rink facilities in Cambridge weren't in great shape.
"What I see is four pads at Hespeler arena would be a benefit to Cambridge, if we choose
to compete for those provincial and national competition as well as regionals," she says.
"Regional tournaments for ringette, you need to have at least two two-pad arenas."
Jennifer Kellett, Representative of Cambridge Harrier Running Club, asking council to
include a 200 metre indoor oval track
"That would be fantastic for everybody, obviously the recreational leisure, but also going up
into track-and-field athletes for training and perhaps even for hosting indoor meets."
Other delegates were calling for separate smaller facilities that would be easier to manage
compared to a single multiplex.
Peter Sweeny, CEO, YMCA of Cambridge and Kitchener, was present at the meeting,
telling council to keep in mind the multiplex's proximity to the Cambridge YMCA, while also
offering to help navigate the project.
"The City of Cambridge, once it decides where these facilities are going to be located, I just
wanted to let them know that if they would be interested in having a conversation with the
'Y' about a further partnership around how those faculties get operated, that we would be
willing to have that conversation," he says.

May 14, 2019
Consultations continue for
Cambridge recreation complex
https://kitchener.ctvnews.ca/video?cl
ipId=1683097

May 14, 2019
Sports groups have their say on
Cambridge recreation facility
Groups seek 50m pool, four ice pads, six-lane
walking/running track
NEWS 12:52 PM by Ray Martin Cambridge Times

Various sports groups were at city hall Monday to update council on their facility
needs as councillors ponder building a multiplex or building new faciltiies across
Cambridge. - Ray Martin/Torstar
The next round of public consultations concerning the Cambridge recreation
facility got underway Monday with a special council meeting to hear from the
city’s sports groups.
“It’s a bit like déjà vu all over again,” Active Cambridge’s Alex Hourahine told
councillors as he reiterated much of the same speech he made in 2015 when
discussion of the city’s multimillion-dollar multiplex began.
He made his first pitch for better sports facilities July 31, 2015 and has since
been before council seven times to advocate on behalf of local sports groups.

“All of the information I gave then (2015) is still relevant today, in fact, only more
so,” he said.
While debate continues over where the new ice rinks, gyms and pools should be
located, Hourahine reminded council why the facilities are important — engaging
youth in activities that teach solid life skills.
Cambridge is blessed with an abundance of really good coaches, Hourahine told
council.
“We have amazing coaches in Cambridge, we are so rich in great coaches
whether it be in swimming, whether it be hockey, whether it be in volleyball, you
name it. They need the tools to do the job. Just give them the tools and they will
do the job. They’ll do an awesome job.”
Hourahine, like other members of Cambridge sports community, believes “we are
on the cusp of a great opportunity to not just give our community the sports
facilities they need, but to be able to develop that into a destination.”
During the presentations that followed by the Cambridge Aquajets, Cambridge
Mavericks masters swim team, Cambridge Ringette and Cambridge Harriers,
emphasis was not only placed on building top-notch facilities, but also facilities
capable of hosting major events and tournaments. Mayor Kathryn McGarry is on
board with the sports tourism concept and asked several of the groups if there
would be any benefit to consulting with Waterloo Region’s sports tourism
professionals in designing the city’s new facilities. She was told yes.
For aquatics, a strong pitch was made for a 50-metre pool, instead of the 25metre pool suggested by consultants. The groups argued that the city needs an
additional swimming pool to accommodate their current needs and a 50-metre
pool could host more than a dozen major tournaments annually.
Shelley Fitzpatrick, the swim coach at Galt Collegiate Institute and a convener for
the Waterloo County Secondary School Athletic Association, told council the
membership on her school’s swim club is limited because of a lack of facilities
and more students would join if another pool was available.
All of the competitive swimming groups said that they haven’t been able to host a
tournament in Cambridge because there is no 50-metre pool. Further, that in
order to practice or compete, they now have to travel to Waterloo, Guelph or
Brantford.

Nancy Hall-Jupp spoke to the needs of both ringette and aquatic groups.
Regarding aquatics, she pointed out that John Dolson Pool is 25m in length
versus the W.G. Johnson pool’s 25-yard length.
“That’s a big difference as well when you are training. You need to build up that
stamina for a full 50 metres versus the 25 because you are doing more turns, so
we really need that 50 metres,” she said.
Speaking from her experience working at the Waterloo Rec Centre, Hall-Jupp
said that with the larger facility eight different programs can run simultaneously,
while in Cambridge only one or two programs can run concurrently.
Speaking to the issue of ice rinks, there are challenges for ringette players at
both the Karl Homuth and Hespeler arena, Hall-Jupp said. At Homuth, the
changes rooms are small, it has a small ice pad and unreliable refrigeration
affecting the ice quality. Meanwhile at Hespeler, the original rink is Olympic size,
rather than the NHL size used by the ringette league. Another issue for players in
Hespeler is lugging heavy equipment bags up and down the steps to dressing
rooms, so a larger elevator is needed.
Regarding tournaments, many sports organizations won’t consider a city unless it
has a four-pad facility and is close to the highway and hotels, Hall-Jupp said. She
also noted that Cambridge has five different sized ice surfaces in its arenas,
which makes hosting tournaments a challenge.
“Some improvement that could be made are: create a four-pad option at
Hespeler Arena with appropriate amenities; include ice users in the programming
discussions of ice facilities; create partnerships to share resources, training
facilities and grant opportunities; rather than building something appealing to the
eye, build a functional facility within budget, that has the amenities we require to
provide sports to the community,” she said.
The Cambridge Harriers also addressed council regarding the creation of an
indoor running/walking track similar to those in Waterloo and North Dumfries.
They suggested a six-lane, 200-metre oval track should be created to
accommodate both walkers and runners at the same time. Waterloo has a fourlane facility with two shorter lanes for sprinting attached.
Council also heard from Cambridge YMCA chief administrative officer Peter
Sweeney, who urged council to continue its long partnership with the YMCA,
however, should the city move ahead with building a sports facility on the Grand
River Flea Market property, it not include aquatic facilities.

Cambridge resident Connie Cody provided council with food for thought
regarding its 32-acre site in southeast Galt. She was concerned that the
proposed hockey rinks, gymnasiums, a library and an aquatic centre would not fit
in with two elementary schools and would pose safety concerns for children.
Rather than a multiplex, it would be better to disperse the new sports facilities
across the city in different neighbourhoods, Cody said.
The second and final round of public consultations on the Cambridge recreation
facility takes place today at 4 p.m. A final decision on the project will be made by
council by the end of June.

May 15, 2019
Dream of central location for
Cambridge sports multiplex lives
on
City-owned Bishop Street site getting second look
NEWS 05:28 PM by Jeff Hicks Waterloo Region Record

This property at the corner of Bishop Street and Conestoga Boulevard is being
given consideration as a possible site for a new sports complex in Cambridge. Grand River Conservation Authority

CAMBRIDGE — The 44-acre chunk of land on Bishop Street is more
than big enough to hold the $100-million sports multiplex Cambridge
covets.
The city owns it and it's smack dab in the middle of Galt, Preston and
Hespeler.
The intriguing woodlot off Bishop Street — between Conestoga
Boulevard, the Energy + building and homes and highrises on Lena

Crescent — may be the latest perfectly imperfect answer to the fiveyear nightmare that has been the city's search for a multiplex site.
"The site is challenging," Cambridge Mayor Kathryn McGarry said on
Wednesday after two nights of community delegations speaking to the
multiplex matter that never really seems to go away or go anywhere.
"But if there is a portion of it that could be built upon, then that's not
out of the realm of possibilities."
The possibilities could be boundless, or they could be non-existent.
Three years ago, the multiplex site selection committee kept the site
off of the list of the top five candidates. Initial reports from the Grand
River Conservation Authority and the city, McGarry said, were that the
wetland was not feasible to build on. But the city is taking a second
look.
In early May, city and authority staff visited the site designated as
wetland by the GRCA and Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry.
Their observations were to be taken back to senior city staff.
Now, city council awaits a report as it ponders whether to push new
recreational facilities onto a city-owned site in southeast Galt or to
simply renovate and expand outdated recreational facilities scattered
throughout the city. Council might do a bit of both.
The original council-supported multiplex location at Conestoga
College, deemed too close to Kitchener by detractors, was tossed
aside when the centrally located Cambridge Centre mall had an
abandoned Sears store to fill. But city negotiations with the mall's
owners failed.
The Bishop Street site, suddenly worth a second look, is only
footsteps from the mall. The mayor wants a decision on the location
by June's end.

"We need a really good assessment," said McGarry, who hopes to get
the latest report on Bishop Street as soon as possible.
"Are there threatened species in there? Is it wetland? Is it bog? Is it a
marsh? What's the nature of it?"
And most important, can it be built upon? Those high-tension hydro
lines running along the Conestoga Boulevard are problematic.
Regional Coun. Karl Kiefer, a big multiplex booster during his 23 years
on Cambridge city council, sent an email to city councillors on
Tuesday asking them to take another serious look at the site.
Kiefer believes only seven or eight acres of the site are too
environmentally sensitive to be build on, leaving plenty of room for the
grand multiplex concept the city began hotly pursuing seven years
ago.
"All it would take is political will," Kiefer told city council in his email.
"Our existing sports facilities need to be replaced. The people of
Cambridge deserve better than what has happened in this process."

May 16, 2019
Cambridge council offered fresh ice pad
proposal
4 ice pads could be created on Franklin Boulevard
NEWS 07:00 AM by Ray Martin Cambridge Times

Oweners of the Sport Park on Franklin Boulevard are prepared to build two new
ice pads on their site should a deal be struck with the city. - Ray Martin/Torstar
Another option was put back on the table Tuesday as council heard from sports
groups about their need for new facilities as the city continued its discussions on
the Cambridge recreation complex.
John Hook, vice-president of Buckingham Sports, appeared as a delegate at the
May 14 special council meeting, offering to build two new ice pads at the
Cambridge Sports Park if a deal can be reached with the city. That would give
local sports organizations a four-pad facility for large tournaments in a central
location on Franklin Boulevard not far from restaurants, hotels and Highway 401.
Part of that deal would hinge on the city promising not to build two new ice pads
of its own.

Several members of council were intrigued by the idea and wanted to know more
about how the deal would work. Hook said, "that would be up to the lawyers to
sort out.”
Should a deal be brokered, Hook said the new ice pads could be built and ready
for action within 13 months at a cost of about $14 million.
Hook said that in Toronto and London, Buckingham Sports facilities provide ice
for men’s and women’s hockey groups, and has change rooms to accommodate
the needs of both genders; something that is lacking at Cambridge’s older
arenas.
Rob Hedges, speaking on behalf of the Cambridge Rivulettes, told councillors
earlier in the meeting that updates are needed immediately to better
accommodate women’s hockey teams in Cambridge, particularly at the Preston
Auditorium where the Rivulettes play.
Councillors also heard from Kara Judge from the Invictus Athletics Club, which is
a city field and track club. Although there is no lack of good outdoor facilities at
local high schools — like Jacob Hespeler Secondary School and St. Benedict
Catholic Secondary School — there are no indoor tracks available and the club
trains at the Waterloo Memorial Recreation Complex.
“We are Cambridge proud,“ Judge said. “What we want is a place we can call
home right here in Cambridge ... From November to April we gave the City of
Waterloo almost $3,000. That’s money we want to spend in Cambridge.”
Ideally, Invictus Athletics, like the Cambridge Harriers, would like the city to build
a six-lane, 200-metre, rubberized track as part of the new Cambridge recreation
facility. A track that size would not only be for training, but also accommodate
track and field tournaments.
Tom Hilborn, representing the Preston Figure Skating Club, thanked the city for
its support over the years.
“I think it’s time we gave the other groups what they need: A 50-metre pool, sixlane indoor track, the gyms, the exercise areas, and anything else the members
and athletes need. And after all, we just may use it, too.”
Galt Collegiate Institute swim coach Shelley Fitzpatrick summed up the feelings
of athletic organizations that made presentations to council over the two days of
meetings.

“We have heard from a variety of different groups and I think we can all agree
that this needs to move forward and move forward quickly,” she said, suggesting
a liaison committee be struck, made up of representatives from the different
groups to assist in designing the new sports facilities.
Staff has been directed by council make that happen once a final decision has
been made.

www.cambridge.ca/reccomplex
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Attachment C – Analysis of other sites
220-240 Pinebush Road

Based on the online survey the site at 220-240 Pinebush Road is preferred by 15% of
respondents. As documented by the site evaluation task force, the site is a favourable
location for a recreation complex because it is a suitable size and is easily accessed
from the 401.
If Council desires to pursue building a recreation facility in this location there are factors
to be considered.

Impact to existing facilities

The site is located less than 2.4 km from the WG Johnson Centre indoor pool and about
4.2 km from the Hespeler Memorial Arena. Both of these city facilities are in better
condition when compared to other indoor recreation facilities. Operation of these
facilities will continue in the years to come given the amenities and state of the facilities.
Locating a recreation complex at 220-240 Pinebush Road would result in a
concentration of indoor recreation services. Attachment B illustrates the location of
existing facilities and considered sites.

Land acquisition

The three parcels at 220-240 Pinebush Road encompass 23-acres, the full site was
appraised at $10.3M in 2017.

Environmental assessment and remediation

As per the Environmental Record Review conducted by Dillon Consulting Limited in
2017, significant potential for soil contamination and moderate potential for groundwater
contamination exists at the site. A Phase One and Phase Two Environmental Site
Assessment, including contaminant delineation and soil remediation related to potential
sources of contamination, and a record of site condition (RSC) will be required prior to
acquiring the land. The estimated cost of this work is up to $0.6M along with a 2-3 year
timeline to complete the requirements.

Risk to project schedule and cost

Given the above factors, there is risk to the time line to prepare the site for construction,
which could be as much as 3 years. Further, there is potential that the project cost will
increase as a result of unknown environmental contamination and land acquisition.

Opportunity cost

Considering the proximity of this site to the 401 in an employment area, the site is well
suited to industrial or commercial development, which would generate considerable tax
revenue for the city in the future.
Given the proximity of this site to other recreation facilities, with desired amenities and
that are in better condition, and the costs associated with purchasing and preparing the
site for construction, this site is not recommended.

0 Franklin Boulevard (Franklin Boulevard at Savage Drive)
Based on the online survey the site at 0 Franklin Boulevard is preferred by 7% of
respondents. The site is less than 2.5 km from the Southeast Galt city-owned lands.
The land was appraised at a value of $6M in 2017. Soil and groundwater contamination
are known to be present on site a Phase One and Phase Two Environmental Site
Assessment and Record of Site Condition would be required to develop the land. There
is risk to the time line to prepare the site for construction, which could be as much as 3
years. Further, there is potential that the project cost will increase as a result of
unknown environmental contamination and land acquisition.
Given the close proximity of the site to the Southeast Galt city-owned lands, land
acquisition cost and time required to prepare the site for construction this site is not
recommended.

850 Fountain Street South (Conestoga College)
Based on the online survey the site at 850 Fountain Street South is preferred by 10% of
respondents. The site is owned by Conestoga College and would require a long-term
lease agreement.
Further, with the conclusion of the East Boundary Road Environmental Assessment the
opportunity to build the recreation complex at the Southeast Galt city-owned lands is
now available. With the preferred route of the East Boundary Road finalized and the
South Boundary Road under construction, the Southeast Galt site will be easily
accessible to all residents and visitors. With the forecasted growth of population in the
area of the Southeast Galt site, it provides a better option for indoor recreation services
in the city.

Alternate locations suggested through community engagement
Two additional sites were brought forward by residents as possible locations for a
recreation complex. The sites have been reviewed and evaluated. It has been
determined that there is insufficient justification to consider these sites further.

1535 Bishop Street North

The city owns 13 acres on the north side of Bishop Street east of Conestoga Boulevard.
The site is used for stockpiling of snow, aggregate, waste asphalt, road sweepings and
excavation soils. The site was reviewed by the site evaluation task force and was not
short listed for consideration.
A Phase One and Two Environmental Site Assessment and Record of Site Condition
would be required. Further, the city would also incur costs to identify, acquire, and
obtain necessary approvals for suitable land to relocate city operations currently
occurring at the site.
Given the above factors, there is considerable risk to project cost as a result of unknown
environmental contamination. Further, there is risk to the time line to prepare the site for
construction given the need to relocate existing operations.

0 Bishop Street North

The city owns 43 acres on the south side of Bishop Street, just east of Conestoga
Boulevard. The majority of the parcel is designated as provincially significant wetland
and Regionally significant woodland. Current Provincial policies and GRCA regulations
are in place for those features. In reviewing this site for consideration, preliminary
mapping to identify the locations of the provincially significant wetland and Regionally
significant woodland is presented on the following Maps titled: 0 Bishop Street North
Site Location and 0 Bishop Street North Aerial photograph. Further, a small portion of
land on the west side of the property, proximate to Conestoga Blvd is located below
hydro wires.
A four season environmental impact study would be required to assess whether any
part of the property could be developed. Given that most of the site is in some way
designated, it is very unlikely that sufficient land would be available for development to
host a recreation complex.
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Attachment D: Project Costs and Funding Summary
Funding Sources
Impact to Development
Development
Property
Current
property
charges
Charges taxes(Debt
taxes (Debt
Estimated
recovery
financing)
Project Costs Indoor Rec.
financing)
period
Recreation Complex at Southeast Galt and expansion at Preston Memorial Auditorium as recommended
Recreation Complex - Excluding
Arenas
$
59,000,000 $
43,774,830 $
15,225,170
1-1.5% 15 years
Preston Arena improvements
and expansion (additional ice
pad)
$
14,000,000 $
3,579,021 $
10,420,979
0.7-1% 1 years
Total recommended
$
73,000,000 $
47,353,851 $
25,646,149
1.7-2.5% 16 years
Recreation Complex at Southeast Galt or expansion at Hespeler Memorial Arena

Council approved programming
(Phase I and II - 4 Ice Pads)

$ 130,700,000

$

68,300,000

$

62,400,000

4.5-6% 23 years

Council approved programming
(Phase I - 2 Ice Pads)

$

94,600,000

$

45,960,930

$

48,639,070

3.5-4.7% 16 years

Hespeler Arena expansion
(additional twin pad)

$

26,000,000

$

26,000,000

1.8-2.5%

Comments/ Assumptions
Dolson Pool will be
decommissioned.
Karl Homuth Arena will be
Decommissioned

Dolson Pool, Dickson,
Duncan McIntosh, and Karl
Homuth Arenas will be
decommissioned.
Dolson Pool, Dickson and
Duncan McIntosh Arenas
will be decommissioned.
Dickson and Duncan
McIntosh Arenas will be
decommissioned

1. The costs to acquire the land and capital costs to decommission existing facilities are excluded. The Southeast Galt lands are currently owned
by the City.
2. The current estimated project cost includes site grading and servicing costs ($2M) for the Southeast Galt lands as well as the costs ($3M) for
the provision of 350-500 parking spaces
3. Additional tax impact due to facility operating cost and sustainable contribution to capital reserve funds will be provided once the location and
implementation option is selected.
4. Development charges portion of project funding will be debt financed. Repayment of debt, including interest, will be recovered through future
development charges.

MEMORANDUM

Attachment E1 Memorandum
from Dr.
Coleman

Date: April9, 2019
To: Yogesh Shah, Director of Asset Management, Cambridge
From: Derek J. Coleman, PhD., R.P.P.
Cc: T. Lewis (Cambridge), E. Brunn-Shaw (Cambridge), Counci.l, Mayor
Re: Recreational Complex Site Selection
As follow-up to your presentation to Council on March 5, 2019 and the public meeting on April 3,
2019, I wished to give you more detailed comments than the format of the on-line questionnaire
allowed. Generally, I am pleased that the site selection has been re-opened but have some
reservations/comments that I provide in this memo with a view to improving the results
1, The Conestoga College site is not "shovel ready" as has been described by you and
others. In April 2016, I retained an experienced land use lawyer (Susan Rosenthal.
Davies Howe LLP) to provide the opinion that is attached. The conclusion was that there
are various approvals by the College (owner) that will be necessary for the City (Tennant)
to use the property that could considerably delay the project. This letter was provided to
the City three years ago, but there has never been a response and the ·'shovel-ready"
misconception continues.
2. The options do not include the consideration of a "Regional" 50-metre aquatic facility that
could go to the Conestoga College property. This possibility should be dealt with before
a decision is made.
3. The split facilities option that was shown at the public meeting differs from the description
on the on-line questionnaire below:
r

Split Facility · Split the recreation complex between a new recreation complex with a gym,
aquatic facilities, fitness track and multipurpose rooms AND expand Preston Memorial
Auditorium with addition of second rink.

The problem is that the intent and the original wording ("in one of the potential locations")
suggested that the split recreat.ion complex could go at any of the listed sites The online description (above) suggests that it would go to Preston. The questionnaire should
have asked "if the facility is split which of the five sites do you prefer".
4. The split facility alternatives should include. in the first instance, addition of ice pads at
Hespeler and not just Preston.
5. It appears to me that staff have always been prejudiced against any involvement of the
Cambridge Ice Park and this has been repeatedly stated by John Cook despite a
potentially large saving. Once again there is no consideration in the Staff Report. A
Page 1 of 2

decision should not be made until this option is fully considered and assessed, including
public comment.
6. Similarly, the current report does not consider the involvement of the Chaplin Family Y.
7. I have suggested over the years that consideration be given to the Bishop Street
Materials Storage Yard. Included here is a graphic showing the site and adjacent
Brantco property that would provide 15 acres- enough for the 'Single Facility" alternative
- with relocation of the materials storage to the unused portion (6 acres} of the Wedges
and Woods/Landfill property.
There has never been a formal response to this suggestion - althOllgh the Chris Smith
Task Force indicated it would be attractive (highest scoring) if it could accommodate the
full proposal (4 ice pads at that time).
The two arguments against have been stated by Councilor Monteiro as
-

-

.. The property is a swamp with buried cars and other junk". This is not necessarily the
case. I attach a 1954 aerial photo showing the location and surrounding lands
Somehow all the lands from Bishop to Sheldon have been built in the same
feature/condition. This may be a matter to be dealt with, but it does not eliminate the
site without any study.
"The property is contaminated and expensive to clean-up". I have a problem with this
reason. If it is true. then the City has contaminated the site and appears to bear no
responsibility to stop contaminating it and to clean it up. If this is a fact, the site
should be remediated by the City and at no cost to the Facility. The City should act in
an environmentally responsible manner.

8. On March 5, 2019, I pointed out the disparity in the cost estimates provided for the
alternatives and the appropriate construction indices. There has not been a response.
Council should request a second opinion on costs before making a decision of this size.
9. The Staff Report discarded the 0 &112 Pinebush property because the owner did not
wish it considered. This is too narrow as the City does have the right to expropriate. It
would take time but should not result in the elimination of sites that are in the public
interest. Are any of the other privately-owned sites to be discarded simply because the
owner did not wish to participate?
Please consider these eight points and provide responses as they should benefit the process
and the decision.

Attachments.
Rosenthal Letter
Bishop Street Alternative
1954 Aerial Photo
Page 2 of 2
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Please refer tu: Susan Rose..thal
e-mail: su:;cmr@.'dal..'ie.showe.e<>m
cirect line: 416.263.4518
File No. lO:H:!.'>

Davies
Howe
Partners

April4, 2016

LLP

By E-Mail Only to YerxCIK@cambridge.ca

Lawyers
The Fifth Floor
99 SpaOina Ave

Torot1 to, Onta ri:>

MSV lP8
T 416.977.7085
F 41{,, 977.89.11

Ms. Kelly G. Yenca. Cily Solicitor
Co~poration of the City of Cambridge
Legal Services Division
50 Dickson Street, 2"'1 Floor, P.O. Box 669
Cambridge, Ontario
N1R5W8
Dear Ms. Yerxa:

Re:

Cambridge Multiplex Business Plan, Concept Plan and Agreement

tiC~'"ieshow~.com

Thank you for your letter dated March 14, 2016.
We disagree with your position that the exemptions contained in Zoning By-law
150-85 and, in particular, in section 2.1.1.1, are sufficient to allow the Multiplex
facility to be located on the Conestoga College Llnds without the need for an
amendment to the zoning by-law.

It is O\IT view th<lt if the intent was to permit municipal recreation f<~cilities within
any zone, this permission and/or exemption would need to be specifically identified
in the zoning by·law in the same way as it has bee?n in th'l Official Plan. Section
8.1.2 of the Official Plan provides exemptions with respect to uses permitted in any
dc~sign11tion.
ThP. policy wntains a general exception for munic.:ipal wws
{Subsection (a)). However, in addition to this general exception. the policy
specifically provides for an exception for "municipally established neighbourhood
and community level parks and recreotion facilities" (Subsection (i)). It, therefore,
distinguishes between uses for y~n~rdl cuuuic.:ipal pu~poses and a munidpal
recre«iion fucilily use. Had municipal recreation facilities been intended to be
encompassed in the municipal use section of the Official Plan, there would be no
need for the specific identification of an exception for p<lrks ond recreation
facilities.
The zoning by-law does not contain this specific exception for recreation facilities.
In our view, the municipality cannot rely on the geMral P.xceplion to i:lllow the use
on the Conestoga College lands. A specific exception is required. Thus, il is our
view thi:lt a >.oning by-law amendment application is required which must comply

P<1ge 2

Davies
Howe
Partners
I. l p

with the provincial policy requirements related to the Employment conversions,
including Cllll'lpplicablc studies.
ln addition lo the above, your letter did not address the Official Plan re4uirements
of the l::llair Business Park and Conestoga College Lands policies {2.12.3 and
2.12.5) which require sulisfac.:tion of a seri11s of studies before development can be
approved on the lands. We have asked about the status of these studies nnd have
yet to receive any answer. Can you please advise of the status of these studies,
induding details of th~ date{s) of their commencement and completion and any
tefms of reference associated with them.

As we have offered in the past, we are available for a discussion with respect to
these matters.
Yours sincerely,

DAVIES HOWE PARTNERS LLP

c::-~~l 1 w~~~A

~~· .../
Susan Rosenthal

Professional Corporation
SR:am
copy: Client
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