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Recommendation(s) 

THAT Council receive the report 21-038(CD) – Cambridge Joint Use Campus Feasibility 
Study (Appendix A) summarizing the feasibility of developing and operating a Joint Use 
Campus with the Cambridge Public Library, Waterloo Region District School Board, and 
Waterloo Catholic District School Board;  

AND THAT Council endorse the recommendation from CS&P Architects to proceed with 
Concept Four – One Campus, Two Separate Facilities at the Joint Use Campus. The 
City facility to include 25m swimming pool, gymnasiums, fitness track, multi-purpose 
rooms, and a branch of Idea Exchange (Cambridge Public Library); 

AND THAT Council directs staff to commence with detailed design of a Joint Use 
Campus working with the Idea Exchange (Cambridge Public Library), Waterloo Region 
District School Board and Waterloo Catholic District School Board; 

AND THAT public engagement be recognized as a critical component of the project; 

AND FURTHER THAT Council directs staff to enter into discussions with the Waterloo 
Region District School Board and Waterloo Catholic District School Board to develop 
Joint Use Campus operating agreements to the satisfaction of the City Solicitor. 



 

Executive Summary 

Purpose 

The purpose of the Joint Use Campus Feasibility Study was to: illustrate the benefits of 
a Joint Use Campus, explore and identify synergies between all partners, and evaluate 
various campus and facility space programs. 

To achieve this end, the consulting team guided a staff-led Steering Committee through 
an iterative process where several concepts were developed. Further two preferred 
concept plans were selected, one for a consolidated facility; and one with separate 
facilities sharing a campus for further development and testing. These two concepts 
were also explored to study the impact of adding an ice facility to the campus. 

The intent of this staff report is to obtain Council endorsement to: 

o Complete a space program review to confirm that the facility will meet 
current and future community needs.   

o Proceed with detailed design of the Joint Recreation Complex and pubic 
library, as well as the Joint Use Campus. 

o Develop necessary agreements for the campus with the Cambridge Public 
Library, Waterloo Region District School Board (WRDSB), and Waterloo 
Catholic District School Board (WCDSB).  

o Recognize the importance of public consultation in the detailed design of 
the Recreation Complex and to set Council and public expectations for 
public engagement.  

Key Findings 

• There are considerable community benefits to be realized by sharing programs, 
services and community spaces amongst the partners at the Joint Use Campus 
in the south of the City.  

• As illustrated in the Feasibility Study concept plans, there are a number of 
options for how to effectively share a campus and facility, all with unique benefits 
and challenges.  

• Inclusion of ice facilities at the Joint Use Campus remains a possibility given the 
site configuration. It will however have an impact on the green space for 
community park amenities. 

• Public engagement on Recreation Complex facility plans will form a valued part 
of the design to be completed by a design architect.   



 

• The School Boards require the additional student capacity that the two 
elementary schools will provide immediately. Further, there is a financial 
motivation to start construction of the schools as soon as possible. The funding 
provided by the Ministry of Education does not appreciate with time, the funding 
value allocated in 2016 WRDSB and 2019 WCDSB will not increase, and 
purchasing power will erode as time passes.  

Financial Implications 

• There are significant long-term financial benefits to developing a Joint Use 
Campus. 

• Recommendation to proceed with Concept Four: One Campus, Two Separate 
Facilities. The total estimated cost of the project as calculated by CS&P is within 
the current approved budget and forecast of  

• $66,123,000, which includes: 

o Recreation Complex and Idea Exchange 

o Design $5,585,000 (approved in 2020 budget) 

o Construction $60,538,000 (in 10-year forecast for approval in 2022 
budget) 

• It should be noted that the above estimates for the City Facility include the 
Facility and associated parking. The estimates do not include outdoor park 
amenities and park development. To address this, capital project A/00643-40 
Neighbourhood Park – SE Development is in the 10-year capital forecast with a 
value of $604,000 for 2026.   

• It is anticipated that there will be opportunity to share in construction costs for 
outdoor amenities and that savings could be invested back into the campus. This 
may require that park development funding be moved forward to 2024 or 2025.  

• As reported to Council November 5, 2019, the net impact of operating the 
recreation facility annually, at that time, was forecasted to be $1,507,700. This 
includes savings from the closure of John Dolson Centre, debt repayment and 
contributions to the facility reserve fund.  Applying the Bank of Canada target 
inflation rate to this estimate results in a revised operating impact of $1,537,900, 
or a 1.61% tax rate impact.  The operating impact will be updated as design of 
the facility is underway and communicated to Council through future budgets and 
reports. 

  



 

Background 

On February 18, 2020 Council directed staff to enter into discussions with the 
Cambridge Public Library, the WRDSB and the WCDSB with respect to design, 
construction and operation of a joint campus and facility on the 32.5 acres of City-
owned land in the southeast of the city and report back to Council at a future date.  

Staff updated Council on August 7, 2020 through the Council Information Package, that 
a Memorandum of Understanding was signed with the WRDSB and WCDSB regarding 
the disposition of costs to acquire and develop the lands, and to complete a Feasibility 
Study to explore opportunities for the development and operation of a Joint Use 
Facility/Campus. 

Following the City’s procurement process and with recommendation from a staff-led 
Steering Committee comprised of representatives from the City, School Boards, and 
Library, CS&P Architects were retained to undertake the Feasibility Study.  

This report provides a high-level summary of the resulting Feasibility Study (Appendix 
A) and provides staff recommendations for the next steps in this important project. 

Analysis 

Strategic Alignment 

PEOPLE To actively engage, inform and create opportunities for people to participate in 
community building – making Cambridge a better place to live, work, play and learn for 
all. 

Goal #1 - Community Wellbeing 

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

Partnering with the Cambridge Public Library and School Boards for a Joint Use 
Campus aligns with the City’s strategic goal of Community Wellbeing through the 
delivery of shared programs, services and community space. 

Comments 

Benefits of Joint Use Campus, Separate Facilities  

There are many benefits to the joint use campus, separate facilities model. The facilities 
can operate independently, but are still designed and programmed to promote shared 
use of space both indoors and outdoors. Use of outdoor space and exterior 
infrastructure will strive to connect the campus. Through creative design opportunities 



 

for connectivity the campus will provide a true community hub experience. Additional 
benefits include: 

• Improved oversight of children/facility users by controlling opportunities to cross 
into facility areas 

• Noise control for overall facility use 

• Security – each component can be independently secured  

• Opportunities for sharing outdoor play and amenity spaces are maximized  

• Strong identify for each project partner and each components footprint is clearly 
delineated  

• The ability to reach LEED Gold standard as per City policy is achievable  

Pros/Cons 

There are many detailed pros and cons to the various concepts including the 
recommended Concept Four. These can be found in Appendix A.  

The shared campus, separate facilities model allows for the site to be severed between 
the city and School Boards and provides the School Boards with an opportunity to gain 
occupancy sooner.  

Risks 

The recommendation of Concept Four – Shared Campus, Separate Facilities mitigates 
many of the risks identified through the Feasibility Study. These risks include: 

• School Boards need to move quickly with construction to make the best use of 
their funding is in contrast with City’s intent to build a well thought out facility of 
which the community can be proud. 

• Construction of a complex facility including four partners would require a very 
high level of integration and joint decision making.  

• Development of shared use and operation agreements for a consolidated 
building is more complex and requires a longer time frame than development of 
agreements for external amenities only.   

• School Boards do not generally engage in the level of public consultation through 
design that is expected for the Recreation Complex.   

  



 

Concept Plans 

The development of all conceptual plans for the two approaches to the Joint Use 
Campus, consolidated and separate, were based on the agreed upon guiding principals, 
key relationships and follow building and site design criteria as outlined in Appendix A. 

Future Ice Facility 

The city engaged CS&P Architects to further review the site suitability for a twin pad ice 
facility at the Recreation Complex. It was determined that the recommended concept 4 
can be revised to include a twin pad ice facility.  

As per Council direction from June 18, 2019, if an agreement with Buckingham Sports 
properties for redevelopment of the Cambridge Sports Park is not reached prior to the 
start of detailed design, Council will have an option to further review the Hespeler 
Memorial Arena or this site as a location for the twin pad ice facility. 

Although the Recreation Complex site can accommodate an ice facility it is important to 
note that it comes with a reduction to green space.  

Need for Public Consultation 

There has been extensive public consultation done in regards to the Recreation 
Complex including the detailed Public Engagement Report completed in June 2019. 

The Project Steering Committee is confident in the consultation to date to determine the 
primary amenities that will be included at the Recreation Complex. 

However, public engagement is recognized as a critical component of the design 
development process. Staff will be working closely with the project team to provide 
meaningful opportunities for the public to provide comments on various elements of the 
design process. Consultation with stakeholders as well as internal teams such as 
Accessibility and Inclusion Services will be key.  

Project Timeline  

Following Council endorsement, a consulting team will be engaged to complete the 
space program review and complete detailed design. A realistic and achievable project 
timeline will help to ensure project success.  

Design and approval for a project of this complexity will take an estimated 24 months for 
completion. The bidding and procurement process will take an estimated 3 months and 
construction is expected to take 30 months.  

The project remains on schedule for a projected completion date within 2025. 

  

https://www.cambridge.ca/en/learn-about/resources/multiplex/2019-06-04_PublicEngagementReport_Final.pdf


 

Existing Policy/By-Law 

There is no existing policy/by-law. 

Financial Impact 

• The project will be funded through a combination of development charges, 
property taxes and capital reserves.  

• In February, 2020 funding for the Recreation Complex and Library were 
combined through report to Council 20-032(CRS): Recreation Complex and 
Library Capital Project. Available funding for the project is $66,123,000, which 
includes: 

o Design $5,585,000 (approved in 2020 budget, combined Feb 2020) 

o Construction $60,538,000 (in 10-year forecast for approval in 2022 
budget) 

• The projected cost last reported to Council on June 4, 2019 was $59 million for 
the Recreation Complex excluding the Idea Exchange. At that time the library 
design and construction was projected at $7.1M, for a total funding requirement 
of $66M.  

• The total estimated cost for Concept Four: One Campus, Two Separate Facilities 
as calculated by CS&P is within the current approved budget and forecast.  

• Options are being explored to support sustainable design to ensure cost savings 
are considered where feasible.  

• The impact of the Covid-19 pandemic on future construction costs is not known 
at this time. The pandemic may affect the supply of labour and materials.  

• As reported to Council November 5, 2019, the net impact of operating the 
recreation facility annually, at that time, was forecasted to be $1,507,700. This 
includes savings from the closure of John Dolson Centre, debt repayment and 
contributions to the facility reserve fund.  Applying the Bank of Canada target 
inflation rate to this estimate results in a revised operating impact of $1,537,900, 
or a 1.61% tax rate impact.  The operating impact will be updated as design of 
the facility is underway and communicated to Council through future budgets and 
reports. 

• Further financial analysis will need to be completed to evaluate implications to 
internal costings as the project evolves.  

 



 

Public Input 

To date significant public input has been sought and received about the project, 
including consultation on amenities and facility location. This public input has shaped 
the decisions made by Council thus far in the project, confirming facility amenities and 
location. Public engagement to date includes: 

- A project website that hosts background information and materials  
- 2019: Public meeting/information session, online information portal and survey – 

Engage Cambridge, delegation evenings. 
- 2017: Sports user groups invited to provide feedback and comment 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. 

- 2016: Site evaluation process including online survey with about 1660 responses 
– Engage Cambridge, public information centres, open task force meetings  

- 2015/2016: Multi-purpose Sport and Recreation Task Force meetings, delegation 
presentations, public open house, User Voice on-line survey, interactive on-line 
facility elements survey (Citizen Budget), and a public meeting. 

As the project progresses into preliminary design further public consultation will be 
completed in 2021 to inform the site and facility functionality, look and feel, features and 
connectivity. Specifically, the Accessibility Advisory Committee and Sports User Groups 
will be engaged to provide input on the project.  

Ongoing consultation with the Communications Division continues as staff implement a 
comprehensive communications plan to accompanying this project. Next steps include: 

• Design task force with public representatives, sports user groups 
• Targeted consultation with Accessibility Advisory Committee, Trails Advisory 

Committee, Sports User Groups 
• Public Information/open house session at project milestones, ie. sharing design 

Internal/External Consultation 

Staff in Recreation and Culture, Parks Operations, Facilities, Planning Services, 
Engineering, Finance, Asset Management and the Project Management Office, and the 
Corporate Leadership Team contributed to the content of this staff report and the 
attached Feasibility Study.  

Further to staff consultation it will be imperative that a detailed space program review be 
completed as part of design development for the Recreation Complex to ensure that the 
facility will meet current and future community needs.  

  



 

Conclusion 

The opportunity presented is to create an integrated community hub, with a shared 
campus and amenities, thereby maximizing the value of the community investment and 
creating the best community hub for Cambridge. 

The committee worked in collaboration with CS&P Architects to create and review 
seven different conceptual plans that evaluated both consolidated and separate 
facilities. The decision to proceed with the recommended Concept Four with a joint 
campus and separate facilities meet the needs of all project partners.  

There are several factors that affected this recommendation including:  

• The challenge and complexity associated with the development of joint operating 
and use agreements and timelines to complete 

• The need for the School Boards to move quickly to construction, and the impact 
of that on more complex recreation amenities like the aquatics centre 

• The requirement for separation of elementary school aged school children for 
both safety and security reasons.   

Concept Four – Shared Campus, Separate Facilities allows the site to be severed and 
school construction to proceed at an accelerated pace as necessary. Upon Council 
approval the project will continue to move forward to site and facility design 
development to maintain the project schedule.  

Signature 

Division Approval 

 

Name: Lesley Head 
Title: Director of Recreation & Culture  

Departmental Approval 

 

Name: Hardy Bromberg  
Title: Deputy City Manager - Community Development   



City Manager Approval 

Name: David Calder 
Title: City Manager  

Attachments 

• Appendix A – Joint Use Campus Feasibility Study, CS&P Architects
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INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this feasibility study is to examine and evaluate the opportunities for a 
joint-use campus shared by the City of Cambridge, Idea Exchange (Cambridge Public 
Library), Waterloo Region District School Board (the WRDSB), and Waterloo Catholic 
District School Board (the WCDSB). The study explores conceptual design approaches 
to the facilities and site, integrating the facilities to maximize community benefits. 
Results and recommendations from this study will assist City Council, and the Library 
Board and School Boards in decision making regarding this proposed community hub.

The potential for a joint-use community hub was envisioned by the partners in the 
late-1990s. The 1997 Southeast Galt Community Plan noted a general location for a 
joint campus, including two schools, a child care facility, public library, and community 
recreation facilities on a shared site. For this purpose, in 2007, the City acquired a 32.5-
acre parcel in the southeast of the City of Cambridge and the programming for the joint 
campus was expanded to include the community park for this neighbourhood. 

PARTNERS AND PROGRAM COMPONENTS

City of Cambridge Recreation Complex  
 ■ Gross floor area: 104,020 square feet 
 ■ Aquatics
 ■ Gymnasiums, multi-purpose rooms
 ■ Walking track
 ■ Storage, office and administrative space

Idea Exchange (City of Cambridge Public Library)
 ■ Gross floor area: 13,600 square feet
 ■ Spaces to provide access to library materials and services and to a variety of 

programs and events 
 ■ Reading, lounge, making and study spaces 
 ■ Internet and computer access

WRDSB Elementary School
 ■ Gross floor area: School – 53,240 square feet, Child Care – 8,500 square feet
 ■ 519 students in Junior Kindergarten to Grade 8
 ■ 5 room Child Care

WCDSB Elementary School
 ■ Gross floor area: 42,645 square feet
 ■ 354 students in Junior Kindergarten to Grade 8
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Feasibility Study was conducted through a collaborative and interactive process, 
engaging the partners’ Steering Committee in a variety of interactive explorations to 
co-imagine a joint-use campus that not only meets the current and future needs of 
this Cambridge community, but most importantly creates a vibrant, inviting and multi-
generational community hub. These preliminary visioning sessions and meetings 
became the foundation for the agreed vision and guiding principles, which informed all 
decisions going forward. The development of a decision matrix for assessment of the 
site concepts referred back to this agreed unified vision.

Separate visioning and programming meetings were held with each of the four key 
partner/stakeholder groups. Each partner contributed their own vision and priorities 
which included specific program requirements, budgetary constraints, past experience 
with similar projects, and their excitement and possibly their trepidation going into a 
collaborative and negotiated joint project.

A detailed site analysis was undertaken to explore existing site conditions, zoning 
requirements, Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA) wetland impacts, 
transportation issues, local development plans, and community connections.

The preliminary draft space needs assessment was explored and developed in detail to 
find synergies and joint-use opportunities between all users’ space programs.

The conceptual site options were built on the learnings and feedback from the research 
and analysis phase, including an examination of the opportunities and constraints of 
the site and program, and the benefits and challenges of a joint building or separate 
building approach to the campus. Five concepts were explored – three approaches to 
a single consolidated shared building: One Campus, One Facility, and two approaches 
to separate buildings sharing the site: One Campus, Separate Facilities. Functional and 
operational impacts were fully considered. An order of magnitude cost estimate was 
completed for each concept. 

The pros/cons/opportunities/challenges of each concept were assessed using defined 
criteria and with reference to the vision and principles established by the Steering 
Committee. 

The findings of this study conclude that the site is appropriate in size, location and 
characteristics to accommodate the proposed joint-use campus. Many joint-use 
sharing opportunities are available, e.g., parking and service areas; outdoor amenity 
and play areas; gymnasiums; multi-purpose rooms; specialty classrooms; and reading, 
lounge and study spaces. More than one approach to the campus can be successfully 
developed.
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The consulting team guided the committee through an iterative process where two 
preferred concepts were selected – one for a consolidated building and site; and one for 
two separate buildings sharing a campus. 

A detailed analysis was completed for the two preferred approaches, these are referred 
to in the report as – Consolidated Building Concept 2: One Campus, One Facility, 
L-shaped Plan and Separate Buildings Concept 4: One Campus, Two Separate Facilities. 

The recommended approach for a successful joint-use campus is to locate two 
separate building on the joint site: Concept 4: One Campus, Two Separate Facilities. 
The two schools share one facility. The Recreation Complex and Idea Exchange share 
the second facility. The two facilities frame a generous and welcoming community park 
facing Wesley Boulevard. The facilities can operate independently, but are designed and 
programmed to promote shared use of selected spaces both indoors and outdoors. 
When located in a separate building, on a more clearly defined site, the safety and 
security of the elementary school students, within the larger context of the campus, 
is better achieved. Separating the schools from the Recreation Complex and the Idea 
Exchange allows the partners to proceed with the design and construction at their own 
pace. The timeline for the design and construction of the Recreation Complex will be 
longer than for the schools.  This is an important consideration for the schools as the 
Ministry benchmark for capital costs for the schools’ construction does not allow for 
construction cost escalation. The longer the project is deferred the more difficult it will 
be to build the schools on budget. 

The order of magnitude estimate, detailed for all concepts, is based on the initial 
functional program and preliminary conceptual plans. The level of certainty, or potential 
cost variation, of this level of estimate is generally +/-15% to 20%. The estimated total 
project costs for Concept 4 are as follows:

WRDSB Elementary School  $ 13,892,000

Child Care    $ 2,651,000

WCDSB Elementary School  $ 11,857,000

Recreation Complex   $ 58,490,000

Idea Exchange    $ 6,245,000

Total Joint-use Complex  $ 93,135,000
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A framework for the development of shared-use and operational models (refer to 
Section 8) was developed in tandem with the concept designs. This is a creative 
exercise working with the specific design concepts looking for efficiencies and 
opportunities that allow for a variety of multiple use strategies - independent use and 
control by each partner; structured or scheduled use by various groups, or common use 
at all times.

This proposed joint-use campus will create a community hub offering educational, 
recreational and cultural activities for all ages in this rapidly developing Cambridge 
community. A shared approach provides better value for money for the community, and 
best utilization of all program spaces.

The conclusion of this Feasibility Study is that the proposed joint-use campus is 
achievable and provides tremendous benefits to each partner and to the community.

Artist’s Concept
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VISION & GUIDING PRINCIPLES
VISION

The vision for this partnership is to provide a multi-generational community hub for 
the residents of Cambridge, with one-stop access to education, recreation and cultural 
amenities.  This project is a unique opportunity for all partners to enjoy more amenities 
and uses over what each partner would have if it was a stand-alone facility.

This commitment to shared use maximizes the benefits to the community and provides 
better value for each partner’s investment.

GUIDING PRINCIPLES

Create a vibrant, inviting and multi-generational community hub

Leverage sharing opportunities to maximize program synergies, to 
encourage the best utilization of space, and to reduce capital and 
operating costs for all parties

Showcase the main building activities, animating the streetscape 
and creating a distinct identity for each partner

Provide a safe and secure design, both indoors and out, that allows 
for both separation and sharing

Allow for flexibility of use and potential to grow and change over time

Maximize the use and amenity of open and green space on the site

Encourage active transportation by creating safe and inviting green 
connections to the neighbourhood

Incorporate sustainable initiatives that foster environmental 
responsibility; improve building performance and energy efficiency; 
and contribute to the health and well-being of the users
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SITE EVALUATION SUMMARY 

The 32.5 acre site of the future joint-use complex is located in the south-east end of 
Cambridge in the area known as Littles Corners, north of the intersection of Dundas 
Street South and Branchton Road. 

The site is bordered by Moffat Creek and a vegetated wetland buffer along its north-
western edge. At the east boundary of the site, there are plans for a future Regional 
Road (East Boundary Road). The primary access to the site is from the extension of 
Wesley Boulevard. Consisting of former hilly, agricultural lands, the site slopes north-
west towards Moffat Creek, with a difference in height of 14m from east to west. The 
developable site area is reduced by the wetland to the west and the road allowance to 
the east. The remaining site area available for development is approximately 26.3 acres. 

Significant growth is anticipated for the region – with future residential low to mid-rise 
subdivisions planned throughout the vicinity – the most notable of which are the South 
Point lands. It is estimated that once the area is fully developed, over 26,500 residents 
will be within a 15-minute walking  distance from  the  proposed  campus. 

New Multi-Use Trails and Bike Paths are planned to promote active transportation to, 
from and through the site, and an extension to the current nearby bus route is planned, 
running along Wesley Boulevard, with a new bus stop to serve the complex directly.  

Refer to Appendix A1 for a detailed Site Evaluation.

Site Location and Features (source: CS&P)
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PROGRAM & NEEDS ANALYSIS
PROGRAM COMPONENTS
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE RECREATION COMPLEX  

The original Recreation Complex space program was developed in 2015 - prior to the 
decision to locate the facility at the joint-use campus.

The Net Functional Area of the Recreation Complex program totals 90,450 square feet. 
Net Functional Area describes the room-specific space program and refers to the usable 
or assignable square footage within a room or area (inside wall-to-wall dimensions).

Gross Floor Area (GFA) represents the overall footprint of a floor or building, 
respectively, and includes support spaces, washrooms, circulation, elevators, stairs, the 
space occupied by the building’s exterior walls, and major mechanical spaces.

The Recreation Complex program allocates a 15% gross up bringing the prescribed GFA 
to 104,020 square feet. 

The major components of the program include:
 ■ Aquatics 

 ▪ 25-metre pool
 ▪ Leisure/learning/therapy pool
 ▪ Pool change room facilities
 ▪ Pool office, storage and administrative space
 ▪ Spectator viewing

 ■ Dry Land 
 ▪ 3 FIBA (Fédération Internationale de Basketball) size gymnasia
 ▪ Indoor walking/running track
 ▪ Multi-use program rooms/meeting space
 ▪ Fitness studio
 ▪ Gymnasium/fitness Change rooms

 ■ Storage, office and administrative space

IDEA EXCHANGE (CITY OF CAMBRIDGE PUBLIC LIBRARY)

The Idea Exchange Net Functional Area totals 11,370 square feet. The program allocates 
a 16% gross up bringing the prescribed GFA to 13,600 square feet. 

The major components of the program include:
 ■ Spaces to provide access to library materials and services and to a variety of 

programs and events
 ■ Reading, lounge, making and study spaces
 ■ Internet and computer access
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WRDSB AND WCDSB ELEMENTARY SCHOOL SPACE PROGRAMS

The Ontario Ministry of Education determines the space program and benchmark 
capital funding for new and replacement schools. The Ministry Space Template is used 
to determine the number and type of instructional areas and the required operational 
and circulation areas to be included in each school based on the expected student 
enrollment. The Space Template also allocates space for Community Use Rooms such 
as Child Care facilities.

WRDSB Elementary School

The WRDSB Elementary School Net Instructional and Operational Areas total 38,920 
square feet. The space program allocates a 37% gross up bringing the prescribed GFA 
to 53,240 square feet. An additional GFA of 8,500 square feet is allocated for the Child 
Care Facility.

The major components of the program include:
 ■ 519 students in Junior Kindergarten to Grade 8
 ■ 5 Kindergartens, 14 Classrooms, Art, Science, Special Education
 ■ Gymnasium, Library/Learning Commons
 ■ General Office, Staff, Custodial and support spaces
 ■ 5 room Child Care centre
 ■ Outdoor amenities, such as asphalt play area, soccer field, multi-use playing field, 

creative play structure, outdoor classroom
 ■ Space for up to 12 portables 

WCDSB Elementary School

The WCDSB Elementary School Net Instructional and Operational Areas total 30,905 
square feet. The space program allocates a 38% gross up bringing the prescribed GFA 
to 42,645 square feet.

The major components of the program include:
 ■ 354 students in Junior Kindergarten to Grade 8
 ■ 3 Kindergartens, 11 Classrooms, Art, Science, Special Education
 ■ Gymnasium, Library/Learning Commons
 ■ General Office, Staff, Custodial and support spaces
 ■ Outdoor amenities, such as asphalt play area
 ■ Space for up to 6 portables
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SITE PROGRAM COMPONENTS

PARKING AND DROP-OFF

The preliminary space program, developed by the City and joint-use partners, noted a 
requirement for 552 parking spaces (80 WRDSB and Child Care, 75 WCDSB, 375 Rec 
Centre, 22 Idea Exchange). The peak parking demand is projected to be between 8:00 
to 9:00 am on weekdays.

The City of Cambridge encourages active transportation and has provided for bike 
lanes and a safe off-street multi-use trail servicing this site. Grand River Transit plans 
to extend its local bus route to this site. The Wesley Boulevard road profile includes 
parking on the north side of the road - estimated at about 40 spaces (this number will 
be reduced slightly by the proposed bus stop). These initiatives will reduce the overall 
parking demand on the site. Based on the above, 500 parking spaces are included in 
the site fit assessment and conceptual plans. In the separated buildings concepts the 
full number of school related spaces are located adjacent to the schools. The parking 
spot savings are realized in the parking lot adjacent to the Recreation Complex and Idea 
Exchange building. 

Parking requirements should be confirmed with a parking demand study as the project 
moves into detailed design.

Limited parent drop-off for the schools will be provided on site. Kindergarten, child care 
and barrier-free drop-off require park and drop provisions close to the facility entrances. 
All other parent drop-off will be accommodated on Wesley Boulevard, with safe access 
provided to the school play yard. Convenient drop-off and additional barrier-free parking 
spaces will be provided for the Recreation Complex and Idea Exchange users, requiring 
enhanced accessibility.

BUS DROP-OFF

Based on enrollment projections and potential catchment areas for the schools, both 
School Boards anticipate the requirement for four full size school buses each. Bell times 
for the schools may be staggered to reduce the need to provide a bus drop-off zone 
with a capacity for all eight buses. In addition, WCDSB and WRDSB may explore shared 
busing. This practice already occurs in other jurisdictions, and could be done here. 
However, to future-proof the school site and allow flexibility for scheduling, a bus drop-
off for eight buses, shared by the two schools, is shown on the concept plans.

Special education vehicles will have a different loading and unloading location, close to 
the school entrance, for safety and accessibility.
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OUTDOOR PLAY AND LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS 

The schools each require both hard surface and soft (sodded) play areas. Hard surface 
play and play fields are exclusive and shared use for the schools only during the school 
day. School playgrounds are generally fenced for security and the safety of the students. 
Outdoor classroom spaces and provision of space for play structures are required by 
both Boards. The wetland area, running along Moffatt Creek, on the west side of the 
site, provide an opportunity for exploration and naturalized play. Care is needed to avoid 
supervision issues related to multiple school populations in the playground.

Each school will have its own Kindergarten play area, which will be fenced and 
connected directly to the Kindergarten classrooms. The Child Care outdoor play is 
fenced and connected directly to the Child Care playrooms. The required area of outdoor 
play for the Child Care is regulated by the Child Care and Early Years Act.

Outdoor amenities for the Recreation Complex and Idea Exchange include shared 
outdoor basketball nets, small games areas, play structures, passive outdoor play, 
outdoor classrooms/reading gardens, interactive public art, and provisions for future 
tennis courts where possible. These City outdoor amenities will be funded through a 
separate City project.

Additional program elements to create a welcoming community hub include a 
community park located on Wesley Boulevard, and a multi-use trail, connected to the 
City bike path and trail system and circumnavigating the site.

PORTABLES AND FUTURE ADDITIONS

Both School Boards require provisions for future portables (WRDSB - 12 portables, 
WCDSB - 6 portables) and space for future permanent additions to each school. 
Portables will be located on the hard surface play area in proximity to school exit doors.

GARBAGE AND RECEIVING

Garbage, service and receiving areas are required for all users. Day-to-day deliveries to 
the site will not require a loading dock accommodating full size transport trucks. Daily 
book delivery and pick-up must be accommodated for the Idea Exchange. Garbage 
and recycling will be picked-up on a regular schedule. Garbage storage rooms can be 
minimized if inground/underground garbage storage containers are used. The swimming 
pool requires conveniently located and regular service deliveries for pool chemicals.

The site and building components are illustrated in the following diagrams.
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PROGRAM COMPONENTS

104,020 sf 13,600 sf

13,600 sf
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JOINT-USE OPPORTUNITIES

The overall planning and programming for this joint-use campus must have inherent 
adaptability so that the buildings and site will be able to make adjustments to changing 
program needs over time. The concept designs include creating environments that 
can grow into more fluid sharing as the partners learn to use their new facilities and 
become more comfortable with the possibilities. The designs look for efficiencies and 
strategies that allow for multiple use opportunities - independent use and control by 
each partner; structured or scheduled use by various groups; or common use at all 
times. If sharing opportunities create learning opportunities and add value there is a 
strong rationale for proceeding with a joint-use campus.

The concept designs should reflect safety/security and identity needs of each partner, 
while allowing flexibility to ‘grow into’ or expand sharing opportunities over time.

Programming and sharing decisions will lead to the development of Joint-use and 
Operational Agreements. This is both a legal and a creative exercise - developed in 
tandem with the facility design.

Space Program

MULTI-
PURPOSE

ROOM

LOUNGE SEATING &
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Spaces to support before and after school programming should be carefully considered 
as all partners offer school-age programs. In addition, there is a potential challenge 
regarding duplication of services offered by Recreation and Culture through the 
Recreation Complex and the Idea Exchange. Program spaces should have inherent 
flexibility to support both arts/cultural and recreational programming.  This will provide 
the opportunity for the partners to differentiate their offerings to the community. The 
Joint-use Agreement should address these issues.

The development of a consolidated space program finds opportunities for maximizing 
utilization of space, finding synergies between program components, and reducing 
overall floor areas (and therefore cost) through sharing and placement strategies. The 
following spaces were considered for potential joint-use by the partners:

GYMNASIUM/FITNESS
 ■ Two Recreation Complex gyms are fully utilized all day
 ■ School gyms are exclusive use during school hours
 ■ School gyms are available to Recreation Complex community for gym and fitness 

programming after hours

Proposed Program Changes:
 ■ Reduce number of full-size gyms programmed for the combined joint-use campus 

(3 City, 1 WRDSB, 1 WCDSB) from five to four
 ■ Recreation Complex contributes floor area to increase WRDSB gym to larger 

sized FIBA size gym
 ■ Provide one shared stage between the two school gyms using portion of WRDSB 

gym area and portion of WCDSB flex area

LIBRARY LEARNING SPACES
 ■ Idea Exchange program includes a 1,800 square feet Lounge Seating and 

Learning Commons area which is accessible to students during the school day

Proposed program changes:
 ■ Reduce both schools’ Library floor area designated to general study

ART/SCIENCE/MAKER/TECH
 ■ Idea Exchange has designated two spaces for exclusive use by the schools during 

school hours – a large Multi-purpose room at 750 square feet and a Makerspace 
at 580 square feet

 ■ Both school programs include an art room and a science room
 ■ Four art and science rooms are required for the joint-use campus to meet the 

pupil loading/capacity requirement of each school
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Proposed program changes:
 ■ Increase the floor area of the Idea Exchange Maker space and Multi-purpose 

room to meet the area requirements for art and science rooms (with floor area 
contributions from both Boards)

 ■ WRDSB to build one science room (including tech space), which will be shared 
with WCDSB, and delete one art room from its program

 ■ WCDSB to contribute one art room, which will be shared with WRDSB, and 
delete one science room from its program

 ■ Both Boards will have access to the Idea Exchange rooms for art and science 
programming to replace the two deleted rooms

MEETING ROOMS
 ■ Combining and co-locating meeting rooms will result in synergies and potential 

floor area reductions

MECHANICAL
 ■ A typical indoor central mechanical plant for a building of this scale is 

approximately 4% of the GFA (not including pool mechanical)
 ■ Sharing of central plant requires the School Boards’ agreement on operational 

issues
 ■ Assuming a shared central mechanical plant, the total area required floor area for 

mechanical space is 10,235 square feet

PARKING/DROP-OFF/SERVICE AREAS
 ■ Number of parking spaces to be right-sized for time-of-day use
 ■ Sharing of main school bus drop area was considered, relies on staggered bell-

times
 ■ Active transportation is encouraged by all users
 ■ On site drop-off required for:

 ▪ Accessibility requirements
 ▪ Park and drop for child care and kindergartens
 ▪ Limited convenience drop-off for other users

 ■ Sharing of garbage, loading and receiving will be determined by site plan 
configuration, as well as ease of access for users.

 ■ If shared, location of garbage needs to be in a central and convenient location for 
all users

OUTDOOR PLAY
 ■ Kindergarten and Child Care play areas are exclusive use
 ■ All other outdoor play areas are available for community use after-hours and 

should be located for passive surveillance
 ■ School sharing of hard surface play and play fields relies on scheduling of bell- 

times and nutrition/recess/lunch breaks
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KEY RELATIONSHIPS

Key relationships required to accommodate the agreed joint-use opportunities create 
the framework for the development of the concept plans. The following diagrams 
illustrate desired adjacencies and synergies that will promote sharing.
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SPACE PROGRAM FOR CONSOLIDATED AND SEPARATE BUILDINGS

Three Space Programs were developed using the City’s original Recreation Complex 
and Idea Exchange programs, and Ministry of Education’s Space Template for the 
schools as a framework. Each program shows the original program and area allocations, 
the proposed program, and resulting changes to each partner’s floor area. Sharing of 
outdoor amenity spaces remains achievable in all approaches to the building space 
program.

The Consolidated Building Space Template: One Campus, One Facility incorporated 
all of the potential opportunities for joint-use and sharing. This space program results 
in the most significant potential floor area reductions for all users. The target area 
reductions, for the total joint-use campus, are approximately 7,300  square feet over 
the original space program. The development of site concepts based on the proposed 
program modifications will confirm whether these area reductions are actually 
achievable.

The Separate Buildings Space Template: One Campus, Two Separate Facilities 
outlines a space  program for a campus plan for two separate buildings on the site. 
The City components (Recreation Complex and Idea Exchange) share one building. 
The two schools share the second building. The floor area reductions resulting from 
joint-use and sharing of program spaces are more limited. The third gym is required to 
be built in the Recreation Complex, as access to the school gym presents security and 
convenience challenges. Additional science and art rooms are required in the schools, 
as the Idea Exchange multi-purpose room and makerspace are similarly challenging for 
regular school day use. Sharing of services spaces and a central mechanical plant are 
also unachievable. This program results in modest floor area reductions for the shared 
schools. The target area reductions, for the combined schools, is approximately 1,000 
square feet over the original space program.

The second Separate Buildings Space Template: One Campus, Three Separate 
Facilities, outlines a space program for a campus plan for three separate buildings on 
the site. The City components share one building. The two schools each occupy their 
own building. There are no floor area reductions resulting from joint-use and sharing of 
program spaces. In addition to the program changes noted above, the schools also lose 
the opportunities for day-to-day sharing of spaces. The shared stage between the gyms 
is no longer available; and each school must build its own general office, library, science 
and art rooms, and mechanical and service spaces.

Refer to the Appendix A3 for detailed Space Programs for Consolidated and Separate 
Buildings.
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SUSTAINABILITY

SUSTAINABLE APPROACH SUMMARY

The sustainability response should be evaluated against the balancing of complex 
parameters including environmental responsibility, energy efficiency, and creating 
a healthy environment that contributes to user well-being. Evaluating associated 
construction cost premiums, as well as the ability to optimize cost of ownership over 
the life cycle, will be a fundamental metric. As energy use has the greatest impact on 
operating costs, the assistance of rating system criteria that can help reduce energy 
use and associated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions may be prioritized.

To support the creation of a healthy and sustainable communities, the City of 
Cambridge has mandated all new municipal buildings meet LEED Gold Standards. This 
is achievable in the Separated Building Concepts. In the Consolidated Building Concepts 
achieving LEED would be more complex for the City components of the facility. 
Although Ministry funding benchmarks limit pursuing LEED certification for the schools, 
new schools are designed and built to a high level of sustainability. The Ontario Building 
Code requirements result in building envelope (cladding) design and mechanical 
systems that are highly energy efficient; and Site Plan Approval requirements include 
many storm water management and other site provisions that align with many of the 
LEED requirements that the City components will be pursuing.

A practical approach which prioritizes Passive House high performance envelope 
principles and air quality, together with targeted renewables such as geothermal and 
photovoltaic (solar panels), may have the greatest impact in both reducing energy, 
significantly lowering GHG emissions, and promoting a healthy and energy efficient 
facility. This approach would be suitable for both consolidated and separated design 
options. 

In the next stage of detailed design, it is recommended that energy modeling and an 
associated financial analysis that can demonstrate a reasonable business case can 
be prepared. This business case can include premium capital costs associated with 
the energy saving measures, as well as payback and savings over time. A detailed 
geothermal feasibility study, together with site testing, should be included in this 
scope. This work should optimally be done as a formalized Sustainability Study in the 
Schematic Design period of the next phase of design.

Refer to Appendix A2 for detailed commentary on sustainability strategies.
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CONCEPTUAL PLANS

The development of all conceptual plans for the two approaches to the joint-use 
campus, consolidated and separate, were based on the Guiding Principles, the agreed 
key relationships, and the following building and site design criteria:

 ■ A Ground Floor location is preferred for the following program components:
 ▪ School - general office, kindergartens, special education classrooms, gymnasiums
 ▪ Child Care – all program areas
 ▪ Recreation Complex - lobby/reception, swimming pool and associated change 
rooms, gymnasiums and associated change rooms

 ▪ Idea Exchange – all program areas
 ▪ Garbage and receiving for all parties

 ■ A generous welcoming entrance and a central internal circulation system, that 
acts as a “main street” , highlights the major building components, creating 
excitement and synergies between uses

 ■ The swimming pool and Idea Exchange are the key identifiers of the City facility, 
with a prominent face to the community, visible from Wesley Boulevard

 ■ The schools have distinct identity and entrances to the exterior that provide safe 
and secure access for walkers, cyclists and people arriving by car, school bus or 
transit

 ■ Schools are located adjacent to the wetland area, the more naturalized and quiet 
part of the site

 ■ Recreation Complex and its larger parking component are located on the east 
side of the site, with the bulk of the parking adjacent to the busier future East 
Boundary Road and associated roundabout.
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CONSOLIDATED BUILDING CONCEPT PLANS: ONE CAMPUS, ONE FACILITY

The consolidated conceptual designs result in a compact footprint for the building, 
maximizing the open and greenspace accessible to the surrounding community. In 
each of the three consolidated concepts, there is a main building entrance that provides 
access to all facilities. In addition, the schools have a main entrance or “front door” to 
the street. In all consolidated concepts the school internal circulation is designed to 
operate independently of the Recreation Complex/Idea Exchange to ensure the safety 
and security of the school population. Physical and visual connections are provided 
between all uses to allow sharing when and where desired. Where possible each 
school’s circulation is separated from the other.

The consolidated concepts maximize the opportunity for planned and serendipitous 
sharing of facilities. Building operations and maintenance are more efficient than stand-
alone buildings.  Although potential area reductions were targeted in the space 
program, these were not achievable due to additional required circulation, low 
gross-up and plan configurations required to bring daylight into the facility.  

Construction phasing opportunities to accelerate the occupancy of any of the partners’ 
facilities are limited.



 CONCEPTUAL PLANS |  Joint-use Campus Feasibility Study | 30

WESLEY BOULEVARD

FUTURE EAST BOUNDARY ROAD 

LINE OF DEVELOPMENT

BUS DROP OFF

ON STREET PARKING & DROP OFF 

K PLAY K PLAY

CC PLAY CHILD CARE

OUTDOOR 
CLASSROOM

FUTURE TENNIS 
COURTS

MULTI USE
TRAIL

SHARD COURTS

FUTURE PORTABLES

WR CH CH CH CH

CHCH

SERVICE

CHCH

C5

C4

C3

WRC2C1C3

K5

CH
AP

EL

K4K3 K3K2 K2K1 K1

C2C1 SPEC ED

REC 
ADMIN

SPEC ED

SHARED 
LIBRARY

SHARED 
OFFICE

IDEA EXCHANGE

COURTYARD

RECEIVING
/ST ST ST

FAMILY
 CH 1

FAMILY
 CH 2

FAMILY
 CH 3

AQ
 S

TA
FF

SERV

STAGE

 DROP OFF

 DROP OFF

ASPHALT 
PLAY

SOD PLAY 
FIELD

SERVICE

SHARED 
GARDEN

WRDSB

WCDSB

CHILD CARE

REC COMPLEX

IDEA EXCHANGE

SCHOOL COMMONS

REC COMMONS

0m 20m10m

N

50m

SHARED 
SCHOOLS

CONCEPT 1 - GROUND

CONSOLIDATED BUILDING CONCEPT PLANS
CONCEPT 1: One Campus, One Facility, L−shaped Plan
Site Plan I Ground Floor Plan

CONCEPT 1
 ■ L-shaped plan with all main entrances for all 

partners addressing Wesley Boulevard
 ■ Lowest overall GFA of all concepts 
 ■ Outdoor play and amenity areas shared 

between all users on an agreed schedule
 ■ Clearly separated parking and drop-off for 

School Board and City components, which 
may be shared as per agreement

 ■ Limited visibility and access to playground and 
outdoor open space from the street

 ■ Entrance to City facilities creates a “main 
street” highlighting key activities

 ■ Clear separation between City and School 
Board components

 ■ Limited visibility and access to schools from 
“main street”

 ■ School circulation is clearly separated for each 
Board

 ■ School wraps around a courtyard ensuring 
daylight in all teaching spaces

 ■ Total Joint-use Complex:    
 ■ GFA: 217,880 square feet   
 ■ Estimated Total Project Cost: $ 92,393,000
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CONSOLIDATED BUILDING CONCEPT PLANS
CONCEPT 2: One Campus, One Facility, Block Plan
Site Plan I Ground Floor Plan

CONCEPT 2
 ■ Block shaped plan with main entrance for City 

components addressing Wesley Boulevard and 
main shared School Board entry facing west to 
the school playground

 ■ Most compact ground-floor footprint of all 
concepts

 ■ Outdoor play and amenity areas shared 
between all users on an agreed schedule

 ■ Clearly separated parking and drop-off for 
School Board and City components, which may 
be shared as per agreement

 ■ Maximizes visibility and access to playground 
and outdoor open space from the street

 ■ Entrance to City facilities creates a “main 
street” highlighting all partners’ key activities

 ■ Central courtyard brings daylight into the 
centre of a dense plan

 ■ Clear separation between City and School 
Board components

 ■ School circulation is clearly separated for each 
Board

 ■ C-shaped school wings frame kindergarten play 
areas and ensure daylight in all teaching spaces

 ■ Total Joint-use Complex:
 ■ GFA: 229,144 square feet
 ■ Estimated Total Project Cost: $ 96,076,000 
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CONCEPT 3
 ■ Linear plan located on east portion of the site 

running parallel to the future East Boundary 
Road with all main entrances addressing East 
Boundary Road

 ■ Outdoor play and amenity areas shared 
between all users on an agreed schedule

 ■ Combined parking and drop-off for School 
Board and City components

 ■ Separate bus loop for schools
 ■ Conceptualized as a building pavilion in a park, 

maximizing visibility and access to playground 
and outdoor open space from the street

 ■ A linear “main street” highlights all partners’ 
key activities

 ■ Clear separation between City and School 
Board components, except school gymnasiums 
are located within the City section of the 
facility

 ■ School circulation is clearly separated for each 
Board

 ■ C-shaped school wings ensure daylight in all 
teaching spaces

 ■ Recreation Complex gymnasiums are located 
on the second floor, over the Idea Exchange

 ■ Total Joint-use Complex: 
 ■ GFA: 224,213 square feet
 ■ Estimated Total Project Cost: $ 94,077,000 
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SEPARATE BUILDINGS CONCEPT PLANS: ONE CAMPUS, SEPARATE FACILITIES

The separate buildings conceptual designs allow for the two or three separate facilities 
to share the campus.

The facilities can operate independently, but are still designed and programmed to 
promote shared use of selected spaces both indoors and outdoors. The gross floor 
area reductions achieved in the consolidated building concepts cannot be achieved. The 
Recreation Complex will require its own third gymnasium in lieu of convenient time-of- 
day access to the WRDSB gymnasium. The schools will be required to build additional 
art and science classrooms in lieu if the dedicated classroom and maker space shared 
with the Idea Exchange in the consolidated concepts. Opportunities for joint-use and 
sharing with the Recreation Complex and Idea Exchange are maximized with the multi-
purpose room and the makerspace. Sharing of building services and support spaces, 
and the associated savings in operations and maintenance costs, are also reduced.

Urban design benefits of separated buildings include distinct identity and addresses 
for each partner, and smaller building volumes more in keeping with the scale of the 
surrounding neighbourhood. When located in a separate building, on a more clearly 
defined site, the safety and security of the elementary school students, within the 
larger context of the campus, is better achieved. Separating the schools from the 
Recreation Complex and the Idea Exchange allows the partners to proceed with the 
design and construction at their own pace.

If the lands are severed between the City Components and the School Boards, 
each site would be required to meet zoning and municipal approvals requirements 
independently. If the campus remains as one property, then these approvals will be 
required for the entire site as a whole. However, the school design and construction 
could be fast-tracked for earlier occupancy.
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CONCEPT 4: One Campus, Two Separate Facilities
Site Plan I Ground Floor Plan

CONCEPT 4
*Preferred Concept

 ■ Two separate buildings: City (Recreation 
Complex and Idea Exchange) and School 
Boards (both schools and child care)

 ■ Developable site can be severed according to 
the ownership ratios determined between the 
City and School Boards

 ■ Outdoor play and amenity areas continue to 
be shared between all users on an agreed 
schedule

 ■ Fully separated parking and drop-off for School 
Board and City components, which may be 
shared as per agreement

 ■ Community park located between the two 
buildings maximizes visibility and access to 
playground and outdoor open space from the 
street

 ■ Entrance to City facilities creates a “main 
street” highlighting all key city activities

 ■ Compact and efficient plan reduces the 
combined schools’ gross floor area

 ■ School circulation is clearly separated for each 
Board

 ■ Total Joint-use Complex: 
 ■ GFA: 222,053 square feet
 ■ Estimated Total Project Cost: $ 93,135,000 
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CONCEPT 5: One Campus, Three Separate Facilities
Site Plan I Ground Floor Plan

CONCEPT 5
 ■ Three separate buildings: City (Recreation 

Complex and Idea Exchange),  WRSDB 
Elementary School and Child Care, and 
WCDSB Elementary School

 ■ Developable site can be severed according to 
the ownership ratios determined between the 
City and School Boards

 ■ Outdoor play and amenity areas continue to 
be shared between all users on an agreed 
schedule

 ■ Fully separated parking and drop-off for School 
Board and City components, which may be 
shared as per agreement

 ■ Limited visibility and access to playground and 
outdoor open space from the street

 ■ Entrance to City facilities creates a “main 
street” highlighting all key City activities

 ■ Total Joint-use Complex: 
 ■ GFA: 225,003 square feet
 ■ Estimated Total Project Cost: $ 94,339,000 
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All partners agreed on the overall ranking of the five preliminary 
concept plans. Concepts 2 and 4 emerged as the preferred 
approaches to the joint-use campus.  

ENGINEERING DESIGN BRIEFS

Civil, structural, mechanical and electrical design briefs were prepared to describe the 
site and building engineering design requirements for the concepts. Refer to Appendix 
A4 for Civil, Structural, Mechanical and Electrical Design Briefs

ANALYSIS

PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT MATRIX

A detailed matrix was used to assess each concept during the preliminary concept 
development phase of this feasibility study. All partners participated in assessing the 
concepts. The advantages/disadvantages, risks and opportunities for each concept were 
assessed, evaluating the following:

 ■ Site
 ■ Building Program
 ■ Building Operations
 ■ Sustainability
 ■ Capital and Operating Costs
 ■ Construction Implications

Concept designs were finalized and a detailed analysis and ranking was completed for 
each, the results of which are presented below. 
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Site
 ■ Opportunities for sharing outdoor play and 

amenity spaces are maximized
 ■ Separated and convenient parking and drop- 

off for each user
 ■ Conflict between school buses and access 

to school parking lot
 ■ Conflict between main building service 

area and City parking lot access (this will 
be mitigated by future access from East 
Boundary Road)

 ■ Limited open space and play areas are 
available to community during the school 
day

 ■ Wesley Boulevard frontage dominated by 
building and asphalt; does not present a 
“park face’ to the community

 ■ Very good identity for each user, with 
addresses on Wesley Boulevard

Building Program
 ■ Opportunities for joint-use and sharing are 

maximized
 ■ Each component’s footprint is clearly 

delineated
 ■ No potential for future additions to the 

schools

Building Operations
 ■ Each component can be independently 

secured
 ■ Very good access for sharing between the 

schools and the Idea Exchange
 ■ Access to the WRDSB’s shared gymnasium 

requires Recreation Complex users to use 
school corridors

 ■ Distance to a single shared service and 
garbage is challenging for the schools

 ■ Very efficient centrally located shared 
mechanical plant

 ■ Shared central plant will require the School 
Boards to follow the City’s operational 
timelines

Sustainability
 ■ Achieving LEED Gold for the City facilities 

is challenging due to the complexities of 
separating the building systems

 ■ Building envelope (cladding ratio of exterior 
wall to gross floor area) is high for the 
school reducing efficiency

Capital and Operating Costs
 ■ All building components have achieved 

gross floor area reductions over the original 
benchmarks space program

 ■ Area reductions have not been achieved 
over the reductions targeted through 
sharing program spaces due to additional 
circulation/connections to Recreation 
Complex

 ■ Exterior cladding ratios for the schools are 
higher than benchmark due to courtyards 
designed to bring daylight into a dense 
building form

 ■ The estimated total Construction Cost for 
Concept 1 is a blended $340 per square 
foot for all components totaling $74,122,000

 ■ The total construction cost is lowest for this 
concept because it has the lowest gross 
floor area of all concepts

 ■ The estimated Total Project Cost (including 
soft costs) is $92,393,000

 ■ The shared centralized heating, cooling, 
and air distribution systems can provide 
significant operational cost savings

 ■ Energy savings can be realized by more 
efficient equipment, energy recovery, and 
control strategies

 ■ Maintenance costs can be reduced by 
using fewer pieces of equipment in fewer 
locations

Construction Implications 
 ■ Limited opportunities to phase the 

construction as the building systems are 
interconnected

 ■ Potential to open the schools prior the 
completion of the Recreation Complex 
with careful planning and scheduling of 
construction activities

 ■ Safety is a major concern when partially 
occupying a school site while under 
construction

 ■ Construction timelines for the schools are 
longer than a stand-alone facility affecting 
occupancy date and construction costs 

CONCEPT 1: One Campus, One Facility, L−shaped Plan
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Site
 ■ Opportunities for sharing outdoor play and 

amenity spaces maximized
 ■ Separated and convenient parking and drop- 

off for each user
 ■ School bus drop-off and access to school 

parking lot are completely separated
 ■ Conflict between main building service 

area and City parking lot access (this could 
be mitigated by future access from East 
Boundary Road)

 ■ Most open site area available for school 
playgrounds of all concepts

 ■ More open space and play areas are 
available to community, during the school 
day

 ■ Location of building and parking along 
Wesley Boulevard frontage opens up views 
and access providing a better “park face’ to 
the community

 ■ Good identity for each user, with main 
complex addresses on Wesley Boulevard, 
and school entrances, visible from street, 
located off the playground

Building Program
 ■ Opportunities for joint-use and sharing are 

maximized
 ■ Each component’s footprint is clearly 

delineated
 ■ Good potential for future additions to the 

schools by expanding the classroom wings 
to the west

Building Operations
 ■ Each component can be independently 

secured
 ■ Very good access for sharing between the 

schools and the Idea Exchange
 ■ Recreation Complex users can access 

WRDSB’s shared gymnasium without 
entering school corridors

 ■ Access to the single shared service and 
garbage is good for all users

 ■ Very efficient centrally located shared 
mechanical plant

 ■ Shared central plant will require the School 
Boards to follow the City’s operational 
timelines

Sustainability
 ■ Achieving LEED Gold for the City facilities 

is challenging due to the complexities of 
separating the building systems

 ■ Building envelope (cladding ratio of exterior 
wall to gross floor area) is fair for the 
schools and good for the City components

Capital and Operating Costs
 ■ All building components have achieved 

gross floor area reductions over the original 
benchmarks space program

 ■ Area reductions have not been achieved 
over the reductions targeted through 
sharing program spaces due to additional 
circulation/connections to Recreation 
Complex

 ■ Exterior cladding ratios are higher than 
benchmark funding for the schools due to 
plan configuration to bring daylight into a 
dense building form

 ■ The estimated total Construction Cost for 
Concept 2 is a blended $335 per square 
foot for all components totaling $76,843,000

 ■ The construction cost is higher than 
Concept 1 due to the larger GFA of the 
Recreation Complex. The overall cost 
per square foot is lower. The GFA can be 
reduced during the design development 
phase to reduce construction costs

 ■ The estimated Total Project Cost (including 
soft costs) is $96,076,000

 ■ The shared centralized heating, cooling, 
and air distribution systems can provide 
significant operational cost savings

 ■ Energy savings can be realized by more 
efficient equipment, energy recovery, and 
control strategies

 ■ Maintenance costs can be reduced by 
using fewer pieces of equipment in fewer 
locations

Construction Implications 
 ■ Limited opportunities to phase the 

construction as the building systems are 
interconnected

 ■ Potential to open the schools prior the 
completion of the Recreation Complex 
with careful planning and scheduling of 
construction activities

 ■ Safety is a major concern when partially 
occupying a school site while under 
construction. Construction timelines for the 
schools are longer than a stand-alone facility 
affecting occupancy date and construction 
costs 

CONCEPT 2: One Campus, One Facility, Block Plan
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Site
 ■ Opportunities for sharing outdoor play and 

amenity spaces maximized
 ■ Single driveway access creates major 

conflict and congestion issues
 ■ No clear separation of parking for each user 

group
 ■ Linear parking layout creates safety issues
 ■ Drop-off for schools and child care are not 

conveniently located
 ■ Conflict between school buses and access 

to main parking lot
 ■ Conflict between main building service 

area and City parking lot access (this could 
be mitigated by future access from East 
Boundary Road)

 ■ Maximizes open site area available for 
school playgrounds of all concepts

 ■ Some open space and play areas are 
available to community, during the school 
day

 ■ Location of building and parking along the 
future East Boundary Road frontage opens 
up views and access creating a “building in 
a park”

 ■ Poor identity for each user from Wesley 
Boulevard; each user has an identity and 
access off the parking and greenspace 
along East Boundary Road

Building Program
 ■ Opportunities for joint-use and sharing are 

maximized
 ■ The schools’ footprint is not clearly 

delineated; school gymnasiums are 
accessed from the Recreation Complex 
circulation

 ■ Recreation Complex gymnasiums are 
located above the Idea Exchange resulting 
in access and supervision issues, and 
complex construction to mitigate sound and 
vibration issues

 ■ Good potential for future additions to the 
schools by expanding the classroom wings 
to the south west

Building Operations
 ■ More challenging to independently secure 

each component
 ■ Distance to the Idea Exchange makes 

access for sharing with the schools 
challenging

 ■ Conflict between for Recreation Complex 
users and the schools in accessing school 
gymnasiums

 ■ Distance to a single shared service and 
garbage is challenging for the City

 ■ Components, requiring access through the 
schools

 ■ Linear plan reduces efficiency of shared 
mechanical plant

 ■ Shared central plant will require the School 
Boards to follow the City’s operational 
timelines

Sustainability
 ■ Achieving LEED Gold for the City facilities 

is challenging due to the complexities of 
separating the building systems

 ■ Building envelope (cladding ratio of exterior 
wall to gross floor area) is high for all 
components (except the Idea Exchange) 
reducing efficiency

Capital and Operating Costs
 ■ Gross floor area reductions over the original 

benchmarks space program have not been 
achieved by all building components

 ■ Area reductions have not been achieved 
over the reductions targeted through 
sharing program spaces due to inefficient 
building plan and additional circulation/
connections to Recreation Complex

 ■ Exterior cladding ratios are highest of all 
concepts due to linear building configuration

 ■ The estimated total Construction Cost for 
Concept 3 is a blended $337 per square 
foot for all components totaling $75,537,000

 ■ The estimated Total Project Cost (including 
soft costs) is $94,077,000

 ■ The shared centralized heating, cooling, 
and air distribution systems can provide 
operational cost savings

 ■ Energy savings can be realized by more 
efficient equipment, energy recovery, and 
control strategies

 ■ Maintenance costs can be reduced by 
using fewer pieces of equipment in fewer 
locations

Construction Implications 
 ■ Limited opportunities to phase the 

construction as the building systems are 
interconnected and building program 
elements not clearly separated

 ■ No potential to open the schools prior the 
completion of the Recreation Complex

 ■ Construction timelines for the schools are 
longer than a stand-alone facility affecting 
occupancy date and construction costs 

CONCEPT 3: One Campus, One Facility, Linear Plan
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Site
 ■ Opportunities for sharing outdoor play and 

amenity spaces maximized
 ■ Community Park is highly visible and inviting 

to the neighbourhood
 ■ Separated and convenient parking and drop- 

off for each user, can be shared as needed
 ■ School bus drop-off and access to school 

parking lot are completely separated
 ■ Conflict between City building service 

area and City parking lot access (this could 
be mitigated by future access from East 
Boundary Road)

 ■ Generous open site area available for school 
playgrounds

 ■ Very good identity for each user, with 
addresses on Wesley Boulevard

Building Program
 ■ Opportunities for joint-use and sharing are 

maximized in the schools
 ■ Opportunities for joint-use and sharing 

between the schools and City components 
are available, but not readily accessible

 ■ Opportunities for sharing between the 
Recreation Complex and Idea Exchange are 
maximized with the multi-purpose rooms 
and makerspace

 ■ Recreation Complex requires a third gym as 
sharing with the schools is not convenient

 ■ Schools require additional science and art 
classrooms as the classroom and maker 
space located in the Idea Exchange are not 
convenient

 ■ Each component’s footprint is clearly 
delineated

 ■ Some potential for future additions to the 
schools by expanding to the north

Building Operations
 ■ Each component can be independently 

secured
 ■ Two building can operate completely 

independently
 ■ Balances opportunities for sharing with 

need for identity, security & funding 
limitations

 ■ Separate garbage and service areas are 
required for each building

 ■ Separate mechanical plants are required for 
each building

Sustainability
 ■ LEED Gold for the City facilities is 

achievable
 ■ Building envelope (cladding ratio of exterior 

wall to gross floor area) meets acceptable 
standards for all components

Capital and Operating Costs
 ■ The schools have achieved gross floor area 

reductions over the original benchmarks 
space program

 ■ The Recreation Complex has achieved the 
targeted gross floor area

 ■ Exterior cladding ratios are efficient for each 
of the buildings

 ■ The estimated total Construction Cost for 
Concept 4 is a blended $335 per square 
foot for all components totaling $74,491,000

 ■ The construction cost per square foot is 
the lower for this concept based on simple 
efficient building forms

 ■ The estimated Total Project Cost (including 
soft costs) is $93,135,000

 ■ The decentralized approach can lead 
to higher operational costs due to less 
efficient equipment, more equipment to be 
maintained, and lower load diversity

 ■ The capital cost of the decentralized 
equipment can be considerably lower

Construction Implications 
 ■ The site can be severed and the schools can 

be built on their own schedule, in advance 
of the City portion of the site if desired

CONCEPT 4: One Campus, Two Separate Facilities 
*Preferred Concept
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Site
 ■ Opportunities for sharing outdoor play and 

amenity spaces maximized
 ■ Separated and convenient parking and drop- 

off for each user
 ■ Conflict between school buses and access 

to school parking lot and Recreation 
Complex drop- off

 ■ Conflict between City building service 
area and City parking lot access (this could 
be mitigated by future access from East 
Boundary Road)

 ■ Generous open site area available for school 
playgrounds

 ■ Limited open space and play areas are 
available to community during the school 
day

 ■ Wesley Boulevard frontage dominated by 
building and asphalt; does not present a 
“park face’ to the community

 ■ Very good identity for each user, with 
addresses on Wesley Boulevard

Building Program
 ■ Opportunities for joint-use and sharing 

between all partners are available, but not 
readily accessible

 ■ Recreation Complex requires a third gym as 
sharing with the schools is not convenient

 ■ Each school requires its own science and art 
classrooms as they cannot easily share with 
each other and the classroom and maker 
space located in the Idea Exchange are not 
convenient

 ■ Each school requires its own provisions for 
a stage as they cannot share as in the other 
concepts

 ■ Each component’s footprint is clearly 
delineated

 ■ Some potential for future additions to the 
schools by expanding to the north

Building Operations
 ■ Each component can be independently 

secured
 ■ Three building can operate completely 

independently
 ■ Separate garbage and service areas are 

required for each building
 ■ Separate mechanical plants are required for 

each building

Sustainability
 ■ LEED Gold for the City facilities is 

achievable
 ■ Building envelope (cladding ratio of exterior 

wall to gross floor area) is higher for 
the schools, because they are separate 
buildings, reducing efficiency

Capital and Operating Costs
 ■ The schools meet the gross floor area of the 

original benchmarks space program
 ■ The Recreation Complex has not achieved 

gross floor area reductions due the low 
gross-up percentage allocated on the space 
program and the inherent inefficiencies 
locating the majority of the program 
elements on the ground floor resulting in a 
small second floor plate

 ■ Cladding ratios are efficient for each of the 
buildings

 ■ The estimated total Construction Cost 
for Concept 5 is a blended $336 per 
square foot for all components totaling 
$75,571,000

 ■ The estimated Total Project Cost (including 
soft costs) is $94,339,000

 ■ In Concept 5, the HVAC systems are further 
decentralized resulting in the highest 
operational costs of all concepts due to 
the amount of equipment provided and the 
lowest load diversity

 ■ The capital cost is unlikely to be less than 
that of Concept 4 because a larger number 
of smaller pieces of equipment are required

Construction Implications 
 ■ The site can be severed and the schools can 

be built on their own schedule, in advance 
of the City portion of the site if desired

CONCEPT 5: One Campus, Three Separate Facilities
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ORDER OF MAGNITUDE COST ESTIMATE METHODOLOGY

An Order of Magnitude Cost Estimate is an estimate based on an initial functional 
program and preliminary conceptual plans. It is comprised of an elemental summary, 
and based on a rough cost per square foot for each element. The level of certainty, or 
potential cost variation, of this estimate is generally +/-15% to 20% depending on the 
complexity of the project. The costing includes a design and pricing allowances of 10% 
for items not yet known at this early stage of design. Allowances for construction price 
escalation and potential impact of Covid-19 on construction costs are not included in 
this estimate and should be evaluated as the project proceeds. 

Order of Magnitude Construction Cost Estimates were completed for all concepts. 
Building and site costs were allocated to each component.

Total Project Budget

Total Project Budget is defined as all costs to complete a building project, excluding 
land acquisition, and in the case of this site, site servicing and rough grading being 
completed by the subdivision developer.  The total project budget is comprised of 
Hard Costs (construction costs for the site and building) and Soft Costs (other non-
construction related costs).

Hard Costs would typically include:
 ■ All labour and material costs directly related to the physical construction of the 

building, fixed equipment and site
 ▪ Site development, on-site servicing, paving and landscaping
 ▪ Structure
 ▪ Exterior enclosures (cladding and roofing)
 ▪ Interiors (partitions and doors, finishes, fixed fittings and equipment)
 ▪ Services (mechanical, electrical, IT, security, etc.)
 ▪ General Contractors overhead costs and profit

Soft Costs would typically include:
 ■ Furniture and loose equipment
 ■ Consulting fees
 ■ Permit and municipal approvals fees
 ■ Studies such as geotechnical investigations, surveys
 ■ Legal fees
 ■ Internal administration costs
 ■ Owner’s construction contingency
 ■ HST
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Development charges are not included in soft costs, and should be treated as a specific 
exclusion as these can be waived for certain owners. Development charges are not paid 
by City or School Boards when developing lands for their own purposes.

For school construction soft costs are calculated at 15% of the construction budget. 
This ratio is stipulated in the Ministry benchmarks for construction. Soft costs for the 
Recreation Complex and Idea Exchange would be in the range of 25% to 30% of 
construction budget.  School Board soft costs are generally lower than those for public 
recreational facilities. The largest difference is in FFE (furniture, fittings and equipment). 
The outfitting of a Recreation Complex and Library is more extensive and expensive. 
Design and consulting fees are lower for a school project. Project management costs 
are generally higher for municipal clients. 

Construction Cost Methodology for Consolidated Building Concepts 
(Concepts 1, 2 and 3)

Building Development Costs
 ■ Building costs were allocated to each partner based on their measured GFA, 

exterior wall area, roofing area, etc. Where spaces are shared, for instance some 
circulation or mechanical spaces, the costs were allocated pro-rata  to each partner

 ■ School estimated costs are based on standard specifications for a stand-alone 
school built to Ministry of Education benchmarks, e.g., quality of cladding, 
roofing, finishes, etc.

 ■ City facility costs are based on specifications for a high-performance building 
designed to LEED Gold standards

 ■ Operating costs for the school portion may be higher as the building envelope 
does not meet the high-performance standards required for the City portions to 
achieve the desired LEED rating

 ■ Building envelope (cladding) ratios are higher in the consolidated concepts where 
courtyards are used to bring daylight into internal spaces of a dense compact plan

 ■ It is anticipated that a higher tier general contractor would construct the larger, 
more complex consolidated concepts, because of the Recreation Complex 
aquatics component, therefore the General Conditions and Fees would be at a 
higher rate that a stand-alone school or joint schools

 ■ Shared components, where not specifically designated to one partner’s space 
program, are allocated to each partner using their respective gross floor area ratio

Site Development Costs
 ■ Site areas designated for school play were allocated to each Board using the 

ownership ratios agreed to in the Memorandum of Understanding between all 
parties (55.2% WRDSB, 44.8% WCDSB)
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 ■ Site areas designated for City play, e.g., community park, outdoor courts, future 
tennis, were allocated to the Recreation Complex

 ■ Parking and paved areas were allocated to each partner using a ratio of the 
number of parking spaces designated for each

 ■ The remainder of the site development area was allocated to each partner using 
their agreed ownership ratios (55.4% City, 24.6% WRDSB, 20% WCDSB)

Construction Cost Methodology for Separate Buildings Concepts (Concepts 4 and 5)

Building Development Costs
 ■ Costs were calculated assuming the site is severed using the agreed ownership 

ratios (55.4% City, 44.6% schools), and facilities are built by two separate 
contractors

 ■ School estimated costs are based on standard specifications for a stand-alone 
school built to Ministry of Education benchmarks, e.g., quality of cladding, 
roofing, finishes, etc.

 ■ City facility costs are based on specifications for a high-performance building 
designed to LEED Gold standards

 ■ It is anticipated that a higher tier general contractor would construct the larger, 
more complex City facility therefore the General Conditions and Fees would be at 
a higher rate than for the stand-alone schools

Site Development Costs
 ■ Site costs were allocated as per the agreed ownership ratios (55.4% City, 44.6% 

schools)
 ■ Site areas designated for school play were allocated to each Board using their 

agreed ownership ratios (55.2% WRDSB, 44.8% WCDSB)
 ■ Site areas designated for City play, e.g., community park, outdoor courts, future 

tennis, were allocated to the Recreation Complex
 ■ Parking and paved areas were allocated to each School Board and between 

the Recreation Complex and the Idea Exchange, using a ratio of the number of 
parking spaces designated for each

 ■ Parking and paved areas were allocated to the Recreation Complex and the Idea 
Exchange using a ratio of the number of parking spaces designated for each

The agreed ownership ratios may be revisited based on detailed design and anticipated 
needs for building footprint and outdoor amenities, such as play areas, future portable 
space, drop off areas, etc.
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School Costing Notes   

The order of magnitude cost estimates for both schools in all concepts exceed the 
Ministry benchmarks for funding. The WRDSB funding was approved by the Ministry in 
2016. The total benchmark project funding for this school is $10,932,002. The WCDSB 
funding was approved in 2020, at a higher per square foot cost, with total project 
benchmark funding for this school at $8,652,378. Total project costs includes both hard 
costs and soft costs. The portion of this funding allocated to construction costs is 85%. 
School Boards receive funding in addition to the benchmarks noted above, through 
Education Development Charges (EDC). This funding is available for site preparation 
costs and extraordinary site costs, e.g., poor soils conditions, engineered fill, storm 
water management and site services, retaining walls, structural premiums due to site 
conditions, etc. EDC costs for the schools may be in the order of up to $1,000,000 for 
each school.

It is typical at the concept design phase for estimated construction costs for school 
projects to exceed the funding available. Costs are refined through value-engineering as 
the design progresses.

Value Engineering

Value engineering is a creative and systematic effort, which analyzes the requirements 
of a project for the purpose of achieving the essential functions at the lowest total 
costs (capital, staffing, energy, maintenance) over the life of the project. Through a 
collaborative effort, by all team members, value and economy are improved through the 
study of alternate design concepts, materials, and methods without compromising the 
agreed functional and value objectives. Value engineering can be applied at any point in 
a project, even in construction. However, typically the earlier it is applied the higher the 
return on the time and effort invested.

The next step in establishing project budgets, as the partners move into the design 
development phases of the project, would include a value engineering exercise. Value 
engineering workshops can be where the design team and building stakeholders first 
create an extensive list of opportunities for savings. In the workshop, “pros and cons” 
would be established for each item and a corresponding capital value established for 
each. At the end of the workshop the client group would be asked to agree which items 
would be accepted to achieve the required cost savings.



 CONCEPTUAL PLANS | Joint-use Campus Feasibility Study | 51

General Costing Notes

Achieving the gross floor area targeted reductions for the Recreation Complex is a 
challenge due to the low gross-up allocated on the space program, and the requirement 
for generous circulation spaces to operate the facility. Further development of the 
space program and design, as the project moves forward, will result in efficiencies that 
will mitigate this issue. This process is typical and is similar to the value engineering 
process.

There may be opportunities to fund specific items e.g., school playground equipment, 
outdoor classrooms, Recreation Complex equipment, etc., through community 
fundraising or corporate sponsorships.

As the difference in total construction costs for the various concepts is not 
substantial, a 5% variance between the lowest and highest, capital cost should 
not be used as the key factor in selecting the preferred concept. Over a 40-year 
building lifespan design and construction costs are approximately 15% to 20% of the 
total building cost, capital asset management is 10% to 20%, and operations and 
maintenance are by far the biggest cost of ownership at 60% to 80%.

The following chart summarizes the estimate total project cost for each partner in 
relation to their benchmark areas, targeted area reductions for joint-use of space in the 
consolidated concepts, and benchmark funding for the schools.

Refer to the Appendix A5 for the Elemental Cost Summary for each Concept.
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CAMBRIDGE JOINT-USE CAMPUS - TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET SUMMARY

GFA $/sf Amount GFA $/sf Amount GFA $/sf Amount GFA $/sf Amount GFA $/sf Amount
WRDSB
Current 50,741 295$           14,959,000$  51,990 279$           14,493,000$ 53,206 291$           15,503,000$ 52,773 263$           13,892,000$ 54,896 271$           14,852,000$ 
Benchmark (based on 2016 Ministry Funding) 53,240 205$           10,932,002$  53,240 205$           10,932,002$ 53,240 205$           10,932,002$ 53,240 205$           10,932,002$ 53,240 205$           10,932,002$ 
Target GFA for construction (including larger gym in Consolidated) 53,745 53,745 53,745 53,705 53,240
Target GFA (to be funded by WRDSB, only applies to Consolidated) 52,535 52,535 52,535

WRDSB Child Care
Current 8,934 317$           2,836,000$    8,611 317$           2,729,000$   8,503 318$           2,704,000$   8,503 312$           2,651,000$   8,665 318$           2,758,000$   
Benchmark (based on 2016 Ministry Funding) 8,500 303$           2,571,267$    8,500 303$           2,571,267$   8,500 303$           2,571,267$   8,500 303$           2,571,267$   8,500 303$           2,571,267$   

WCDSB
Current 40,935 308$           12,607,000$  39,267 307$           12,064,000$ 42,528 315$           13,395,000$ 41,335 287$           11,857,000$ 42,001 293$           12,317,000$ 
Benchmark (based on 2020 Ministry Funding) 42,645 203$           8,652,378$    42,645 203$           8,652,378$   42,645 203$           8,652,378$   42,645 203$           8,652,738$   42,645 203$           8,652,738$   
Target GFA for construction (including shared stage in Consolidated) 39,655 39,655 39,655 41,215 42,645
Target GFA (to be funded by WCDSB, only applies to Consolidated) 39,065 39,065 39,065

Recreation Complex
Current 103,670 541$           56,115,000$  115,676 527$           60,936,000$ 106,375 534$           56,843,000$ 105,842 553$           58,490,000$ 105,842 550$           58,180,000$ 
Benchmark GFA 104,020 104,020 104,020 104,020 104,020
Target GFA for construction (Consolidated Concepts only) 99,260 99,260 99,260 106,160 106,160
Target GFA (to be funded by City, only applies to Consolidated) 100,960 100,960 100,960 106,160 106,160

Idea Exchange
Current 13,600 432$           5,876,000$    13,600 430$           5,854,000$   13,600 414$           5,632,000$   13,600 459$           6,245,000$   13,600 458$           6,232,000$   
Maximum Approved GFA 13,600 13,600 13,600 13,600 13,600
Target GFA for construction (Consolidated Concepts only) 13,790 13,790 13,790 13,600 13,600
Target GFA (to be funded by Idea Exchange) 13,600 13,600 13,600 13,600 13,600

Joint-use Complex Total Estimated Project Cost 217,880 424$           92,393,000$  229,144 419$           96,076,000$ 224,213 420$           94,077,000$ 222,053 419$           93,135,000$ 225,003 419$           94,339,000$ 

DESCRIPTION
CONCEPT 2

CONSOLIDATED CONCEPTS: One Campus, One Facility SEPARATED BUILDINGS CONCEPTS: One Campus, Separate Facilities
CONCEPT 1 CONCEPT 3 CONCEPT 4 CONCEPT 5
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CONSTRUCTION TIMELINES

Typical Project Schedule

Consolidated Concepts

After completion of the Feasibility Study, and agreement by all parties to proceed, 
the design and construction phase of the project will begin. Design and approvals 
for a project of this scope and complexity will take 18 to 24 months. The bidding and 
procurement (tender) phase would take 2 to 3 months, and construction would span a 
minimum 2 years. A typical project schedule, for a project of this scope and complexity, 
from the beginning of the design and construction phase to occupancy is 4 to 5 years.

Task Name Duration
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4

JUC Draft Project Schedule 198 wks

RFP for Consulting Services 12 wks

Design & Approvals 74 wks

Schematic Design 10 wks

Design Development 12 wks

Contract Documents 28 wks

Approvals 36 wks

Site Plan Approval 36 wks

Building Permit 8 wks

Ministry Approval to Proceed 16 wks

Tender 8 wks

Contract Administration 112 wks

Construction 104 wks

Substantial Performance 0 wks

Owner Fit-up 8 wks

Occupancy 0 wks





Separated Buildings Concepts

For the recommended approach, Concept 4, if the site is severed each partner can 
proceed at its own pace. The City facility schedule will be the same as the schedule for 
the Consolidated Concepts. For the combined school facility, the design and approvals 
phase will take 12 to 18 months. The bidding and procurement (tender) phase would 
take 2 months, and construction would span a minimum 14 months. A typical project 
schedule, for the combined schools, from the beginning of the design and construction 
phase to occupancy is approximately 3 years.
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POTENTIAL RISKS

When the project moves froward into the design and construction phase there are 
risks that should be monitored. These are noted throughout the report and summarized 
below:

Schedule

Issue Impact Mitigation

Negotiation of Development and 
Joint-use Agreements

Delay to project start and 
occupancy for all parties

Memorandum of Understanding 
allows work to continue while 
agreements are resolved

Select a separate buildings 
option and sever land to allow 
owners to proceed at own pace

Complex approvals process 
including Rezoning, Site Plan 
Approval, GRCA

Delay to project start and 
occupancy for all parties

Further reduction of usable site 
area due to wetland restrictions

Allow for lengthy approvals 
process in project schedule

Timing of construction of East 
Boundary Road

Limits access to site from one 
street only - Wesley Boulevard

Ensure on-site traffic can operate 
effectively without the future 
EBR access

Project Cost

Issue Impact Mitigation

Challenges in meeting Ministry 
benchmarks for school 
construction

Escalation costs due to lengthy 
project schedule are not funded 
by Ministry 

Benchmark square foot costs 
do not align with current 
construction market

Delayed Ministry Approval to 
Proceed with Construction

Extensive cost savings measures 
required to meet benchmark, 
affecting project scope or quality 

Continuous value engineering 
and assessment of all decisions 
throughout the design process

Maximize sharing opportunities 
and minimize gross-up to reduce 
GFA

Meeting the gross floor area 
cap for the Recreation Complex 
when the allocated percentage 
gross-up area is insufficient

Gross floor area exceeds 
City benchmark, increasing 
construction cost

Careful review of space program 
to find efficiencies

Continuous value engineering 
and assessment of all decisions 
throughout the design process 
to reduce GFA while maintaining 
required functional program

LEED 

Issue Impact Mitigation

Challenge in achieving LEED 
Gold for City components in 
consolidated building concepts

City does not meet its 
sustainability targets, affecting 
operating costs

Maximize sustainable initiatives 
within LEED framework
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FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS

When the project moves forward into the design and construction phase there are a 
number of items that should be addressed. These are noted throughout the report and 
summarized below:

Site
 ■ Undertake a topographical survey of the property upon completion of the 

developer’s grading (currently underway at time of this report) to assess new site 
conditions and full scope of grading challenges and opportunities

 ■ Update geotechnical investigations to provide general soils information for 
detailed engineering design, and to assess the feasibility of geothermal, ground 
source heat pump systems, on site

 ■ Complete a detailed review of Zoning requirements and how they might be 
different once the property is severed

 ■ Maintain ongoing conversation with the Region to keep updated on the design 
and construction timing of future East Boundary Road, as well as explore right-in-
right-out access from this road onto the site

 ■ Maintain ongoing conversations with the Grand River Conservation Authority 
(GRCA): conduct a thorough review of the Environmental Impact Study to confirm 
detailed bounds of development related to the wetlands, as well as details of 
required GRCA development permit

 ■ Determine ownership conveyance of the protected wetlands on the north-
western site boundary

 ■ Maintain ongoing conversations with Grand River Transit to assess appropriate 
location of new bus stop on Wesley Boulevard or potentially on the joint-use 
campus site

 ■ Undertake a transportation impact and parking demand study to confirm parking 
requirements 

Space Program and Project Costs
 ■ Continue detailed development of space program requirements for Recreation 

Complex including:
 ▪ Consideration of 8-lane pool, which is typical for many other municipalities and 
will reduce project cost

 ▪ Review of allocation of gross-up area, which at 15% is very low for a facility of this 
scope and complexity

 ■ Engage in on-going value engineering for all components to align gross floor area 
and project costs with benchmarks, while achieving the essential functions over 
the life of the project
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 ■ Undertake energy modeling and an associated financial analysis, comparing 
premium capital costs associated with energy saving measures against payback 
and savings over time, to determine sustainability targets for the project

 ■ Allowances for construction price escalation and potential impact of Covid-19 on 
construction costs are not included in this estimate and should be evaluated as 
the project proceeds

 ■ Pursue additional funding for school design and construction of the schools 
through a detailed analysis of funding available from Education Development 
Charges, which are available for site preparation costs and extraordinary site costs

 ■ Consider opportunities to fund specific items through community fundraising or 
corporate sponsorships

Partner Agreements
 ■ Engage in continuing collaboration between all partners to establish development, 

joint-use and operational agreements
 ■ Revisit ownership ratios based on detailed design and anticipated needs 



8Joint Use 
Agreements
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JOINT USE AGREEMENTS

In addition to Development and Capital Cost Sharing Agreements, the partners must 
work together to establish a Joint-use Agreement for the campus. This is a formal 
agreement between all parties setting out the terms and conditions for shared use of the 
site and facilities.

The agreement will reflect the unique requirements of the specific design of the facility, 
e.g., the agreement for a fully consolidated building will look very different from the 
agreement for one or two, or three separate buildings sharing a site; and it will be 
different again if the site is severed.

The negotiation of a joint-use agreement is a lengthy legal process and requires 
cooperation from all parties. The partnership between the City, Idea Exchange and School 
Boards has been strengthened by their cooperative effort throughout the feasibility study 
process. The collaborative development of multiple design concepts has advanced all of 
the partners’ understanding and appreciation of the benefits and complexities of sharing.

The following topics will form the basis of the Joint-use Agreement:
General Terms of the Agreement

 ■ Establish effective date, number of years, and protocol for renewal

Governance
 ■ Establish a Joint Campus Operations Steering Committee
 ■ Investigate any union/contract issues between parties to the agreement

Communication Protocol
 ■ Identify who will be responsible for communicating with partners about the 

agreement
 ■ Identify who will be responsible for making decisions regarding the agreement
 ■ Establish a process for resolving disagreements regarding any aspect of the 

agreement

Priority of Uses/Scheduling
 ■ Rank the priority of use of specific shared facilities between each partner, to 

allocate facility use accordingly, e.g., use of gymnasiums; meeting rooms; outdoor 
play areas; before and after school programs and space use; etc.

 ■ Determine which entity will be responsible for scheduling use
 ■ Determine how to accommodate schedule changes
 ■ Establish staggered bell-times for two schools to accommodate drop-off and use of 

outdoor play areas

Third-Party Use
 ■ Establish the priority of uses for third-party programs
 ■ Agree on the protocol for scheduling
 ■ Coordinate third-party permitting or lease procedures
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Access and Security
 ■ Determine security needs
 ■ Identify employees who will need access to each partner’s property or facilities
 ■ Develop security protocol
 ■ Establish one security platform that can be customized for each party, e.g., School 

Boards’ lock-down and safe welcome requirements
 ■ Consider one full time central contact and security office for all parties

IT and Communications
 ■ Coordinate IT and communications systems for shared networks with individual 

controls for each user
 ■ Establish IT network security protocols

Custodial Services
 ■ Determine any shared custodial services/equipment needed
 ■ Allocate responsibility for waste management

Operations and Maintenance
 ■ Establish a single Building Operations lead (likely the City) to manage shared 

facilities and building systems
 ■ Determine which components of costs to measure, the methodology to use to 

determine costs, and how to allocate costs and fees
 ■ Ensure separate metering of any shared services for each partner
 ■ Allocate responsibility for regular property maintenance
 ■ Determine whether additional maintenance is needed, and which party will provide 

service

Inspection and Notification of Damage
 ■ Coordinate the manner/frequency of property inspection 
 ■ Determine protocol for notifying partners of damage 

Restitution and Repair
 ■ Determine the method and responsibility for property repair and replacement
 ■ Determine the methods of calculating and allocating repair costs

Improvements Protocols
 ■ Establish conditions governing how partners will be permitted to make 

improvements (renovations/additions) 

Risk Management and Legal Issues
 ■ Determine the types and amounts of insurance to require, consistent with each 

partners’ risk management requirements
 ■ Allocate liability risk and determine whether or what type of indemnification is 

required

Dispute Resolution
 ■ Establish a procedure for resolving disputes



9Conclusions
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A number of approaches (consolidated and separate) have been explored. All conceptual 
approaches demonstrate that a joint-use campus is achievable and will provide much 
greater benefits to the community than stand-alone buildings on stand-alone sites.

The site is well located for access by the current and future residents of this developing 
neighbourhood. Planned active transportation networks and transit infrastructure will 
provide healthy and sustainable alternatives to vehicular access to the campus. The 
wetland to the west creates learning opportunities for the students and a naturalized 
buffer to the site. The site is appropriately sized to accommodate the building program 
and required parking and drop-off facilities, while providing generous open greenspace 
for active and passive play.

The proposed partnership between the City, Idea Exchange and two School Boards 
creates an exemplary community hub providing a seamless integrated day from child 
care, school day, before and after, and after hours and weekends for all age groups. A 
detailed analysis of each partner’s program offerings explored sharing opportunities 
and synergies that benefit all users. Students and users of the joint-use campus 
benefit from sharing and exposure to new activities at the Recreation Complex and 
Idea Exchange. Families can participate in multiple different activities on the same site. 
Multi-generational community connections are enhanced and encouraged.

Many factors were considered when making a final decision on whether to proceed 
with a fully consolidated building (Concept 2: One Campus, One Facility) or a separated 
buildings approach (Concept 4: One Campus, Two Separate Facilities).

The proposed joint-use campus will create a community hub 
offering educational, recreational and cultural activities for 
all ages for this Cambridge community. A shared approach 
provides better value for money for the community, and best 
utilization of all program spaces.
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The Consolidated Building Concepts, of which Concept 2: One Campus, One Facility 
is preferred, exploit the many joint-use and sharing opportunities most effectively 
through proximity, convenience, and both physical and visual access to these activities 
which are all available within a single complex. Within a consolidated facility both 
planned and serendipitous joint-use are possible. Open greenspace and playground 
areas are maximized. The facility and its central plant can be managed by a single 
operator (the City), reducing operations and maintenance costs.

The decision to proceed with a Separated Buildings Concept, of which Concept 4: 
One Campus, Two Separate Facilities is preferred, is based on three major factors. 

The first important factor is capital cost. The separated concepts allow the City and 
the School Boards to proceed at their own pace. The design and construction of the 
City facility will take longer than the shared school building. In this concept the school 
construction can be accelerated. This is important as the funds for school construction 
are fixed; the Ministry benchmark does not allow for additional funding for construction 
cost escalation. Meeting the required gross floor areas is also more achievable for all 
partners in separated buildings. The additional circulation required to maintain safe and 
secure access to each component while sharing, and the complex plan configurations 
required to bring daylight into the dense building footprint are eliminated.  Reducing 
gross floor area, while maintaining the required functional program, is an essential 
consideration in reducing both capital and operating costs. 

The second issue is the necessary separation of elementary-aged school children, for 
safety and security reasons, from the general population using the rest of the facility. 
Although this challenge is addressed in the concept designs of the consolidated 
building by ensuring separate and secure entrances and circulation for the schools, 
all partners agree that the campus will operate most successfully in two separate 
buildings. Outdoor play space for the schools is also more clearly defined and secured 
during the school day. The two separate buildings frame a community park, accessible 
at all times to local residents directly off Wesley Boulevard. 

The third factor is the challenge and complexity of the development a Joint-use 
Agreement, which may take a number of years to complete, and the impact that may 
have on opening date of these much needed elementary schools. A memorandum of 
understanding, regarding the joint-use terms and conditions could mitigate this issue.  
As the schools’ scheduled opening is paramount, Concept 4 allows the site to be 
severed and the school construction to proceed at an accelerated pace.
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Effective deployment of capital investment and operational efficiencies will be realized 
to varying degrees depending on the approach selected when moving forward with 
the project. It is important to note that the concept designs are only the beginning 
of a process. When a decision is made to proceed, the selected space program and 
design will continue to be developed in detail, meeting each users’ specific program 
requirements, while finding more synergies, and value-engineering to achieving the 
essential functions at the lowest total costs over the life of the project.

The purpose this study, and of testing a variety of conceptual designs, is to facilitate a 
decision on whether the proposed joint-use campus is feasible. Is it a good investment 
of public funds? Does it enhance each partner’s vision? Does the community benefit?

This study concludes that the answer is “yes” to all of those questions.

The final recommendation is to proceed with Concept 4: One 
Campus, Two Separate Facilities
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SITE EVALUATION
SITE LOCATION

The 32.5 acres site of the future joint-use complex is located in the south-east end 
of Cambridge, north of Dundas Street South and Branchton Road, in a developing 
residential community. The areas directly to the north of the site include agricultural 
lands. Further north are the Shades Mill Conservation Lands and Reservoir.

Location of Southeast Galt Lands (source: City of Cambridge)

Moffat Creek, and its adjacent wetlands (protected by the Grand River Conservation 
Authority (GRCA)), form the western boundary of the site. A significant commercial 
and retail hub exists further west to serve the community at Dundas Street South and 
Franklin Boulevard.

The east property line runs adjacent to the future East Boundary Road, while the South 
Point subdivision (also referred to as the Bosdale Subdivision) is under development to 
the south of the site.
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Site location plan – site and nearby South Point Development Lands (source: CS&P)

LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS

The site’s nearby lands have been subject to increasing development pressure from the 
west. The surrounding residential neighbourhoods consist of predominantly low-rise, 
single-family home subdivisions. Further development of similar and increased density 
is planned to be developed over the next 5-10 years.

Immediately south of the new joint-use campus site is the South Point subdivision, a 
mixed density residential subdivision. Future plans will include single family homes, as 
well as a greater density through the inclusion of townhomes. It is planned for over 300 
new residential units.
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Lands south-east of the site near Vanier Drive have approved plans for single family 
units and townhouses (1,065 units). Lands immediately north-east of the site are 
owned by the developers of the South Point lands. While no plans are known at the 
time of writing this report, it is reasonable to anticipate further residential subdivisions 
in this area. Further north of the site, just beyond Hwy 97 (Main Street), the proposed 
Moffat Creek housing development is planned to include low-rise single-family and 
townhouse units (approximately 200+ units).

It is estimated that once the area is fully developed, over 26,500 residents will be within 
a 15-minute walking distance from the proposed complex. (report to City Council: 
Recreation Complex Opportunities, March 5, 2019,)
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ISSUES AND OPPORTUNITIES

Soils and Site Grading

The lands north of ‘Littles Corners’ up to Main Street (Hwy 97) and beyond consist of 
‘Wentworth till’: fairly stony, sandy silt till with ‘Hummocky’ (hilly) topography. Further 
details about the present soil conditions can be found in the Geotechnical Investigations 
prepared by Naylor Engineering Associates (2005). It is recommended these reports be 
updated by the City prior to construction.

Quaternary Geology Map, Dec 2007 (source: Ministry of Northern Development and Mines Map 2508, 
accessed in – Bosdale Goetechnical Reports)

The joint-use campus site – consisting of former agricultural lands – had largely retained 
those characteristics until recent regrading efforts. The site drains north-west in the 
direction of Moffat Creek, from 298.5m (AMSL) at the south-east corner to a low point 
of 284.50m at the site’s western edge – though the planned elevation at the limit of 
development will be closer to 289.0m according to the site grading plan.

At the time of this report, grading had begun of both the Joint-use site and South Point 
lands to the south, to conform with requirements for the overall subdivision stormwater 
management strategy. The ultimate intent is for the hills to be smoothed out, and for 
the site to retain a more gradual slope north and west towards the creek and wetlands 
(as well as the Storm Water Management (SWM) basin south of the site), with an area 
of maximum 3:1 slope to meet current grades along the western edge of the wetland 
buffer and development boundary.
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Connection to Wetland  (source CS&P)

Stockpiling of surplus topsoil for both the City site and subdivision is anticipated along 
a substantial portion of the eastern edge of the site. Significant grade differential 
along this eastern edge will require any development (including paving) to be setback 
from the eastern property line. It is recommended that surveying of the property be 
undertaken upon completion of the developer’s grading to assess full scope of grading 
challenges and requirements.

ACCESS

Primary access to all facilities of the site will be from Wesley Boulevard. It is 
recommended that primary access align, where possible, with new Faith Street to the 
south and that any secondary eastern access point align with Bastien Street to the east. 
The current plan of subdivision does not contemplate that the western private road 
west of Faith Street connect to Wesley Boulevard at this time. This approach to site 
access appears to be supported by the City.
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Usable site area is reduced from 32.5 acres to approximately 26.3 acres by wetland 
setbacks and alignment of the future East Boundary Road. Further details about 
wetlands can be found in the GRCA subsection below.
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EAST BOUNDARY ROAD

The proposed East Boundary Road is a Regional road, planned as an urban road 
divided by a raised concrete median. Construction of Phase 1 from Franklin Boulevard 
to the Wesley Boulevard roundabout is scheduled for 2026/2027. Depending on City 
progress and coordination of Wesley Boulevard construction, East Boundary Road may 
be completed for service, or the construction may be limited to pre-grade, construct 
ditching and outlet. The section running north of Wesley is a future phase and is not 
currently programmed within the next 10 years for construction. Timing is contingent on 
Regional Council approvals, and could be subject to change.

To improve access to the proposed joint-use campus and relieve anticipated traffic 
volume on Wesley Boulevard, it is suggested that Right-In-Right-Out access to the site 
be further explored with the Region. As the timing for the portion of East Boundary 
Road bounding the site is uncertain, the concept plans must function without this 
access. Plans for a potential future driveway will improve site access and internal site 
circulation. The Region may extend the East Boundary Road to provide access to the 
joint-use site in Phase 1.

ZONING

Currently, the majority of the site is zoned H(R4) – low density residential. Re-zoning of 
lands to institutional (N1 for schools, childcare and library) and recreational (OS2 and/or 
C1) land use may be required to support the development of the facility.

The south-western portion of the site, bounded by Moffat Creek is zoned OS1 – Open 
Space – which does not support the introduction of buildings or structures with very 
limited exceptions. See section 3.5.1.1 of the City of Cambridge Zoning By-Law No. 
150-85 for further details of exceptions.

Current Zoning map of the site and surrounding areas (source: CS&P, generated from City of Cambridge 
Zoning By-Law No 150-85 )
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GRAND RIVER CONSERVATION AUTHORITY (GRCA)

Moffat Creek, which runs along the western boundary of the site, is located in the 
Moffat Creek Subwatershed of the larger Grand River Watershed.

Due to its proximity to Moffat Creek, and regardless of distance from regional flood 
boundaries, development on any part of the site will be subject to full GRCA review 
as part of the Authority having jurisdiction (AHJ) approvals process - at time of Site 
Plan Approval (SPA) and Building Permit submissions (and likely during re-zoning). A 
development permit from GRCA will be required to build on this site.
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Water bodies, wetlands and development buffers (source: CS&P, generated from Bosdale Subdivision 
Draft Plan of Subdivision 2019 and GRCA Grand River Watershed Maps)

GRCA confirmed the site has been severed as ‘city lands’ in the plan of subdivision, 
though as stated above, the zoning appears to remain unchanged from the current low-
density residential H(R4) designation at the time of writing this report. 

A 30m wide wetland buffer runs through the north-west edge of the site and the 
Waterloo Regional flood line boundary runs along a similar line nearby. In addition, a 
10m vegetation drip line buffer runs nearby, reducing the area available for development 
from the 32.5-acre site to approximately 26.3 acres.
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Site conditions relative to Moffat Creek and anticipated South Point subdivision SWM pond 
(source: CS&P)

Any development proposed that infringes GRCA wetland or flood boundaries would 
be subject to significant additional approvals, environmental studies and development 
permits. This would result in a longer development schedule for the project. 
Development of any kind – other than a possible recreational pedestrian trail - is 
therefore not recommended beyond the wetland buffer limits, the regional flood line or 
the drip line buffer (to the west and north).

GRCA does not anticipate any other restrictions/setbacks imposed that would further 
impede onto the site or reduce the build-to line other than noted above and in the 
diagram below (site area available for development).

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

It is understood that stormwater management (SWM) for the site will be handled as 
part of the larger South Point subdivision SWM plan. As per site servicing plans the 
SWM facility is located within South Point subdivision (outside City Lands).  Grading 
for the site to support that plan is underway at time of writing this report. Refer to 
Appendix A4 for Municipal Site Engineering Review for further known details and 
recommendations concerning SWM.
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ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION - TRAILS AND CONNECTIONS

The City of Cambridge encourages active transportation. The Waterloo Region has a 
rich network of bike and multi-use trails connecting its various townships. ‘Bike your 
city: Cambridge Cycling Master Plan’, finalized in March 2020, and endorsed by Council 
on October 20, 2020, identifies the development of bike lanes on the north and south 
sides of Wesley Boulevard as a long-term goal. Bike lanes are also planned for future 
development on either side of East Boundary Road. The joint-use campus will be well 
supported by this network of bike and multi-use trails.
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Existing and Proposed Bikeway Networks in South Cambridge (source: Bike Your City Cycling Master Plan 
Final Report, March 2020)

Bike and Multi-Use Trails around and through the site – Current and Proposed Trails (source: CS&P, 
generated from research retrieved from City of Cambridge – Engineering and Transportation Services 
Community Development)
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The current plan under development is for Route 50 to extend across Wesley Boulevard, 
with on street stops at the joint-use campus, turn south on Faith Street to Dundas and 
Branchton. This plan is in early stages and requires coordination, consultations and 
approvals prior to implementation. Planning should include a concrete pad for future bus 
shelters at stops on the north and south side of Wesley. Consideration may be given for 
a bus stop on the Joint-use site; however, this is not currently in the transit plan.

Transit (Bus) route map – Current and Future extension of route 50 to serve the site and neighbouring 
subdivision (source: CS&P, generated from maps and in discussion with Region of Waterloo - Grand River 
Transit,Transit Development)
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SUSTAINABILITY STRATEGIES

REGIONAL DIRECTION

An overarching regional climate mitigation direction and Climate Action Plan for the 
Waterloo Region has been created, and looks to coordinate the activities of the 
member communities and monitor their progress on green house gas (GHG) emission 
targets. The long-term goal is to achieve an 80% greenhouse gas emission reduction 
below 2010 levels by 2050, using a ladder of goals over time to achieve this target. 
The 2020 target was a 6% GHG reduction over the base condition at inception. The 
10-year target starting in year 2021 has not yet been determined. During the next 
phase of detailed development, regional targets should be clarified and used as design 
benchmarks for the project. 

GENERAL SUSTAINABLE PRINCIPLES

Building construction and operations can have extensive direct and indirect impacts 
on the environment, on society, and the economy. Sustainable design principles seek 
to balance the needs of these areas by using an integrated approach to create design 
solutions. The main objectives of sustainable design are to reduce, or avoid, depletion 
of critical resources like energy, water, land, and raw materials; prevent environmental 
degradation caused by facilities and infrastructure throughout their life cycle. The goal is 
to create built environments that are accessible, secure, healthy and productive, while 
minimizing negative impacts upon society, the environment, and the economy.

A number of rating systems and guiding criteria have been developed that can help to 
guide facility and site design decisions, and optimize a sustainability response. Each 
rating systems is unique in how they approach and prioritize various sustainability 
measures. Selected best practice systems and opportunities for the proposed 
community hub development are outlined below. 

LEED

LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) is an internationally recognized 
green building certification system, providing third-party verification that a facility 
was designed and built using strategies aimed at improving performance. Metrics 
include energy savings, water efficiency, CO2 emissions reduction, improved indoor 
environmental quality, and stewardship of resources and sensitivity to their impacts. 
LEED provides a point system to score green building design and construction. The 
system is categorized in five basic areas: Sustainable Sites, Water Efficiency, Energy 
and Atmosphere, Materials and Resources, and Indoor Environmental Quality. Buildings 
are awarded points based on the extent various sustainable strategies are achieved. The 
more points awarded the higher the level of certification achieved from Certified, Silver, 
Gold, to Platinum. 
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To support the creation of healthy and sustainable communities, the City of Cambridge 
has mandated all new municipal buildings be LEED Gold Standards. However, Ministry 
of Education funding benchmarks would limit pursuing LEED certification for the partner 
public schools, so they may not be included in the LEED certification. The schools have 
indicated they would be open to implement any recommended sustainable measure 
and meet the LEED standard as long as they remain within capital funding parameters.

In order to obtain certification, the Recreation Complex would, as part of the LEED 
process, require its own independent HVAC system, within a LEED defined envelope. 
As the schools may not be part of the LEED envelope or boundary, they should be 
separate from an energy standpoint. This means that operational sharing opportunities 
for a consolidated facility are therefore constrained, and suggest a more defined and 
independent footprint for the school and city owners would assist in the LEED effort.  
The consolidated option where all users are in one building is still possible, although 
perhaps more complex as a defined boundary needs to be created both within the 
building and on the site.

PASSIVE HOUSE

Passive House (PH) is a rigorous energy-based standard in the design and construction 
industry, originally developed in Germany for the residential market. It has since 
expanded across the world and is being applied in many sectors of the industry. 
The intent of Passive House is to focus on energy and emissions reduction above 
all other measures, as being most fundamental to climate change remediation.  Five 
principles are central to PH design and construction: super insulated envelopes, 
airtight construction, high-performance glazing, thermal bridge free detailing, and heat 
recovery ventilation. For certification, the international PH standard requires very high 
levels of energy reduction with defined criteria: space heat demand max. 15 kWh/m2a, 
pressurization test result at 50 Pa max. 0.6 ACH, and Total Primary Energy Demand 
max. 120 kWh/m2a.

As Passive House is an envelope-based standard, it would not be feasible to apply in a 
consolidated footprint with partners who were not also seeking certification, as school 
Ministry funding benchmarks would preclude pursuing PH certification for each or 
any of the partner public schools. As the Recreation Complex has an energy intensive 
swimming pool, it is suggested that full certification is not practically achievable in any 
event. As the level of PH energy reduction targets are very challenging for institutional 
owners to achieve, many municipal projects are implementing PH principles of energy 
efficient construction to inform and improve their design, but are not targeting official 
certification, which could be a suitable approach for this joint use project. 
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NET ZERO ENERGY BUILDING 

A Net Zero Energy Building (NZEB) is defined as a building that produces as much 
renewable energy as it consumes on an annual basis, while maintaining an acceptable 
level of service and functionality. In order to meet this requirement, a high performance 
envelope is first necessary to minimize energy requirements. Once energy uses are 
reduced to a minimum, then a renewable energy system can be provided as needed 
to meet the reduced energy load. On site renewable energy sources may include solar 
water heating, photovoltaics (PV), ground source geothermal and/or air source heat 
pumps.

A Net Zero Energy Building is possible to achieve on recreation and school buildings. 
For example, Net Zero is now a required target on many new City of Toronto municipal 
buildings. The additional capital cost of a NZEB can include triple glazing, increased 
insulation, envelope testing, as well as PV and geothermal renewable energy sources. 
The focus on a high performance envelope and other measures with a high impact 
benefit may offset initial costs and provide a payback over time. Funding strategies 
can involve roughing in some components and adding at a later date. For example, the 
facility could be designed with infrastructure to support a solar ready design, with PV 
panels provided when and if funding becomes available. 

There may be financial incentives to offset the increased cost of achieving a net zero 
energy building, including the Save on Energy High Performance New Construction 
Initiative, Federation of Canadian Municipalities Innovation Program, and other programs 
that may become available. 

GEOTHERMAL

For renewable energy systems such as geothermal, it is recommended that an 
exploratory feasibility study be prepared in the early detailed design phase.  A business 
case can be prepared that demonstrates energy savings and payback over a defined 
period, and identifies incremental design and installation costs of the geothermal 
renewable energy system over a conventional system. 

Design parameters, Building Automation Systems (BAS) capabilities, proposed Heating, 
Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) systems and bore field location studies can 
verify that a ground source geothermal heat pump system is appropriate for the site. 
The consulting team can work with a local driller and review the Ontario Geological 
Survey data to estimate the ground thermal conductivity. A test borehole is usually not 
required at the early feasibility stage, however, a thermal conductivity test is mandatory 
during later detailed design if the decision has been made to move forward with the 
system. As part of the study, an evaluation of the energy modeling, cost, and GHG 
savings should be prepared, to compare against a conventional system.
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Due to the large size of the Joint Use Campus site, preliminary evaluations are that 
geothermal can be an efficient and effective renewable energy source, for both a 
consolidated facility option or a separated facility option. 

CONCLUSION

The sustainability response will be evaluated against the balancing of complex 
parameters including environmental responsibility, energy efficiency, and creating 
a healthy environment that contributes to user well being. Evaluating associated 
construction cost premiums, as well as the ability to optimize cost of ownership over 
the life cycle, will be a fundamental metric. As energy use has the greatest impact on 
operating costs, the assistance of rating system criteria that can help reduce energy 
use and associated GHG emissions may be prioritized.

A practical approach which prioritizes Passive House high performance envelope 
principles and air quality, together with targeted renewables such as geothermal and 
PV, may have the greatest impact in both reducing energy, significantly lowering GHG 
emissions, and promoting a healthy and energy efficient facility. This approach would be 
suitable for both consolidated and separated design options. 

In the next stage of detailed design, it is recommended that energy modeling and 
an associated financial analysis that can demonstrate a reasonable business case be 
prepared. This business case can include premium capital costs associated with the 
energy saving measures, as well as payback and savings over time. Financial incentive 
programs can be explored to help offset some of the premium costs. A detailed 
geothermal feasibility study, together with site testing, should be included in this 
scope. This work should optimally be done as a formalized Sustainability Study in the 
Schematic Design period of the next phase of design, and would model a number of 
design options (say 3) against a base case. 
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CAMBRIDGE JUC - CONCEPTS 1 to 3 - One Campus, One Facility
CONSOLIDATED JOINT BUILDING SPACE PROGRAM

February 2021
CS&P Architects

Ground
No No

SF SF SF SF

INSTRUCTIONAL AREA  

Kindergarten 5 1,100 5,500 Y 5 1,100 5,500
Between Boards, based on utilization
Community use after hours

Classroom 14 760 10,640 14 760 10,640
Between Boards, based on utilization
Community use after hours

Art Room

1 1,030 1,030 0 1,030 0

Between Boards, based on utilization, delete WRDSB Art 
Room (area reduction of 1,030 sf) and share WCDSB Art 
Room and Idea Exchange Multi-purpose 
Room/Makerspace
WRDSB to fund 100 sf to increase size of Makerspace
Pupil Loaded for 23 students

Science Room

1 1,230 1,230 1 1,230 1,230

Between Boards, based on utilization, use WRDSB 
Science/Tech Room shared between both Boards
Community use after hours
Pupil loaded for 23 students

Special Education Area 1 1,395 1,395 Y 1 1,395 1,395
Exclusive use
Ground floor location, near entry and bus drop

Resource Area - Loaded (400-699 sf) 1 615 615 1 615 615 Exclusive use during school day
Resource Area - Unloaded (<400 sf) 3 210 630 3 210 630 Potential for sharing between Boards

Gymnasium Area and Stage

2 3,060 6,120 Y 1 6,500 6,500

Exclusive use during school day
Community use after hours, increase to FIBA size to 
replace Recreation Complex gym
Recreation Complex to fund additional required 380 sf for 
FIBA sized gym + 600 sf for stage area portion of gym

Shared Stage
Y 1 600 600

600 sf Gymnasium and Stage area dedicated to a shared 
1,200 sf Stage with WCDSB

Change Rooms
2 230 460 Y 2 230 460

Exclusive use during school day
Community use after hours

Library

1 2,630 2,630 1 1,880 1,880

Exclusive use during school day, area reduced by 750 sf 
as Idea Exchange Learning Commons is available for 
sharing
Community use after hours

General Purpose
3 540 1,620 3 540 1,620

Exclusive use during school day
Community use after hours

Net Instructional Area 31,870 31,070
OPERATIONAL AREA

General Office 1,375 Y 1,100
"Safe Welcome" design, shared General Office with 
WCDSB, efficiency reduces area by 275 sf 

Staff Room and Teacher Work Rooms 1,145 1,145
Kitchen 260 260
Custodial Areas 450 450
Academic Storage 435 435
Washrooms 1,660 1,660
Gymnasium Storage 575 Y 575
Chair Storage (in Gymnasium) 460 Y 460

Mechanical Spaces 690 2,130
Shared central plant @ 4% of GFA for each partner, area 
increased by 1,440 sf to right-size mechanical space

Net Operational Area 7,050 8,215

Sub-total (Net Area) 38,920 39,285
Gross-up (36.8%) 14,320 14,460
Total WRDSB (GFA to be constructed) 53,240 53,745
WRDSB Potential Area Change 505

Changes to Areas funded by WRDSB
Delete Gymnasium Stage Area -980 Funded by Recreation Complex

Add for increase to Makerspace 100
WRDSB portion of area to increase size of Idea 
Exchange Makerspace to 750 sf

Sub-total (Net Area) 38,920 38,405
Gross-up (36.8%) 14,320 14,130
Total GFA to be funded by WRDSB 53,240 52,535
WRDSB Area Change for Funding -705

Total Child Care (GFA) 8,500 8,500 no changes to Child Care

Original Program Proposed Program
Room Size Floor Area Floor 

Location

CHILD CARE

WRDSB

Room Size Floor Area
Potential Sharing/Notes
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February 2021
CS&P Architects

Ground
No No

SF SF SF SF

Original Program Proposed Program
Room Size Floor Area Floor 

Location
Room Size Floor Area

Potential Sharing/Notes

INSTRUCTIONAL AREA  

Kindergarten
3 1,200 3,600 Y 3 1,200 3,600

Between Boards, based on utilization
Community use after hours

Classroom
11 750 8,250 11 750 8,250

Between Boards, based on utilization
Community use after hours

Art Room

1 1,050 1,050 1 1,050 1,050

Between Boards, based on utilization, use WCDSB Art 
Room shared between both Boards
Community use after hours
Pupil Loaded for 23 students

Science Room

1 1,050 1,050 0 1,050 0

Between Boards, based on utilization, delete WCDSB 
Science (area reduction 1,050 sf) and share WCDSB 
Science/Tech Room and Idea Exchange Multi-purpose 
Room/Makerspace
WCDSB to contribute 70 sf to increase size of 
Makerspace

Special Education Area
Resource Area - Loaded (400-699 sf)
Resource Area - Unloaded (<400 sf)

Gymnasium Area and Stage

1 4,000 4,000 Y 1 4,000 4,000

Exclusive use during school day
Community use after hours
Recreation Complex to fund additional 500 sf of 
gymnasium area for sharing

Shared Stage 1 600 600
600 sf Instructional Area Flexibility dedicated to a shared 
1,200 sf Stage with WRDSB

Change Rooms
2 400 800 Y 2 400 800

Exclusive use of some space during school day
Community use after hours

Library

1 2,400 2,400 1 1,820 1,820

Exclusive use during school day, area reduced by 580 sf 
as Idea Exchange Learning Commons is available for 
sharing
Community use after hours

General Purpose

Instructional Area Flexibility 2,740 2,140
WCDSB to define uses - which will include chapel and 
break-out spaces, 600 sf allocated to shared Stage

Net Instructional Area 23,890 22,260
OPERATIONAL AREA

General Office 1,200 Y 1,000
Shared General Office with WRDSB, efficiency reduces 
area by 200 sf 

Staff Room and Teacher Work Rooms 780 780
Kitchen 210 210
Custodial Areas 600 600
Meeting Room 1 230 1 230
Academic Storage 355 355
Washrooms 1,135 1,135
Gymnasium Storage 330 Y 330
Chair Storage (in Gymnasium) 130 Y 130

Mechanical Spaces 2,045 1,705
Shared central plant @ 4% of GFA for each partner, area 
reduced by 340 sf to right-size mechanical space

Net Operational Area 7,015 6,475

Sub-total (Net Area) 30,905 28,735
Gross-up (38%) 11,740 10,920
Total WCDSB (GFA to be constructed) 42,645 39,655
WCDSB Potential Area Change -2,990

Changes to Areas funded by WCDSB
Delete Gymnasium Area -500 Funded by Recreation Complex

Add for increase to Makerspace 70
WRDSB portion of area to increase size of Idea 
Exchange Makerspace to 750 sf

Sub-total (Net Area) 30,905 28,305
Gross-up (38%) 11,740 10,760
Total GFA to be funded by WCDSB 42,645 39,065
WCDSB Area Change for Funding -3,580

WCDSB
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CONSOLIDATED JOINT BUILDING SPACE PROGRAM

February 2021
CS&P Architects

Ground
No No

SF SF SF SF

Original Program Proposed Program
Room Size Floor Area Floor 

Location
Room Size Floor Area

Potential Sharing/Notes

AQUATICS

Natatorium 1 20,000 20,000 Y 1 20,000 20,000

Occasional scheduled use by Boards
2 tanks - 10 lane 25 m, warm water/therapy, 
leisure/learning, on deck viewing

Change Rooms 3 1,830 5,490 Y 3 1,830 5,490 Wet - family, male, female
Pool Viewing 1 11,950 11,950 1 11,950 11,950 Contributes area to "main street" central circulation spine
Pool Office 1 250 250 Y 1 250 250
Pool Storage 1 750 750 Y 1 750 750
Administrative 1 1,800 1,800 Y 1 1,800 1,800 Staff change - M, F, GN (all staff)
(Pool) Mechanical 7,500 1 3,000 3,000 Pool mech only (remaining mechanical listed in OTHER)
Custodial 0 0

Net Aquatics Area 47,740 43,240
RECREATIONAL

Gymnasium 3 6,665 20,000 2 7,600 15,200

Time of day exclusive use for 2 FIBA gyms
2 FIBA gyms w/bleachers for 160-200 in each
Reduce by one Gym, share WRDSB gym and fund 980 sf 
of WRDSB increased gym/stage area and 500 sf 
WCDSB gym area  

Walking/Running Track 1 12,000 12,000 1 12,000 12,000 Time of day exclusive use

Multi-use/Meeting 1 2,990 2,990 1 2,990 2,990
All parties
Divisible, kitchenette, storage

Multi-use/Meeting 1 2,150 2,150 1 2,150 2,150
All parties
Divisible, kitchenette, storage

Multi-use/Meeting 1 970 970 1 970 970
All parties

Sports Hall of Fame 1 0 0 Y 1 0 0 Part of gross-up
Fitness Studio 1 2,000 2,000 1 2,000 2,000 Not equipment based, storage required
Change Rooms 2 800 1,600 2 800 1,600
Gym Storage 1 1,000 1,000 1 1,000 1,000
Administrative 0 1 1,000 1,000 lunch room, WR
Public Lobby/Viewing 0 Y 0

Net Recreational Area 42,710 38,910
OTHER

Lobby/Reception Y 0
3,000 sf minimum, large, welcoming "grand/statement" 
entrance (includes area from Pool Viewing)

Bike/Skateboard/Scooter Storage Y 0 Included in gross-up area
Servery/Canteen 0 Included in gross-up area
Waste/Recycling Y 0 Included in gross-up area
Loading/Receiving Y 0 Included in gross-up area
Washrooms 0 Included in gross-up area

Mechanical 4,160

Shared City operated central plant @ 4% of GFA for each 
partner, area reduced by 340 sf to right-size mechanical 
space and reallocated out of area originally shown for 
Pool Mech

Net Other Area 0 4,160

Sub-total (Net Area) 90,450 86,310
Gross-up (15%) 13,570 12,950
Total Rec Complex (GFA to be constructed) 104,020 99,260
Rec Complex Potential Area Change -4,760

Changes to Areas funded by Rec Complex
Add Gymnasium Area 1,480 Contribution to School gyms for sharing

Sub-total (Net Area) 90,450 87,790
Gross-up (15%) 13,570 13,170
Total GFA to be funded by Rec Complex 104,020 100,960 Total GFA not to exceed 104,020 sf
Rec Complex Area Change for Funding -3,060

(Recreation Complex Original Space Program as approved by Council June 18, 2019)

RECREATION COMPLEX
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CS&P Architects

Ground
No No

SF SF SF SF

Original Program Proposed Program
Room Size Floor Area Floor 

Location
Room Size Floor Area

Potential Sharing/Notes

PUBLIC USE SPACE
Study Area 1 500 500 1 500 500
Reading Area with Laptop Bar 1 500 500 1 500 500
Lounge Seating & Learning Commons 1 1,800 1,800 1 1,800 1,800 Shared with both Boards
Adult & Young Adult Book Stacks 1 1,600 1,600 1 1,600 1,600
Children's - Program Room 1 750 750 1 750 750
Children's - Play Area 1 640 640 1 640 640
Children's - Book Stacks 1 1,350 1,350 1 1,350 1,350
Small Study/Meeting Rooms 2 130 260 2 130 260
Medium Study/Meeting Rooms 1 260 260 1 260 260

Multi-purpose Room 1 750 750 1 750 750

Exclusive us by both Boards during school hours
Community use after hours
Pupil Loaded for 23 students

Makerspace 1 580 580 1 750 750

Exclusive us by both Boards during school hours
Area increased to 750 sf to and funded by School Boards 
to accommodate school programming
Community use after hours
Pupil Loaded for 23 students

Internet Station Area 1 200 200 1 200 200
Public Service Desk 1 400 400 1 400 400
Public Entrance & Security Gates 1 270 270 Y 1 270 270
Public Universal Washroom 1 110 110 Y 1 110 110

Net Public Use Area 9,970 10,140
OPERATIONAL SPACE

IT Server Room 100 100
Administrative 1,000 1,000
Staff/Kitchenette/WR 100 100
Custodial 0 0 Included in gross up
Storage 0 0 Included in gross up
Mechanical 560 560 Central shared, metered mechanical preferred
Waste/Recycling 0 Y 0 Included in gross up
Loading/Receiving 0 Y 0 Included in gross up

Net Operational Area 1,760 1,760

Sub-total (Net Area) 11,730 11,900
Gross-up (16%) 1,870 1,890
Total Idea Exchange (GFA to be constructed) 13,600 13,790
Idea Exchange Potential Area Change 190

Changes to Areas funded by Idea Exchange

Delete area to increase Makerspace -170
100 sf from WRDSB, 70 sf from WCDSB to increase 
area of Makerspace

Sub-total (Net Area) 11,730 11,730
Gross-up (16%) 1,870 1,870
Total GFA to be funded by Idea Exchange 13,600 13,600 Total GFA not to exceed 13,600 sf
Idea Exchange Area Change for Funding 0

TOTAL JUC GFA 222,005 214,660
Total JUC Potential Area Change -7,345

IDEA EXCHANGE
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CAMBRIDGE JUC - CONCEPT 4 - One Campus, Two Facilities
SEPARATED BUILDINGS SPACE PROGRAM

 February 2021
CS&P Architects

Ground
No No

SF SF SF SF

INSTRUCTIONAL AREA  

Kindergarten 5 1,100 5,500 Y 5 1,100 5,500
Between Boards, based on utilization
Community use after hours

Classroom 14 760 10,640 14 760 10,640
Between Boards, based on utilization
Community use after hours

Art Room 1 1,030 1,030 1 1,030 1,030
Science Room 1 1,230 1,230 1 1,230 1,230

Special Education Area
1 1,395 1,395 Y 1 1,395 1,395

Exclusive use
Ground floor location, near entry and bus drop

Resource Area - Loaded (400-699 sf) 1 615 615 1 615 615 Exclusive use during school day
Resource Area - Unloaded (<400 sf) 3 210 630 3 210 630 Potential for sharing between Boards

Gymnasium Area and Stage 2 3,060 6,120 Y 2 3,060 6,120
Exclusive use during school day
Community use after hours

Shared Stage Y 1 600 600
Contribute Stage area from General Purpose area,
1,200 sf to be shared between both Boards

Change Rooms
2 230 460 Y 2 230 460

Exclusive use during school day
Community use after hours

Library
1 2,630 2,630 1 2,000 2,000

Shared library with WCDSB, some exclusive use area
Area reduced by 630 sf for efficiency of sharing
Community use after hours

General Purpose
3 540 1,620 2 510 1,020

Exclusive use during school day
Area reduced to contribute 600 sf to Stage
Community use after hours

Net Instructional Area 31,870 31,240
OPERATIONAL AREA

General Office 1,375 Y 1,100
"Safe Welcome" design, shared General Office with 
WCDSB, efficiency reduces area by 275 sf 

Staff Room and Teacher Work Rooms
1,145 945

Shared with WCDSB, area reduced by 200 sf for 
efficiency of sharing

Kitchen 260 260
Custodial Areas 450 450
Academic Storage 435 435
Washrooms 1,660 1,660
Gymnasium Storage 575 Y 575
Chair Storage (in Gymnasium) 460 Y 460

Mechanical Spaces 690 2,130
Shared central plant @ 4% of GFA for each partner, area 
increased by 1,440 sf to right-size mechanical space

Net Operational Area 7,050 8,015

Sub-total (Net Area) 38,920 39,255
Gross-up (36.8%) 14,320 14,450
Total WRDSB (GFA to be constructed) 53,240 53,705
WRDSB Potential Area Change 465

Total Child Care (GFA) 8,500 8,500 no changes to Child Care

Original Program Proposed Program
Room Size Floor Area Floor 

Location

CHILD CARE

WRDSB

Room Size Floor Area
Potential Sharing/Notes
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CS&P Architects

Ground
No No

SF SF SF SF

Original Program Proposed Program
Room Size Floor Area Floor 

Location
Room Size Floor Area

Potential Sharing/Notes

INSTRUCTIONAL AREA  

Kindergarten 3 1,200 3,600 Y 3 1,200 3,600
Between Boards, based on utilization
Community use after hours

Classroom
11 750 8,250 11 750 8,250

Between Boards, based on utilization
Community use after hours

Art Room 1 1,050 1,050 1 1,050 1,050
Science Room 1 1,050 1,050 1 1,050 1,050
Special Education Area
Resource Area - Loaded (400-699 sf)
Resource Area - Unloaded (<400 sf)

Gymnasium Area and Stage 1 4,000 4,000 Y 1 4,000 4,000
Exclusive use during school day
Community use after hours

Shared Stage 1 600 600
600 sf Instructional Area Flexibility dedicated to a shared 
1,200 sf Stage with WRDSB

Change Rooms 2 400 800 Y 2 400 800
Exclusive use during school day
Community use after hours

Library
1 2,400 2,400 1 2,000 2,000

Shared library with WRDSB, some exclusive use area
Area reduced by 400 sf for efficiency of sharing
Community use after hours

General Purpose

Instructional Area Flexibility 2,740 2,140
WCDSB to define uses - which will include chapel and 
break-out spaces, 600 sf allocated to shared Stage

Net Instructional Area 23,890 23,490
OPERATIONAL AREA

General Office 1,200 Y 1,000
Shared General Office with WRDSB, efficiency reduces 
area by 200 sf 

Staff Room and Teacher Work Rooms 780 680
Shared with WCDSB, area reduced by 100 sf for 
efficiency of sharing

Kitchen 210 210
Custodial Areas 600 600
Meeting Room 1 230 1 230
Academic Storage 355 355
Washrooms 1,135 1,135
Gymnasium Storage 330 Y 330
Chair Storage (in Gymnasium) 130 Y 130

Mechanical Spaces 2,045 1,705
Shared central plant @ 4% of GFA for each partner, area 
reduced by 340 sf to right-size mechanical space

Net Operational Area 7,015 6,375

Sub-total (Net Area) 30,905 29,865
Gross-up (38%) 11,740 11,350
Total WCDSB (GFA to be constructed) 42,645 41,215
WCDSB Potential Area Change -1,430

WCDSB
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CS&P Architects

Ground
No No

SF SF SF SF

Original Program Proposed Program
Room Size Floor Area Floor 

Location
Room Size Floor Area

Potential Sharing/Notes

AQUATICS

Natatorium 1 20,000 20,000 Y 1 20,000 20,000

Occasional scheduled use by Boards
2 tanks - 10 lane 25 m, warm water/therapy, 
leisure/learning, on deck viewing

Change Rooms 3 1,830 5,490 Y 3 1,830 5,490 Wet - family, male, female
Pool Viewing 1 11,950 11,950 1 11,950 11,950 Contributes area to "main street" central circulation spine
Pool Office 1 250 250 Y 1 250 250
Pool Storage 1 750 750 Y 1 750 750
Administrative 1 1,800 1,800 Y 1 1,800 1,800 Staff change - M, F, GN (all staff)
(Pool) Mechanical 7,500 1 3,000 3,000 Pool mech only (remaining mechanical listed in OTHER)
Custodial 0 0

Net Aquatics Area 47,740 43,240
RECREATIONAL

Gymnasium (FIBA size) 3 6,665 20,000 2 7,600 15,200  FIBA sized gyms with spectator seating @ 7,600 sf each
Gymnasium 1 6,000 6,000
Walking/Running Track 1 12,000 12,000 1 12,000 12,000 Time of day exclusive use

Multi-use/Meeting 1 2,990 2,990 1 2,990 2,990
All parties
Divisible, kitchenette, storage

Multi-use/Meeting 1 2,150 2,150 1 2,150 2,150
All parties
Divisible, kitchenette, storage

Multi-use/Meeting 1 970 970 1 970 970
All parties

Sports Hall of Fame 1 0 0 Y 1 0 0 Part of gross-up
Fitness Studio 1 2,000 2,000 1 2,000 2,000 Not equipment based, storage required
Change Rooms 2 800 1,600 2 800 1,600
Gym Storage 1 1,000 1,000 1 1,000 1,000
Administrative 0 1 1,000 1,000 lunch room, WR
Public Lobby/Viewing 0 Y 0

Net Recreational Area 42,710 44,910
OTHER

Lobby/Reception Y 0
3,000 sf minimum, large, welcoming "grand/statement" 
entrance (includes area from Pool Viewing)

Bike/Skateboard/Scooter Storage Y 0 Included in gross-up area
Servery/Canteen 0 Included in gross-up area
Waste/Recycling Y 0 Included in gross-up area
Loading/Receiving Y 0 Included in gross-up area
Washrooms 0 Included in gross-up area

Mechanical 4,160

Shared City operated central plant @ 4% of GFA for each 
partner, area reduced by 340 sf to right-size mechanical 
space and reallocated out of area originally shown for 
Pool Mech

Net Other Area 0 4,160

Sub-total (Net Area) 90,450 92,310
Gross-up (15%) 13,570 13,850
Total Rec Complex (GFA to be constructed) 104,020 106,160
Rec Complex Potential Area Change 2,140

(Recreation Complex Original Space Program as approved by Council June 18, 2019)

RECREATION COMPLEX
(as approved by Council June 18, 2019)
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Ground
No No

SF SF SF SF

Original Program Proposed Program
Room Size Floor Area Floor 

Location
Room Size Floor Area

Potential Sharing/Notes

PUBLIC USE SPACE
Study Area 1 500 500 1 500 500
Reading Area with Laptop Bar 1 500 500 1 500 500
Lounge Seating & Learning Commons 1 1,800 1,800 1 1,800 1,800 Shared with both Boards
Adult & Young Adult Book Stacks 1 1,600 1,600 1 1,600 1,600
Children's - Program Room 1 750 750 1 750 750
Children's - Play Area 1 640 640 1 640 640
Children's - Book Stacks 1 1,350 1,350 1 1,350 1,350
Small Study/Meeting Rooms 2 130 260 2 130 260
Medium Study/Meeting Rooms 1 260 260 1 260 260

Multi-purpose Room 1 750 750 1 750 750
All partners, shared with Recreation Complex
Available for school visits

Makerspace 1 580 580 1 580 580
Internet Station Area 1 200 200 1 200 200
Public Service Desk 1 400 400 1 400 400
Public Entrance & Security Gates 1 270 270 Y 1 270 270
Public Universal Washroom 1 110 110 Y 1 110 110

Net Public Use Area 9,970 9,970
OPERATIONAL SPACE

IT Server Room 100 100
Administrative 1,000 1,000
Staff/Kitchenette/WR 100 100
Custodial 0 0 Included in gross up
Storage 0 0 Included in gross up
Mechanical 560 560 Central shared, metered mechanical preferred
Waste/Recycling 0 Y 0 Included in gross up
Loading/Receiving 0 Y 0 Included in gross up

Net Operational Area 1,760 1,760

Sub-total (Net Area) 11,730 11,730
Gross-up (16%) 1,870 1,870
Total Idea Exchange (GFA to be constructed) 13,600 13,600
Idea Exchange Potential Area Change 0

TOTAL JUC GFA 222,005 223,180
Total JUC Potential Area Change 1,175

IDEA EXCHANGE
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CAMBRIDGE JUC - CONCEPT 5 - One Campus, Three Facilities
SEPARATED BUILDINGS SPACE PROGRAM

 February 2021
CS&P Architects

Ground
No No

SF SF SF SF

INSTRUCTIONAL AREA  

Kindergarten 5 1,100 5,500 Y 5 1,100 5,500
Between Boards, based on utilization
Community use after hours

Classroom 14 760 10,640 14 760 10,640
Between Boards, based on utilization
Community use after hours

Art Room 1 1,030 1,030 1 1,030 1,030
Science Room 1 1,230 1,230 1 1,230 1,230

Special Education Area 1 1,395 1,395 Y 1 1,395 1,395
Exclusive use
Ground floor location, near entry and bus drop

Resource Area - Loaded (400-699 sf) 1 615 615 1 615 615 Exclusive use during school day
Resource Area - Unloaded (<400 sf) 3 210 630 3 210 630 Potential for sharing between Boards

Gymnasium Area and Stage 2 3,060 6,120 Y 2 3,060 6,120
Exclusive use during school day
Community use after hours

Shared Stage

Change Rooms 2 230 460 Y 2 230 460
Exclusive use during school day
Community use after hours

Library 1 2,630 2,630 1 2,630 2,630

General Purpose
3 540 1,620 3 540 1,620

Exclusive use during school day
Area reduced to contribute 600 sf to Stage
Community use after hours

Net Instructional Area 31,870 31,870
OPERATIONAL AREA

General Office 1,375 Y 1,375 "Safe Welcome" design
Staff Room and Teacher Work Rooms 1,145 1,145
Kitchen 260 260
Custodial Areas 450 450
Academic Storage 435 435
Washrooms 1,660 1,660
Gymnasium Storage 575 Y 575
Chair Storage (in Gymnasium) 460 Y 460

Mechanical Spaces 690 2,130
4% of GFA typical, area increased by 1,440 sf to right-
size mechanical space

Net Operational Area 7,050 8,490

Sub-total (Net Area) 38,920 40,360
Gross-up (36.8%) 14,320 14,850
Total WRDSB (GFA to be constructed) 53,240 55,210
WRDSB Potential Area Change 1,970

Total Child Care (GFA) 8,500 8,500 no changes to Child Care

Original Program Proposed Program
Room Size Floor Area Floor 

Location

CHILD CARE

WRDSB

Room Size Floor Area
Potential Sharing/Notes
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Ground
No No

SF SF SF SF

Original Program Proposed Program
Room Size Floor Area Floor 

Location
Room Size Floor Area

Potential Sharing/Notes

INSTRUCTIONAL AREA  

Kindergarten 3 1,200 3,600 Y 3 1,200 3,600
Between Boards, based on utilization
Community use after hours

Classroom 11 750 8,250 11 750 8,250
Between Boards, based on utilization
Community use after hours

Art Room 1 1,050 1,050 1 1,050 1,050
Science Room 1 1,050 1,050 1 1,050 1,050
Special Education Area
Resource Area - Loaded (400-699 sf)
Resource Area - Unloaded (<400 sf)

Gymnasium Area and Stage 1 4,000 4,000 Y 1 4,000 4,000
Exclusive use during school day
Community use after hours

Shared Stage

Change Rooms 2 400 800 Y 2 400 800
Exclusive use during school day
Community use after hours

Library 1 2,400 2,400 1 2,400 2,400
General Purpose

Instructional Area Flexibility 2,740 2,740
WCDSB to define uses - which will include chapel and 
break-out spaces

Net Instructional Area 23,890 23,890
OPERATIONAL AREA

General Office 1,200 Y 1,200
Staff Room and Teacher Work Rooms 780 780
Kitchen 210 210
Custodial Areas 600 600
Meeting Room 1 230 1 230
Academic Storage 355 355
Washrooms 1,135 1,135
Gymnasium Storage 330 Y 330
Chair Storage (in Gymnasium) 130 Y 130

Mechanical Spaces 2,045 1,705
4% of GFA typical, area reduced by 340 sf to right-size 
mechanical space

Net Operational Area 7,015 6,675

Sub-total (Net Area) 30,905 30,565
Gross-up (38%) 11,740 11,610
Total WCDSB (GFA to be constructed) 42,645 42,175
WCDSB Potential Area Change -470

WCDSB
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CAMBRIDGE JUC - CONCEPT 5 - One Campus, Three Facilities
SEPARATED BUILDINGS SPACE PROGRAM
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CS&P Architects

Ground
No No

SF SF SF SF

Original Program Proposed Program
Room Size Floor Area Floor 

Location
Room Size Floor Area

Potential Sharing/Notes

AQUATICS

Natatorium 1 20,000 20,000 Y 1 20,000 20,000

Occasional scheduled use by Boards
2 tanks - 10 lane 25 m, warm water/therapy, 
leisure/learning, on deck viewing

Change Rooms 3 1,830 5,490 Y 3 1,830 5,490 Wet - family, male, female
Pool Viewing 1 11,950 11,950 1 11,950 11,950 Contributes area to "main street" central circulation spine
Pool Office 1 250 250 Y 1 250 250
Pool Storage 1 750 750 Y 1 750 750
Administrative 1 1,800 1,800 Y 1 1,800 1,800 Staff change - M, F, GN (all staff)
(Pool) Mechanical 7,500 1 3,000 3,000 Pool mech only (remaining mechanical listed in OTHER)
Custodial 0 0

Net Aquatics Area 47,740 43,240
RECREATIONAL

Gymnasium (FIBA size) 3 6,665 20,000 2 7,600 15,200 FIBA sized gyms with spectator seating @ 7,600 sf each
Gymnasium 1 6,000 6,000
Walking/Running Track 1 12,000 12,000 1 12,000 12,000 Time of day exclusive use

Multi-use/Meeting 1 2,990 2,990 1 2,990 2,990
All parties
Divisible, kitchenette, storage

Multi-use/Meeting 1 2,150 2,150 1 2,150 2,150
All parties
Divisible, kitchenette, storage

Multi-use/Meeting 1 970 970 1 970 970
All parties

Sports Hall of Fame 1 0 0 Y 1 0 0 Part of gross-up
Fitness Studio 1 2,000 2,000 1 2,000 2,000 Not equipment based, storage required
Change Rooms 2 800 1,600 2 800 1,600
Gym Storage 1 1,000 1,000 1 1,000 1,000
Administrative 0 1 1,000 1,000 lunch room, WR
Public Lobby/Viewing 0 Y 0

Net Recreational Area 42,710 44,910
OTHER

Lobby/Reception Y 0
3,000 sf minimum, large, welcoming "grand/statement" 
entrance (includes area from Pool Viewing)

Bike/Skateboard/Scooter Storage Y 0 Included in gross-up area
Servery/Canteen 0 Included in gross-up area
Waste/Recycling Y 0 Included in gross-up area
Loading/Receiving Y 0 Included in gross-up area
Washrooms 0 Included in gross-up area

Mechanical 4,160

Shared central plant with Idea Exchange @ 4% of GFA 
for each partner, area reduced by 340 sf to right-size 
mechanical space and reallocated out of area originally 
shown for Pool Mech

Net Other Area 0 4,160

Sub-total (Net Area) 90,450 92,310
Gross-up (15%) 13,570 13,850
Total Rec Complex (GFA to be constructed) 104,020 106,160
Rec Complex Potential Area Change 2,140

(Recreation Complex Original Space Program as approved by Council June 18, 2019)

RECREATION COMPLEX
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SEPARATED BUILDINGS SPACE PROGRAM

 February 2021
CS&P Architects

Ground
No No

SF SF SF SF

Original Program Proposed Program
Room Size Floor Area Floor 

Location
Room Size Floor Area

Potential Sharing/Notes

PUBLIC USE SPACE
Study Area 1 500 500 1 500 500
Reading Area with Laptop Bar 1 500 500 1 500 500
Lounge Seating & Learning Commons 1 1,800 1,800 1 1,800 1,800 Shared with both Boards
Adult & Young Adult Book Stacks 1 1,600 1,600 1 1,600 1,600
Children's - Program Room 1 750 750 1 750 750
Children's - Play Area 1 640 640 1 640 640
Children's - Book Stacks 1 1,350 1,350 1 1,350 1,350
Small Study/Meeting Rooms 2 130 260 2 130 260
Medium Study/Meeting Rooms 1 260 260 1 260 260

Multi-purpose Room 1 750 750 1 750 750
All partners, shared with Recreation Complex
Available for school visits

Makerspace 1 580 580 1 580 580
Internet Station Area 1 200 200 1 200 200
Public Service Desk 1 400 400 1 400 400
Public Entrance & Security Gates 1 270 270 Y 1 270 270
Public Universal Washroom 1 110 110 Y 1 110 110

Net Public Use Area 9,970 9,970
OPERATIONAL SPACE

IT Server Room 100 100
Administrative 1,000 1,000
Staff/Kitchenette/WR 100 100
Custodial 0 0 Included in gross up
Storage 0 0 Included in gross up
Mechanical 560 560 Central shared, metered mechanical preferred
Waste/Recycling 0 Y 0 Included in gross up
Loading/Receiving 0 Y 0 Included in gross up

Net Operational Area 1,760 1,760

Sub-total (Net Area) 11,730 11,730
Gross-up (16%) 1,870 1,870
Total Idea Exchange (GFA to be constructed) 13,600 13,600
Idea Exchange Potential Area Change 0

TOTAL JUC GFA 222,005 225,645
Total JUC Potential Area Change 3,640

IDEA EXCHANGE
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IBI GROUP
101 – 410 Albert Street
Waterloo ON  N2L 3V3 Canada
tel 519 585 2255 fax 519 585 2269
ibigroup.com

February 1, 2021    via email: Maureen@csparch.com

Ms. Maureen O'Shaughnessy
CS&P Architects
2345 Yonge Street, Suite 200
Toronto, ON M4P 2E5

Dear Ms. O'Shaughnessy: 

CAMBRIDGE JOINT USE FACILITY, CAMBRIDGE
PROPOSED SITE PLAN DEVELOPMENT
MUNICIPAL SITE ENGINEERING REVIEW

IBI Group was retained by CS&P Architecture (CSPA) to provide municipal civil 
engineering services for this project.
The purpose of this letter-report is to provide an overview of the area grading and 
municipal servicing for the Cambridge Joint Use Community Centre (JUC).  Further, the 
letter-report will also provide a functional review of Five (5) concepts being considered 
for the facility at time of writing in order to assist the selection decision.

1. INTRODUCTION:
The Cambridge Joint Use Community Centre (JUC) subject site is located within the 
Bosdale residential subdivision which in turn is located in southeast Cambridge on the 
north side of Dundas Street at the northerly extension of Branchton Road.  A proposed 
Region of Waterloo arterial road, the East Boundary Road (EBR) is to be constructed 
on the eastern limits of the JUC Site and the Bosdale subdivision.  Refer to Plate 1 for a 
plan of the Bosdale Subdivision and JUC Site. 
The JUC Site area is approximately 11ha and proposes the development of a 
Community Centre, swimming pool, Library, and two Schools all sharing the site as a
joint-use facility.
Currently the City of Cambridge (City) is exploring concepts for the site’s development.  
CS&P Architecture (CSPA) has been retained by the City to assist in this work.  IBI 
Group was retained by CSPA to provide municipal Civil engineering expertise (grading 
and municipal servicing) for the site review. 
IBI Group is familiar with the subject lands and the environs as we are the Municipal 
Engineers for the grading, servicing and roads within the Bosdale Subdivision, of which 
the subject JUC Site are a part.
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PLATE 1:  Bosdale Subdivision

2. EXISTING AND PROPOSED CONDITIONS
It was determined that efficiencies would result from the concurrent development of the 
JUC Site with the Bosdale residential subdivision of which it is a part.  Earth moving 
operations would benefit from the cut/fill balance generated between the two lands, a 
joint use and shared municipal SWM facility would reduce the total land area required 
for SWM facilities as well as allow a wet pond (constructed wetland) to be utilized, and 
shared municipal servicing and road access could be constructed.  Further, developing 
the two lands concurrently bettered the economies of scale. 
The following sections describe the grading and municipal servicing design intent and 
constraints relating to the JUC Site.  Reference is also made to Attachment ‘A’ for the 
subdivision engineering plans.

2.1 Road and Pedestrian Access
Access to the JUC lands will be provided via the construction of municipal roads 
within the Bosdale Subdivision.  The proposed municipal roads are: 

- Wesley Boulevard:  extended from the existing eastern terminus of Wesley 
Boulevard through the subdivision to the proposed Regional East 
Boundary Road;

- Faith Street:  extended from Dundas Street northerly to Wesley Boulevard.

CAMBRIDGE JUC 
SITE

Wesley Blvd.

Dundas     Street

Bosdale 
Subdivision

SWM
Pond
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Active transportation facilities will be constructed, including:
- Pedestrian sidewalk on all roads;
- Multi-use paths on Wesley Boulevard, Faith Street and through Open 

Spaces;
- Bike lanes on Wesley Boulevard and Faith Street.

The Region’s East Boundary Road will be constructed along the eastern 
flankage of the JUC lands.  Construction is tentatively scheduled to start in 
2026/2027.  The Regional road will be limited/controlled access.

2.2 Area Grading
The original topographical conditions of the JUC Site had the site rolling with 
highs and lows across the site and included areas with no overland drainage 
outlet.  In general the site had an approximately high elevation in the 
southeastern area of 300.0m and a low elevation of 286.0m in the southwestern 
area.  Refer to Attachment ‘A’ for the area grading plans which include the 
original topographic contours.
The design intent for the Bosdale Subdivision’s area grading, including the JUC 
site, was to direct all stormwater drainage to a proposed SWM facility located in
the southeastern quadrant of Wesley Boulevard and Moffat Creek (i.e., to the 
southwest of the JUC Site) – refer to Plate 1.

2.3 Stormwater Management
A Stormwater Management (SWM) pond is proposed to receive, treat and 
discharge stormwater from the subdivision and JUC Site.  The SWM pond will 
provide quantity control attenuating post-development flows to pre-development 
flow levels.  The pond will also treat stormwater quality through the 
implementation of a constructed wetland.
The minor (up to the 5 year storm) stormwater flows from the JUC Site will be 
directed via overland routes to an internal storm sewer system which will outlet 
to the Wesley Boulevard storm system (refer to next section).  Larger storm 
events (in excess of the minor storm) will be conveyed overland via sheet flow to 
Wesley Boulevard which in turn will covey flows overland within its right-of-way
to the SWM pond.  
Given the proposed municipal SWM pond was designed to control stormwater 
from the JUC Site, there are no requirements for on-site SWM controls for 
stormwater quantity or quality control.  The only requirements for the JUC lands 
are:

- The maximum impervious cover must be less than 65%.  If the site 
development exceeds 65%, additional on site controls will be needed;

- Water balance must be achieved (e.g., infiltration of stormwater from 
rooftop and other areas);
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- Conveyance of the minor storm (up to the 5-year storm event) via storm 
sewers to the proposed storm service laterals on Wesley Boulevard (refer 
to next section); and,

- Conveyance of storms in excess of the minor storm via overland surface 
routes to the Wesley Boulevard road allowance.

2.4 Municipal Servicing
The development of the subdivision will extend municipal infrastructure required 
to service the JUC lands.  Refer to Attachment ‘A’ for the plan & profile 
drawings of the adjacent municipal servicing.  
The pertinent services for the JUC lands include:

a. Sanitary sewers:
A municipal 375mm diameter sanitary sewer is proposed to be extended 
along the full length of Wesley Boulevard from the existing eastern 
terminus of Wesley Boulevard to the East Boundary Road.

Currently, two sanitary laterals are proposed to be extended from 
Wesley Boulevard: one lateral (300mm diameter) will be located at the 
intersection of Faith Street and Wesley Boulevard, and the other 
(200mm diameter) will be located near the eastern limit of the SWM 
pond.  The subdivision’s design flow rate discharging the school site was 
6.5 L/s.  

Note, the proposed 300mm diameter sanitary lateral was sized to 
accommodate the full buildout of the proposed JUC Site, including an 
allowance for “emergency” draining of the proposed swimming pool at a 
rate of 66 L/s.

b. Storm sewers:
Storm sewers (various sizes) will be extended along Wesley Boulevard 
from the proposed SWM Pond to approximately 200m east of Faith 
Street.  The storm sewers have been sized for the 5 year storm for the 
contributing catchment areas, which includes the JUC Site. Storms 
greater than the 5 year storm will be directed overland via the road 
allowance to the SWM pond.

Currently two storm sewer laterals, each sized at 750mm diameter, are 
proposed to be extended from Wesley Boulevard: one lateral will be 
located at the intersection of Faith Street and Wesley Boulevard, and the 
other located near the eastern limit of the SWM pond. Each sewer was 
sized via the rational method to convey the 5 year storm from 
approximate 50% of the JUC Site area utilizing a 0.70 runoff coefficient.

c. Watermain: 
Watermain (300mm diameter) will be extended along the full length of 
Wesley Boulevard from the existing eastern terminus of Wesley 
Boulevard to the East Boundary Road.  The watermain will also be 
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“looped” via a 300mm diameter watermain to the existing watermain on 
Dundas Street.

Currently one 300mm diameter water service lateral is proposed at the 
Wesley Boulevard/Faith Street intersection.  It is noted that per City of 
Cambridge policy only one service per property is permitted. 

2.5 Subdivision Construction Timing (anticipated)
At the time of writing, the following is the status of construction: 
a. Area Grading: 

At the time of writing, the subdivision, including the JUC Site, have been 
rough graded.  Work completed on the developing area of the Bosdale 
Subdivision and JUC Site includes: 

- All vegetation removed;
- All windrowed rocks from the former farming operations removed and 

disposed;
- All topsoil stripped and either stockpiled or used as fill in perimeter 

slopes; and,
- Rough grading has been completed, and earth has been cut and filled 

to bring the subdivision and JUC Site to pre-grade elevations. The 
pre-grade elevation of the JUC Site was approximately 0.3m below 
proposed finished grade.

b. Municipal Servicing and Road Construction:
Further, at the time of writing, a servicing and road construction contract had
been awarded by the Subdivision developer, with cost sharing with the City 
of Cambridge.  Construction commenced in December 2020 and is 
scheduled to be completed in summer 2021.  This contract will install 
municipal servicing (sewers and watermain) and construct the municipal 
roads within the first phase of the Bosdale subdivision.  Phase 1 includes the 
following main facilities:

- The subdivision’s stormwater management (SWM) pond:  located in 
the southeastern quadrant of Wesley Boulevard and Moffat Creek;

- Wesley Boulevard:  from its existing western terminus on the west 
side of Moffat Creek to Faith Street;

- Faith Street:  from Wesley Boulevard to Dundas Street; and,
- Bastian Street:  from Faith Street eastward approximately 120m. 

c. Utility Servicing: 
Concurrent with the road construction, electrical and telecommunication 
services will also be installed within the municipal road right-of-ways. A
meeting with Energy+ on December 17, 2020 notified Energy+ of the JUC 
development intentions so that the primary electrical supply within the 
Bosdale subdivision will accommodate the JUC Site. 
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With the completion of the above described work (anticipated by summer 2021), 
the JUC Site will be left rough graded, and municipal, electrical and 
telecommunication services will be installed and stubbed at the JUC Site 
property line.  In addition, Wesley Boulevard and Faith Street will be constructed 
and will provide vehicular and pedestrian access to the JUC Site.

3. JUC SITE DEVELOPMENT CONCEPTS
At the time of writing five development concepts had been developed for the JUC Site.  
A review of the five concepts was completed from a grading, drainage, municipal 
servicing and access perspective.  All five Concepts appear feasible; however, the 
Concepts differ in the ease and cost with which they can be implemented from a 
grading and servicing perspective.  Table 1, attached, summarizes our review and 
findings.
The site development should follow the local municipal, regional and provincial planning 
and design criteria, including but not limited to:

- City of Cambridge Site Plan Review - Reference Guide; 
- City of Cambridge Engineering Standards and Development Manual; 
- Region of Waterloo and Area Municipalities Design Guidelines and

Supplemental Specifications for Municipal Services (DGSSMS); and,
- Ontario Building Code. 

Note, the most current versions of the above guidelines should be used.

4. CLOSURE
We trust the information provided in this letter-report assists in the review and planning 
of the development of the JUC Site.  
Should you have any questions, or require further assistance, please do not hesitate to 
contact the undersigned. 

Yours truly,
IBI GROUP

John Perks, MBA, P.Eng.
Associate Director

JRP/ms
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REVIEW PARAMETER CONCEPT 1 CONCEPT 2 CONCEPT 3 CONCEPT 4 CONCEPT 5

Road Access

The location of the driveway accesses 
appears favourable to the proposed 
subdivision intersections:  the central and 
eastern driveways appear to be opposite 
Wesley Boulevard’s intersections with Faith 
Street and Bastien Street.

Similar to Concept 1. 

The location of the driveway accesses 
appears favourable to the proposed 
subdivision intersections:  the central and 
eastern driveways appear to be opposite 
Wesley Boulevard’s intersections with Faith 
Street and Bastien Street.

The internal driveway is significantly longer 
than other concepts.

Similar to Concept 1. Similar to Concept 1. 

Pedestrian Access

It appears the main building access 
locations front Wesley Boulevard.  Wesley 
Boulevard has a multi-use path on its 
northern side which will readily facilitate 
pedestrian and cyclist access to the site. 

Similar to Concept 1. 

While access to the Wesley Boulevard 
active transportation facilities is achieved, 
the distance for pedestrians and cyclists is 
increased versus the other concepts.

Similar to Concept 1. Similar to Concept 1. 

Grading and Drainage
The positioning of the building will readily 
facilitate drainage in a westerly and 
southerly direction as required by the 
subdivision development.  No concerns. 

Similar to Concept 1.  

Note, given it appears the site is more
compact, the storm sewer system will likely 
be less expansive than Concept 1 (not 
significantly though).

It appears the parking along the EBR is 
located close to the property limit.  The 
current grading of the site has a ~4m high 
3:1slope (~12m wide) falling from the site to 
the property line with the EBR.  The parking 
lot will need to be setback to respect this 
slope.

Given the positioning of the proposed 
building, the eastern parking lot will need to 
be made to drain in a north to south 
direction to get around the proposed 
building – this is opposite to the direction 
slope of the EBR. While this grading is 
“awkward”, it is achievable.

Note, given the long length of the building it 
likely could not have a constant finished 
floor elevation and it would need to be 
stepped.

Similar to Concept 1. 

Note, given the building is divided into two, 
this will perhaps facilitate opportunities for 
drainage between the buildings reducing the 
impediment caused by one larger building 
(not a significant issue though).

Similar to Concept 1. 

Note, given the building is divided into three, 
this will perhaps facilitate opportunities for 
drainage between the buildings reducing the 
impediment caused by one larger building 
(not a significant issue though).

Storm Servicing
The positioning of the proposed western 
and central driveway is favourable to storm 
servicing.

Similar to Concept 1. 

While feasible to do, given the location of 
the building, the storm sewer will need to be 
extended for a significantly longer distance 
versus other Concepts. 

As the site is more spread-out, the storm 
system would likely be more expansive 
versus Concepts 1 and 2. 

As the site is more spread-out, the storm 
system would likely be more expansive 
versus Concepts 1 and 2.

Sanitary Servicing

The positioning of the proposed western 
and central driveway is favourable to 
sanitary servicing.

The location of the proposed building is 
favourable to discharge to the proposed 
sanitary servicing on Wesley Boulevard.

Similar to Concept 1. 

While feasible to do, given the location of 
the building, the sanitary sewer will need to 
be extended for a significantly longer 
distance versus Concept 1 and 2, and 
possibly 4 and 5. 

Given two separate buildings, the on site 
sanitary system would be increased over 
Concepts 1 and 2.

Similar to Concept 1. 

Given three separate buildings, the on site 
sanitary system would be increased over 
Concepts 1, 2 and 4.

Water Servicing

The positioning of the proposed central 
driveway is favourable to water servicing.

The location of the proposed building is 
favourable to the location of the water 
service.

Similar to Concept 1. 

Note, if the two buildings will occupy the 
same property, the City policy of one service 
per property” would need to be explored if 
indeed it was desired to service the 
buildings independently.

While feasible to do, given the location of 
the building, the water service will need to 
be extended for a significantly longer 
distance versus the other Concepts. 

Given two separate buildings, on site 
watermain length would be increased over 
Concepts 1 and 2, and additional hydrants 
would likely be needed.

Note, if the two buildings will occupy the 
same property, the  City policy of one 
service per property” would need to be 
explored if indeed it was desired to service 
the buildings independently.

Given three separate buildings, on site 
watermain length would be increased over 
Concepts 1 and 2, and additional hydrants 
would likely be needed.

Note, if the three buildings will occupy the 
same property, the City policy of one service 
per property” would need to be explored if
indeed it was desired to service the 
buildings independently.
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Bosdale Subdivision 
Engineering Plans
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Cambridge Joint Use Campus

STRUCTURAL DESIGN BRIEF

February 9, 2021

1 GENERAL
The purpose of this study is to outline the structural requirements and implications of constructing a multi-
purpose facility that houses a school, a community and recreation complex and a library into one building. 
There are five different concepts being looked at and this brief will comment on the structural implications. 

The new building will be constructed on an open field and we understand that there were no buildings 
constructed on this site in the past. Based on grading drawings prepared by IBI in 2019, the site slopes by 
about 3 to 4 meters from end to end. The elevation towards the south end of the site is about 297 m. The 
elevation at the NE corner is about 294 m and slopes down westward to about 291 m. We also understand 
that grading of the site is underway.

This brief will discuss the structural materiality that is common for all concepts and will address specific 
requirements related to stacking of different programs and location on the site.

1.1 APPLICABLE CODES AND STANDARDS
The building occupancy for purposes of the structural design will be treated as a school and a community 
centre, resulting in an importance category of “High” as specified under the 2012 Ontario Building Code 
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(OBC) Amendment 8. High importance classification is common to all uses of the proposed facility. Design 
environmental loading data for Cambridge will be as per Supplementary Standard SB-1. Additional 
requirements included in the User's Guide – NBC 2015 Structural Commentaries (Part 4 of Division B) will be 
considered.

2 STRUCTURAL SYSTEMS

2.1 ROOF 
The roof structure will consist of structural steel beams, open web steel joists and steel deck. Over the 
gymnasium, the deck will be a painted acoustic deck. The structural members and deck within the pool area 
will be galvanized or epoxy painted deck and steel members. 

We expect that some mechanical units will be located on the roof with a screen for acoustic and aesthetics 
purposes. In these areas, the roof structure will have a concrete topping for the extent of the mechanical 
area. The roof screen will cantilever from the main roof structure. The main mechanical room will most 
likely be located on the second-floor level similar to a plant room in schools.

Concepts 4 and 5 show two separated buildings. The systems will be similar to the combined blocking 
schemes. Since the importance factor for the school and community are the same, combining or separating 
the two building blocks does not impact the structural costs other than any reduction of perimeter 
foundations. However, roofs with many different elevations cause snow piling and will add premium to the 
steel structure since the roof will have to support higher loads.

2.2 SECOND FLOOR 
The structural materials could vary for the different schemes. However, 
based on the size of the project and local practices, it is our opinion that a 
structural steel solution maybe the most economical. Steel framing tends to 
be faster and less dependant on weather conditions. This also considers the 
fact that the roof will be steel due the large span requirements in many 
areas. In addition, steel tends to provide more flexibility such as achieving 
longer spans and to transfer columns between floors if required to accommodate the floor layouts.

The structural steel system will consist of 127 mm reinforced concrete topping on steel deck supported by 
composite steel beams (with shear studs) and steel deck. The columns will also be steel wide flange sections. 
The steel members would require fire proofing, but the topping on the deck can be designed to meet the 
fire separation requirements by increasing the topping thickness and avoiding spraying the underside of the 
deck.

In areas where mechanical room, gymnasium or exercise spaces are located 
over acoustically sensitive spaces such as the Idea Exchange, mitigation 
measures will be implemented. These measures include thicker concrete 
topping with stiffer beams as well as possibly a floating slab on acoustic 
isolators. In addition, measures can be taken to secure finishes in a manner 
to avoid transmission of noise and vibration between spaces and floors. 
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Concepts 1 and 3 have the Ideas Exchange under mechanical room or a gymnasium respectively and will 
require some isolation.

2.3 FOUNDATIONS

A geotechnical investigation report was prepared by Naylor Engineering Associates dated May 2015. The 
investigation was primarily done using shallow test pits. The investigation was for a new subdivision with 
lightweight housing units. Therefore, the report did not provide any information regarding foundation 
design bearing capacity, site classification or ground water conditions. However, the recommendation in the 
report is to remove all organic and fill materials before backfilling the site and to backfill in lifts of 300 mm 
using imported or excavated materials. Unfortunately, this does not provide adequate information to 
predict the foundation requirements for this type of recreation/school facility but is a good indication that 
the material under the slab on grade will be suitable. We recommend that certification of the backfill 
process be transferred to the design team once available. The report does mention wet soil conditions in 
some of the test pits; therefore, some allowance should be provided to deal with water during excavation. A 
geotechnical investigation with deep boreholes will be needed once the footprint of the building is set.

Concept 3 shows a linear building footprint along East Boundary Road and stretches from the south end to 
the north end of the site. We understand that grading can be changed to suit the future design elevation 
and connection to the roads. For now, we will assume that there will be a change in floor level which will 
require short retaining walls and stepping of footings along the length of the building. 

We do not anticipate any need for shoring of excavation in any of the concepts due to vast free space 
around the footprint of the buildings.

SLAB-ON-GRADE

Interior Spaces

We anticipate that the slab-on-grade in interior spaces will be 125mm thick concrete slab reinforced with 
mesh reinforcement. The slab on grade will bear on well compacted granular subgrade. There will be 
depressions in areas where specialized flooring is required (such as spring flooring in gymnasia). In the 
gymnasium, special depressed flooring with moisture barrier will be placed for spring flooring. Localized slab 
thickening will be required under masonry partitions.

2.4 LATERAL LOAD RESISTING ELEMENTS

Lateral wind and earthquake loads will be resisted by steel cross bracing located in each direction that are 
hidden in exterior and interior walls. Elevator and stair well shaft walls will also be used as part of the lateral 
system. The lateral system will not be much difference between a single block or separate blocks since the 
roof levels are at different elevations and the diaphragm is not continuous. We anticipate each section will 
require its own lateral system. There will be several expansion joints, mainly between single storey portions 
such as the gymnasium, and the two storey portions.

2.5 POOL TANK

We expect the pool tank will be cast in place concrete. This can be done with either formed walls or use of 
shotcrete system. However prefabricated metal and lined systems may also be feasible.
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3 BUILDING CODE REQUIREMENTS

3.1 GRAVITY LOADS
All structural elements will be designed to resist the loads meeting the requirements and allowances 
specified in the 2012 Ontario Building Code Amendment 8.

3.2 WIND LOADS
The design wind loads will be based on pressures and parameters recommended in the Ontario Building 
Code. Hourly wind pressures of 0.36 kPa will be used in the design of structural members for strength and 
deflections. This pressure represents reference velocity pressures on probabilities of being exceeded 1 in 50 
years for strength and for serviceability. High Importance factor (Iw) for wind of 1.15, will be used for both 
the recreation centre as well as the school. 

3.3 SEISMIC LOADS
The structure will be designed to withstand the seismic forces assigned to a high importance building 
category with an importance factor (Ie) of 1.3. The site classification needs to be determined by a 
geotechnical investigation. However, Cambridge is a lower seismic zone and therefore we do not expect that 
non-structural elements will need to be restrained. As mentioned earlier, High Occupancy classification is 
suitable for school and community centre.

3.4 STRUCTURAL DESIGN
Structural design will be undertaken using the Limit States approach in accordance with the Ontario Building 
Code and applicable referenced standards. ULS will be used for strength design; SLS will be used for 
serviceability checks.

4 STRUCTURAL MATERIALS AND STRENGTHS
The following represents the typical materials and strengths that will be used. Specific areas may be revised 
to meet the design criteria that could not be determined at this stage.

4.1 CONCRETE
Location Strength Remarks
Slab-on-Grade 25 MPa Class C2
Exterior Slabs 35 MPa Class C1
Interior Slabs (above grade) 35 MPa Class N
Foundation Walls, Grade Beams, Footings 35/40 MPa Class F2
Skim Coats 10 MPa Class N
Exterior Un-reinforced Concrete (Sidewalks, 
Curbs, etc.)

30 MPa Class C2
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4.2 REINFORCING STEEL
   Grade: 400 MPa
   Sizes: 10M to 30M

4.3 STRUCTURAL STEEL:
New carbon steel conforming to G40 Series Structural Quality Steel

Rolled Shapes: 350 MPa
Hollow Structural Sections: 350 MPa
Angles and Plates: 300 MPa
38mm & 76mm Metal Decking: 230 MPa

All exterior exposed steel and pool structure shall be Hot-Dip Galvanized Steel.

5 SERVICEABILITY REQUIREMENTS
Serviceability requirements will be checked against the requirements specified in the Ontario Building Code 
and all other applicable reference standards including CSA Standards A23.3 Design of Concrete Structures 
and S16.1-01 Limit States Design of Steel Structures. 

The structural systems will be designed to meet the following criteria:

Live Load Deflection Span/360

Wind Storey Drift Height/500

Seismic Storey Drift Height/100

6 LEED STRATEGIES
Strategies related to LEED for building structures centre around maximizing recycled content, minimizing 
construction waste and total elimination and/or significant reduction in the use of materials containing 
VOC’s, and designed to accommodate future flexibility in design.
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November 30, 2020 
 
Ms. Maureen O'Shaughnessy  
CS&P Architects   
2345 Yonge St., Suite 200 
Toronto, Ontario M4P 2E5 
Maureen@csparch.com 
 
RE: Proposed Mechanical Systems Revision 1 

Cambridge JUC 
 
Ms. O'Shaughnessy, 
 
The following is a brief summary of the mechanical systems that are proposed for this project.  We recommend 
that this proposal be reviewed by your organization and the Cost Consultants to determine if the systems meet 
all requirements, preferences, and budget constraints.   
 
The Joint Use Complex in Design Concepts 1, 2, and 3 shall be designed to achieve LEED Gold. For Concepts 4 
and 5, only the Recreational Centre building will be designed to achieve LEED Gold, the combined school facility 
in Concept 4 or the separate school buildings in Concept 5 shall be designed as per OBC energy requirements. 
The systems described in this brief may be modified or changed throughout the design phase as required to 
meet LEED Gold requirements. 

1. Plumbing 

a. Piping Systems (applicable to all Design Concepts): 

i. The sanitary and the storm piping systems running within the building will be connected 
to new site service piping. All site service piping will connect to the municipal services. 

ii. The storm water system will be designed according to the allowable flow rate. Roof drain 
quantity, locations, and drain down time shall comply with Code requirements. Scupper 
drains shall be provided by others, as required to comply with Code requirements. 

iii. The incoming water service will serve all domestic water systems and an automatic wet 
sprinkler system. 

iv. Consideration shall be given to providing a Sullage system to supply Water Closets.  
v. A new gas service will be provided. All gas piping will be located on the exterior of the 

building except for the piping serving the new domestic water heaters, boilers, and the 
Science Classrooms (the amount of piping within the building will be kept to an absolute 
minimum). 

vi. Sanitary and storm piping systems will be plastic, copper, or cast iron according to OBC 
requirements. 

vii. Domestic water piping will be type ‘L’ copper. Plastic piping will not be permitted. 
viii. Isolation valves will be provided in the Corridor to isolate all fixture groups. Isolation 
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valves will not be provided for branches serving a single fixture except that where the 
fixture isolation valves are not easily accessible at the fixture, isolation valves in the 
branch piping will be provided in the Corridor. 

ix. Hydronic heating and chilled water piping shall be schedule 40 steel complete with 
malleable iron screwed fittings, steel welded fittings, or grooved fittings. 

b. Metering: 

i. Metering for Concepts 1, 2, and 3 shall be provided as follows: 

I A new utility-supplied water meter will be installed to service the entire complex. 
II A new gas meter assembly will be supplied and installed by the local utility to 

service the entire complex. 
III Private sub-metering of services to the Public School, Catholic School, and 

Childcare area will be included. 

ii. Metering for Concept 4 shall be provided as follows: 

I A new utility-supplied water meter will be installed for the Recreational Complex 
and for the combined school facility. 

II A new gas meter assembly will be supplied and installed by the local utility at the 
Recreational Complex and at the combined school facility. 

III Private sub-metering of the Public School or Catholic School (depending on 
ownership) and the Childcare will be included in the combined school facility. 

iii. Metering for Concept 5 shall be provided as follows: 

I A new utility-supplied water meter will be installed for each building. 
II A new gas meter assembly will be supplied and installed by the local utility at 

each building. 
III Private sub-metering of services to the Childcare area will be included within the 

Public School building. 

c. Domestic Hot Water: 

i. Domestic hot water (applicable to all Design Concepts): 

I The Recreational Centre area shall have domestic hot water provided by a 
gasketed plate type, double walled heat exchanger (Taco PF series or equal), 
utilizing heating water as the heat source. The domestic hot water produced shall 
be stored in four 757 L (200 USG) vertical storage tanks (A.O. Smith TJV series or 
equal) at 57°C (135°F) for safety purposes.  

1) Note that if ground source heat pumps are utilized as the building 
heating source (see Heating System section below), the Recreational 
Centre domestic hot water shall be provided by two gas fired, 
condensing water heaters (A.O. Smith BTH series or equal) complete 
with two 757 L (200 USG) vertical storage tanks (A.O. Smith TJV series or 
equal).  

II The Public School, Catholic School, and Childcare areas will each be served by a 
dedicated tank-type, gas fired condensing water heater (A.O. Smith BTH series or 
equal) to allow for sub-metering (where required in Concepts 1, 2, 3, and 4). The 
water heaters will be set to store water at 57°C (135°F) for safety purposes.  
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III A central mixing valve will be provided at the storage tanks and each water 
heater to reduce the water temperature to 49°C (120°F) prior to delivery to the 
fixtures. The water temperature shall be further reduced as required by limit 
stops in the single handle faucets and by fixture mounted mixing valves (as 
applicable). 

IV A hot water recirculating system will be provided for each water heater. 

d. Water Softening (applicable to all Design Concepts): 

i. The Recreational Centre area, Public School area, Catholic School area, and Childcare shall 
each have dedicated water softening systems.  

ii. For Concepts 1, 2, and 3, the common heating water system shall be served by the 
Recreational area water softener. 

e. Plumbing Fixtures (applicable to all Design Concepts): 

i. Plumbing fixtures will be provided where indicated on the Architectural drawings.  
ii. All water closets shall have a water consumption of 6.0L per flush. 

I Where required by the user group, water closets shall be revised to meet the 
High Efficiency Toilet (HET) definition with a water consumption of 4.8L per flush. 

iii. All water closets in the Recreation Centre area and Student Washrooms (excluding the 
Kindergarten areas) in the Public and Catholic School areas will be barrier-free height, 
elongated rim type, floor-mounted complete with flush valves. 

iv. All water closets in the Staff Washrooms in the Public and Catholic School areas will be 
elongated rim, floor-mounted tank type. 

v. All water closets in the Kindergarten Washrooms in the Public and Catholic School areas 
will be residential style round front, floor-mounted tank type to emulate home use. 

vi. Wall-mounted lavatories shall be provided in Kindergarten washrooms in the Public and 
Catholic School areas mounted at 24” (610mm) above finished floor. 

vii. Kindergarten classrooms in the Public and Catholic School areas shall include a high-level 
drop-in stainless steel sink with a single lever handle faucet for teacher use. 

viii. Kindergarten classrooms in the Public and Catholic School areas shall also include a low-
level stainless steel washfountain complete with two spray heads for student use. 

ix. Wall-mounted drinking fountains shall be provided in Kindergarten classrooms in the 
Public and Catholic School areas mounted at 24” (610mm) above finished floor. 

x. All lavatory faucets shall be sensor activated type and shall be complete with 0.5 GPM (1.9 
LPM) outlets to reduce water consumption. All sink faucets shall be complete with 1.5 
GPM (5.7 LPM) outlets.  

xi. Elkay (or approved equal) non-refrigerated and non-filtered bottle fillers shall be provided 
throughout the corridors of the entire complex or throughout each building (as 
applicable).  

xii. An eye wash station will be installed in all Custodial rooms. 
xiii. Hose bibbs will be located so that the complete perimeter of the complex or individual 

buildings (as applicable) can be reached using a 30m (98ft) long hose.  
xiv. Interior hose bibbs shall be provided at mop sinks. 
xv. Floor drains shall be located in all washrooms, change rooms, custodial rooms, 

mechanical rooms, electrical rooms, and service rooms. 
xvi. All trim for plumbing fixtures shall be Delta or approved equal.  
xvii. Traps and trap seal primers shall be provided for all floor drains and standing wastes 
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according to OBC requirements. 

2. Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) 

a. Heating Systems: 

i. The heating system for Concepts 1, 2, and 3 shall be provided as follows: 

I Four high efficiency, modulating gas fired condensing boilers (Cleaver-Brooks 
CFC-E 4000 or equal) shall be provided as the primary heating source within the 
facility. Additionally, the following equipment shall be provided for the heating 
plant: 

1) System pumps complete with variable frequency drives. 
2) Boiler pumps. 
3) Chemical treatment system. 
4) Category IV gas venting system. 
5) Air separator. 
6) DDC controls. 
7) Expansion tank. 

II Heating plant piping shall utilize a primary-secondary arrangement whereby the 
boiler piping shall make up the primary piping loop and the system piping serving 
terminal heating equipment shall make up the secondary loop.  

III Consideration shall be given to providing ground source heat pumps (AERMEC or 
equal) as the primary heating source for all occupiable spaces within the facility 
based on the suitability of the site. The heat pumps shall be capable of recovering 
heat when simultaneous heating and cooling is required. The domestic hot water 
and pool heating systems shall be modified if ground source heat pumps are 
used. See applicable sections. 

IV Perimeter heating shall be provided by a combination finned tube radiation and 
fan-powered terminal units for all spaces with exterior exposure depending on 
space requirements.  

V Radiant in-floor heating shall be considered in certain spaces as an alternative to 
finned tube radiation or fan-powered terminal units based on user requirements 
(e.g. Kindergarten classrooms, Childcare toddler rooms, etc.). Radiant in-floor 
heating can provide higher operational efficiencies due to the low heating water 
temperatures utilized. 
 

ii. The heating systems for Concept 4 shall be provided as follows: 

I The Recreational Complex shall be served by three high efficiency, modulating 
gas fired condensing boilers (Cleaver-Brooks CFC-E 2000 or equal) as the primary 
heating source. The remainder of the heating system shall be as described above 
for Concepts 1, 2, and 3.  

II The combined school facility shall be heated by a combination of gas fired 
rooftop units (refer to Air Distribution Systems section for details on rooftop 
units) for the conditioned spaces (e.g. classrooms, offices, library, etc.) and a 
single high efficiency, modulating gas fired condensing boiler (Laars NTH 500 or 
equal) for areas not served by the rooftop units (e.g. washrooms, vestibules, 
stairs, utility rooms, etc.). The boiler system shall be complete with the following 
equipment: 
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1) Boiler pump. 
2) System pump. 
3) Chemical treatment system. 
4) Category IV gas venting system. 
5) Air separator. 
6) DDC controls. 
7) Expansion tank. 

III In-floor heating shall not be provided. 

iii. The heating systems for Concept 5 shall be provided as follows: 

I The Recreational Complex shall be served by three high efficiency, modulating 
gas fired condensing boilers (Cleaver-Brooks CFC-E 2000 or equal) as the primary 
heating source. The remainder of the heating system shall be as described above 
for Concepts 1, 2, and 3.  

II Both the Public School building and Catholic School building shall be heated as 
described above for the combined school facility in Concept 4 and each building 
shall have a single high efficiency, modulating gas fired condensing boiler (Laars 
NTH 399 or equal).  

1) A second boiler shall be included where required by the user groups for 
redundancy. 

iv. For all Design Concepts, wall mounted forced flow heaters shall provide heat for all 
entrance vestibules and exit stairwells. Ceiling suspended horizontal unit heaters shall 
provide heat for all un-conditioned storage and service spaces with exterior exposure. The 
forced flow and horizontal unit heaters shall utilize hot water as the heat source. 

b. Cooling Systems: 

i. The cooling system for Concepts 1, 2, and 3 shall be provided as follows: 

I Two water-cooled magnetic bearing centrifugal chillers (Daikin WMC series or 
equal) shall provide chilled water as the primary cooling source for all 
conditioned spaces within the facility having an approximate load of 485 
refrigeration tons (1,705 kW). The chillers condenser water loop shall be served 
by a two-cell cooling tower (Evapco UT series or equal), which shall be mounted 
on the roof. The following equipment shall be provided for the chilled water 
plant: 

1) Chiller primary pumps. 
2) Chilled water system pumps complete with variable frequency drives. 
3) Condenser water pumps. 
4) Chemical treatment systems. 
5) Air separator. 
6) DDC Controls. 
7) Expansion tanks. 

II The chilled water plant shall utilize a primary-secondary arrangement whereby 
the chiller piping connections shall make up the primary piping loop and the 
system piping serving air handling units shall make up the secondary piping loop.  

III Consideration shall be given to providing ground source heat pumps (as 
described in the Heating System section above) as the primary cooling source for 
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all occupiable spaces within the facility based on the suitability of the site. The 
heat pumps shall be capable of recovering heat when simultaneous heating and 
cooling is required.  

ii. The cooling systems for Concept 4 shall be provided as follows: 

I The cooling system serving the Recreational Centre area shall be as described 
above for Concepts 1, 2, and 3, and shall meet a load of approximately 235 
refrigeration tons (825 kW).  

II The combined school facility shall be cooled by rooftop units (refer to Air 
Distribution Systems section for details on rooftop units) complete with direct 
expansion cooling coils. 

iii. The cooling systems for Concept 5 shall be provided as follows: 

I The cooling system serving the Recreational Centre area shall be as described 
above for Concepts 1, 2, and 3, and shall meet a load of approximately 235 
refrigeration tons (825 kW).  

II Both the Public School building and Catholic School building shall be cooled as 
described above for the combined school facility in Concept 4.  

iv. For all Design Concepts, ductless split air conditioning units shall be provided for cooling 
I.T. rooms. For smaller I.T. rooms and electrical rooms with transformers, exhaust fans 
complete with reverse acting thermostats shall be provided to control temperature. 

c. Air Distribution Systems: 

i. Air distribution systems for Concepts 1, 2, and 3 shall be provided as follows: 

I Indoor air handling units (Daikin CAH series or equal) shall distribute air 
throughout the facility and shall be complete with the following:  

1) Hot water heating coil and chilled water cooling coil.  
2) Low-leakage dampers.  
3) Variable frequency drives for fan motors to allow variable air volume 

(VAV) control. 
4) Low voltage terminal strip to permit use of third-party controls.  
5) Economizer dampers. 

II VAV boxes complete with heating coils to temper the supply air will be provided 
at each zone for individual temperature control. 

III Dedicated air handling units will be provided for each gymnasium. Gymnasium 
units shall be complete with demand controlled ventilation to reset the outdoor 
air damper position when high levels of carbon dioxide are measured in the 
space. The units serving the Public School and Catholic School gymnasiums shall 
be without mechanical cooling. Free cooling shall be provided using the 
economizers.  

IV Large, centralized indoor energy recovery ventilators (Daikin CAH series or equal) 
shall be provided to recovery energy from building exhaust (washrooms, 
changerooms, etc.) and to distribute ventilation air to each of the air handling 
units. The energy recovery ventilators shall be complete the following: 

1) Hot water heating coil and chilled water cooling coil. 
2) Low-leakage dampers. 
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3) Energy recovery enthalpy core. 
4) Variable frequency drives for fan motors to allow VAV control. 
5) Low voltage terminal strip to permit use of third party controls. 

ii. Air distribution systems for Concept 4 shall be provided as follows: 

I Air distribution for the Recreational Centre shall be as described above for 
Concepts 1, 2, and 3.  

II Air distribution, including ventilation air, for the combined school facility shall be 
provided by packaged gas fired / direct expansion rooftop units (Carrier 48HC 
series or equal) complete with the following: 

1) Economizer. 
2) Stainless steel heat exchanger. 
3) Two-stage gas heat control. 
4) Two-stage cooling control. 
5) 610mm (24”) high roof curb. 
6) Variable volume-temperature (VVT) zone dampers and bypass damper to 

allow room by room temperature control.  
7) Demand controlled ventilation. 

III Rooftop energy recovery ventilators (Aldes PE series or equal) shall be provided 
for the combined school facility to recovery energy from building exhaust and to 
distribute ventilation air to each of the rooftop unit return ducts. Rooftop energy 
recovery ventilators shall be without heating and cooling.  

IV The gymnasiums in the combined school facility shall each be served by a gas 
fired rooftop heating and ventilating unit (Daikin DAH series or equal) complete 
with following: 

1) Economizer. 
2) Modulating gas burner. 
3) Exhaust fan. 
4) 610mm (24”) high roof curb. 
5) Demand controlled ventilation. 

V Where required by the user groups occupying the combined school facility, 
cooling shall be added to one or both gymnasiums. Where cooling is added, the 
rooftop unit shall be revised to Daikin DPS series or equal complete with direct 
expansion cooling coil and modulating cooling control. 

iii. Air distribution systems for Concept 5 shall be provided as follows: 

I Air distribution for the Recreational Centre shall be as described above for 
Concepts 1, 2, and 3.  

II Air distribution for both the Public School building and Catholic School building 
shall be as described above for the combined school facility in Concept 4. 

d. Exhaust Systems: 

i. Commercial kitchen exhaust system compliant with NFPA 96 shall be provided where 
required.  

ii. Washrooms, changerooms, custodial rooms, etc. shall be served by the energy recovery 
ventilators as previously described above. The ventilators shall operate during all 
occupied hours. 
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iii. All exhaust systems controlled by the BAS will be controlled to remain operational on a 
fire alarm condition. 

e. Indoor Pool Water Heating and Dehumidification System: 

i. Dehumidification system (applicable for all Design Concepts): 

I The indoor pool shall be served by a standalone indoor dehumidifier (Dectron LD 
series or equal) complete with following: 

1) Direct expansion evaporator coil. 
2) Hot gas reheat coil.  
3) Internal water-cooled condenser. 
4) Remote mounted dry cooler (to be located on the roof). 
5) Exhaust fan.  
6) Internal pool water heater (utilizes condenser heat). 

ii. Pool water heating system (applicable for all design concepts): 

I Pool water heating shall be provided by a gasketed plate type heat exchanger 
(Taco PF series or equal) utilizing heating water as the heat source.  

1) Note that if ground source heat pumps are utilized as the building 
heating source (see Heating System section above), a high efficiency, 
modulating gas fired condensing boiler (Cleaver-Brooks CFC-E 1500) shall 
be provided in the pool equipment room to provide heating water to the 
gasketed plate type heat exchanger. 

f. De-stratification Systems: 

i. To control de-stratification in the Gymnasiums, high volume low speed (HVLS) fans and 
low-level return air grilles will be provided.  

g. Building Automation System: 

i. A building automation system (BAS) will be used to monitor and control the HVAC, 
plumbing and electrical systems. 

ii. System operation data will be available for retrieval and logging through the internet by a 
web-based interface. 

iii. Unless otherwise noted, thermostats with slide bar adjustment and an over-ride push-
button will be used throughout the building. Plate type sensors having no adjustment 
capability or night setback over-ride capability will be used in the Corridors. 

iv. BACnet protocol shall be utilized. 
v. The above features shall be modified or additional features shall be added as directed by 

the user groups. 

h. Cost Implications of HVAC System Selection: 

i. The centralized heating, cooling, and air distribution systems proposed for Design 
Concepts 1, 2, and 3 can provide significant operational cost savings over the systems 
proposed for Design Concepts 4 and 5. Energy savings can be realized by more efficient 
equipment, energy recovery, and control strategies to increase part load efficiencies, and 
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maintenance costs can be reduced by using fewer pieces of equipment in fewer locations. 
Additionally, the high diversity of heating and cooling loads increases equipment 
efficiencies and reduces capital costs of central plant equipment. 

ii. A decentralized approach to HVAC systems was proposed for Concept 4 due to the 
separation of the combined school facility and the Recreational Centre. The decentralized 
approach can lead to higher operational costs due to less efficient equipment, more 
equipment to be maintained, and lower load diversity. However, the capital cost of the 
decentralized equipment can be considerably lower. 

iii. In Concept 5, the HVAC systems are further decentralized. This will likely lead to the 
highest operational costs of all Design Concepts due to the amount of equipment 
provided and the lowest load diversity. Furthermore, the capital cost is unlikely to be less 
than that of Concept 4 because a larger number of smaller pieces equipment are 
required.  

3. Sprinkler System: 

a. Sprinkler system zone devices and alarm valves will be located in the water service entrance room. 
b. The piping system will be zoned according to the area limitations of NFPA 13. 
c. The fire department connection will be located adjacent to the fire route.     
d. Sprinklers will be as follows: 

i. Concealed sprinklers in all Washrooms and Corridors.  
ii. Recessed pendant sprinklers in the Classrooms, Staff Areas and Childcare areas.  
iii. Upright and sidewall sprinklers in utility, storage, mechanical and electrical rooms and in 

areas with no suspended ceiling as required for proper coverage. 
 

If you have questions or require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact our office. 
 
Regards, 
 
 

 
 
Andrew Berg, P. Eng. 
Mechanical Engineer 
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November 19, 2020 
 
Ms. Maureen O'Shaughnessy  
CS&P Architects   
2345 Yonge St., Suite 200 
Toronto, Ontario M4P 2E5 
Maureen@csparch.com 
 
RE: Proposed Electrical Systems 

Cambridge JUC  
 
Ms. O'Shaughnessy , 
 
The following is a brief summary of the electrical systems that are proposed for this project.  We recommend 
that this proposal be reviewed by your organization and the Cost Consultants to determine if the systems meet 
all requirements, preferences and budget constraints.   
 
1. Site Servicing 
 

a. The proposed site is currently unserviced.  The local electrical utility (Energy +) anticipates that a 
three-phase high voltage service will be extended to the property as part of the subdivision 
servicing. 

b. Energy + will provide utility owned transformation to up to 3000 kVA to each property.  This will be 
more than sufficient for any of the five concepts.  Note that it is assumed that lots will be legally 
severed for Concepts 4 and 5 where there are two and three buildings respectively. 

c. For Concepts 1, 2 & 3, one building is proposed.  A 2000 kVA utility owned transformer is 
recommended for each. 

d. For Concept 4, two buildings are proposed.  A 1000 kVA utility owned transformer is 
recommended for each. 

e. For Concept 5, three buildings are proposed.  A 500 kVA utility owned transformer is 
recommended for each of the school buildings and a 1000 kVA transformer is recommended for 
the Fitness and Library building. 

f. The costs associated with Energy + work can be estimated at $60,000 per transformer. 
g. Aluminum secondary conductors are proposed for secondary feeders.  To mitigate costs, the 

length of the secondary feeders should be minimized. 
h. The service will be 600/347V, three phase, four wire. 
i. The service entrance board, utility metering and distribution shall be located within the main 

electrical room located centrally, near an outside wall on either the main floor or the basement.  
Direct exterior access is not anticipated. 

j. A temporary service will be required to aide with construction. 
k. Underground conduits shall be provided for three-six pack portable classrooms. 
l. Electric Vehicle (EV) charging stations shall be roughed in.  A total of fifteen rough-is are suggested 

for the site.   If LEED Gold is desired for the Fitness Centre/Library building, four EV chargers 
should be provided on the rough-ins.    

m. Communication duct banks (3-100mm) will be provided from the street to the main 
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communications room of each building.  The main communications room should be located near 
the main electrical room as described above. 

n. Communications services from the respective sources to the demarcation point in the 
communications room shall be the responsibility of the respective utilities (Rogers, Bell, etc.).   

o. The costs associated with the communications providers work is unknown. 
 
2. Site Lighting 
 

a. Exterior lighting will be accomplished with LED heads mounted on poles, or on the building. 
b. Illumination levels and uniformity will comply with the local municipal standards.  An average of 

20lx and average to minimum ratio of 4:1 will be provided. 
c. Exterior lighting shall be controlled by an astronomic time signal from the from the Building 

Automation System (BAS). 
d. Provision (rough-ins) shall be provided for future illumination of the sports field. 
e. Provisions (rough-ins) shall be provided for illuminated road signs.  One sign is anticipated for each 

driveway entrance. 
f. Accent lighting may be provided for any unique site features. 

 
3. Service Entrance 
 

a. The main service entrance switchboard will be 600V, three phase, four wire and sized as follows: 
i. Concept 1: 2000A  
ii. Concept 2: 2000A  
iii. Concept 3: 2000A  
iv. Concept 4: 

1. 1200A for school building. 
2. 1200A for Fitness and Library 

v. Concept 5: 
1. 600A for WRDSB school building. 
2. 600A for WCDSB school building. 
3. 1200A for Fitness and Library 

b. Each switchboard shall incorporate the following: 
i. Wire way to permit cable entry & bus termination. 
ii. A LSIG main breaker ampacity as indicated above.  The interrupting rating shall be sized to 

suit the available fault current. 
iii. A metering compartment suitable to house Energy + equipment.  The compartment shall 

be linked to a remote metering cabinet.  A single utility meter shall be provided by Energy 
+.  

iv. Customer digital meter connected to BAS for customer monitoring. 
v. Grounding conductors to the electrical service ground. 
vi. Bonding conductors to the metallic water piping, natural gas service, IT hubs, elevators, 

structural steel. 
vii. Provision for power failure relays, tied to the intrusion alarm system for offsite 

notification of a utility power failure or phase loss condition. 
viii. Distribution section containing over current protection devices (breakers) for the 

proposed 600V loads. 
c. All building feeders greater than and equal to 100A shall be aluminum alloy.  All smaller feeders 

and branch circuit conductors shall be copper. 
d. Provisions shall be made for future rooftop photovoltaic generation and associated net metering 

for each building. 
 
4. Emergency Power Supply - Generator 
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a. A natural gas emergency generator shall be exterior pad mounted in a weatherproof, sound-

attenuated enclosure.  Preliminary standby size is as follows: 
i. Concepts 1,2&3:  500kW. 
ii. Concept 4: 

1. School building:  Not applicable, not required. 
2. 200kW for Fitness and Library. 

iii. Concept 5: 
1. WRDSB school building: Not applicable, not required. 
2. WCDSB school building.  Not applicable, not required. 
3. 200kW for Fitness and Library. 

b. The equipment shall conform to the requirements of CAN-CSA C282-15 Emergency Electrical 
Power Supply for Buildings. 

c. For each generator set, there shall be two 600V, 3-pole, solid neutral automatic transfer switches, 
without bypass isolation. 

i. The first shall serve the life safety systems including the fire alarm, emergency lighting 
and exit signs. 

ii. The second shall serve backup (non-life safety) systems including communications 
equipment, elevator(s), the boiler system, etc. 

d. Provisions will be included for load bank testing the generator from grade.   
e. Auxiliary contacts will be provided for connection to the fire alarm system as well as BAS. 
f. The water pressure available at the site is anticipated to be adequate for fire protection.  A fire 

pump and associated emergency power provisions are not anticipated.  
 

5. Emergency Power Supply – Unit Battery System 
 

a. Emergency lighting will be provided from strategically placed battery packs located throughout the 
school buildings in Concepts 4 and 5.  

 
6. Power Distribution 
 

a. The majority of large mechanical loads are anticipated to require 600V.  Remote 600/347V power 
distribution (panels, boards, motor control centres) are proposed near these loads. 

b. Exterior lighting will be served from 600/347V distribution. 
c. The elevators are assumed to require 600V. 
d. Step down transformers will be provided strategically throughout the building to create isolated 

208/120V systems to be used for lighting, receptacle and general purpose loads. 
e. Copper-wound transformers are proposed to step down the voltage for the building loads to 

120/208V distribution panels.  Transformers will comply with Schedule 6 of the Green Energy Act 
for energy efficiency. 

f. A Surge Suppression Device (SPD) will be mounted within select 120/208V distribution boards 
serving critical systems. 

g. Panels shall be surface or recessed as required.  All panel bus bars shall be tin plated aluminum.  
Each panel shall have a minimum of sixty branch circuit positions. 

h. All surface mounted distribution equipment shall be complete with drip shields, suitable for use in 
sprinklered environment. 

i. A Coordination and Fault Current Study (CFCS), as well as an Arc Flash Analysis are proposed to be 
included within the electrical scope of work. 

j. Modular Uninterruptible Power Supplies (UPS)s shall be provided where important loads such as 
IT equipment require ‘no break’ during a power outage. 
 

7. Wiring Installations and Devices 
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a. All wiring in noncombustible areas, unless otherwise noted, shall be CSA approved soft copper, 

type T90/TWN75 in conduit, unless otherwise required by the Electrical Code for specific areas or 
environmental conditions. 

b. Voltage drop shall not exceed 3% in branch circuit or 2% in any feeder in accordance with the 
Ontario Electrical Safety Code (OESC) and ASHRAE 90.1-13.  The minimum wire size shall be #12 
AWG. 

c. All wiring situated in a return air plenum shall be totally enclosed in a noncombustible raceway or 
shall be FT6-rated (also known as Communications Media Plenum, or CMP). 

d. The Contractor shall provide raceways and junction boxes for low voltage cabling associated with 
access controls.  All electrical installations shall be in accordance with OBC 3.8 Barrier-Free Design. 

e. The Contractor shall provide consoles in all teaching spaces. 
f. Large spaces such as the Gymnasium, Learning Commons and Performance Commons shall be 

equipped with assistive listening devices in accordance with OBC 3.8.3.7. 
g. Wiring, disconnect switches, motor starters, etc., shall be provided for all Owner-supplied and 

mechanical equipment. 
h. Wiring devices shall be heavy duty specification grade.  Cover plates shall also be specification 

grade stainless steel. 
i. All 15A and 20A receptacles (CSA 5-15R and 5-20R) shall be the tamper resistant type. 
j. Electric hand dryers shall be provided in the washrooms. 
k. Electric hair dryers may be provided in the changerooms at fitness and pool areas. 
l. Battery powered clocks are proposed with synchronization to the public address controller in 

school areas. 
 
8. Interior Lighting  
 

a. Lighting of the building interior will be solid state (LED) for efficiency and energy savings, and to 
reduce maintenance costs. 

b. Colour temperature shall be 3,500K. 
c. Target illumination in the teaching spaces is an average of 540lx at desk height. 
d. Target illumination in the corridors is an average of 215lx at floor level. 
e. The administrative areas, Gymnasium, Learning Commons, Performance Commons, teaching 

spaces, library and the Childcare will include dimming controls. 
f. Wired, low voltage lighting controls as manufactured by nLight or approved alternate are 

recommended. 
g. Night lighting will be provided in limited amounts throughout.  
h. The lighting in the corridors and stairs shall conform to OBC 3.2.7.1. and be controlled with 

occupancy sensors. 
i. Lighting power densities will be in accordance with OBC SB-10 Energy Efficiency requirements. 
j. Emergency lighting shall meet or exceed the requirements of OBC 3.2.7.3. through typical lighting 

sourced from the emergency generator and or unit battery packs. 
k. Illuminated, running-man exit signs shall be provided in accordance with OBC 3.4.5. 

 
9. Fire Alarm and Detection System 
 

a. An addressable, single stage, fire alarm and detection system is proposed in accordance with OBC 
3.2.4 and CAN/ULC-S524-14.  The system will extend throughout and shall include the following: 

i. A control panel centrally located in main electrical or main communications room. 
ii. An LCD and LED annunciator, complete with passive zoning graphic at main entrance. 
iii. An LCD annunciator, complete with passive zoning graphic, located at main administrative 

areas. 
iv. Initiating devices (smoke detectors, pull stations, etc.). 
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v. Signaling devices (horns with LED strobes). 
vi. Ancillary devices as required, including magnetic hold open devices, HVAC interlocks, 

kitchen fire suppression system interlocks, elevator interlocks, etc. 
vii. Monitoring equipment that is listed for Fire Protective Service in accordance with OBC 

3.2.4.8. 
viii. All accessories required to furnish a complete operational system. 

b. Approved manufacturers include Chubb Edwards and Simplex. 
c. For Concepts 4 and 5, a fire alarm control panel will be provided in each building and will not be 

networked together. 
 
10. Communications, Information Technology (IT) and Security Systems 
 

a. Provision of exterior requirements shall be as described in the ‘Site Servicing’ section. 
b. Multiple backboards shall be provided at the demarcation in the main communications room.  The 

backboards shall be painted with two coats of fire-retardant paint and shall include a lug bonded 
to electrical service ground. 

c. From the backboards, conduits, cable tray, sleeves, or communications hangers shall be provided 
to all accessible ceiling spaces throughout the facility.  Pull boxes shall be provided as required. 

d. Vertical, fire-rated conduit risers shall link first and second floors in strategic locations. 
e. The maximum distance between any telecommunications outlet and a horizontal cross connect 

shall be no more than 90 meters in accordance with ANSI/TIA/EIA 568 standards.  Remote 
communications closets will be provided when this distance is exceeded. 

f. Backbone cabling between cross connects is recommended to be 50µm multimode, laser 
optimized fibre within innerduct. 

g. To suit the premise cabling, a 21mm or 27mm conduit shall be provided from each outlet box to 
the nearest accessible ceiling space.   

h. Spare conduits shall be provided to accommodate potential future expansion. 
i. All equipment and associated cabling for the following systems are proposed to be supplied and 

installed by others: 
i. Intrusion alarm. 
ii. Surveillance. 
iii. Access controls. 
iv. Assistive listening outside of code-mandated areas.  It is to be determined if these 

systems are desired in the teaching spaces. 
v. Gym sound.   
vi. Audio/visual. 
vii. Safe Welcome.  An entrance control system for each applicable program. 
viii. Computer (data).   
ix. Telephone (voice).   
x. Public address.   

j. The Contractor shall coordinate to supply the proper infrastructure (rough-in work) for the 
installations. 

 
If you have questions or require any additional information on the proposed systems, please do not hesitate to 
contact our office. 
Regards, 

 
Paul Gubbels, P. Eng. 
Electrical 
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COST SUMMARY

Project No. can21291
Rev. 4

GFA $/sf Amount GFA $/sf Amount GFA $/sf Amount GFA $/sf Amount GFA $/sf Amount

PROJECT COSTS

WRDSB - Waterloo Region District School Board
1 WRDSB - Building Cost 50,741 $217 $11,032,000 51,990 $205 $10,672,000 53,206 $212 $11,306,000 52,773 $201 $10,602,000 54,896 $205 $11,280,000
2 WRDSB - Site Cost $1,976,000 $1,931,000 $2,175,000 $1,478,000 $1,635,000

Sub-total WRSDB Construction Costs 50,741 $256 $13,008,000 51,990 $242 $12,603,000 53,206 $253 $13,481,000 52,773 $229 $12,080,000 54,896 $235 $12,915,000

3 WRDSB - Soft Cost Allowance - 15% $1,951,000 $1,890,000 $2,022,000 $1,812,000 $1,937,000

WRDSB - TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET (EXCL HST) 50,741 $295 $14,959,000 51,990 $279 $14,493,000 53,206 $291 $15,503,000 52,773 $263 $13,892,000 54,896 $271 $14,852,000

CC - Childcare Centre
4 CC - Building Cost 8,934 $250 $2,234,000 8,611 $250 $2,149,000 8,503 $247 $2,102,000 8,503 $250 $2,129,000 8,665 $257 $2,230,000
5 CC - Site Cost $232,000 $224,000 $249,000 $176,000 $168,000

Sub-total CC Construction Costs 8,934 $276 $2,466,000 8,611 $276 $2,373,000 8,503 $276 $2,351,000 8,503 $271 $2,305,000 8,665 $277 $2,398,000

6 CC - Soft Cost Allowance - 15% $370,000 $356,000 $353,000 $346,000 $360,000

CC  - TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET (EXCL HST) 8,934 $317 $2,836,000 8,611 $317 $2,729,000 8,503 $318 $2,704,000 8,503 $312 $2,651,000 8,665 $318 $2,758,000

WCDSB - Waterloo Catholic District School Board
7 WCDSB - Building Cost 40,935 $229 $9,362,000 39,267 $229 $8,978,000 42,528 $233 $9,899,000 41,335 $216 $8,944,000 42,001 $224 $9,425,000
8 WCDSB - Site Cost $1,601,000 $1,512,000 $1,749,000 $1,366,000 $1,285,000

Sub-total WCSDB Construction Costs 40,935 $268 $10,963,000 39,267 $267 $10,490,000 42,528 $274 $11,648,000 41,335 $249 $10,310,000 42,001 $255 $10,710,000

9 WCDSB - Soft Cost Allowance - 15% $1,644,000 $1,574,000 $1,747,000 $1,547,000 $1,607,000

WCDSB  - TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET (EXCL HST) 40,935 $308 $12,607,000 39,267 $307 $12,064,000 42,528 $315 $13,395,000 41,335 $287 $11,857,000 42,001 $293 $12,317,000

REC - Recreation Centre
10 REC - Building Cost 103,670 $387 $40,077,000 115,676 $380 $43,925,000 106,375 $382 $40,584,000 105,842 $391 $41,377,000 105,842 $391 $41,377,000
11 REC - Site Cost $3,088,000 $2,949,000 $3,141,000 $3,615,000 $3,377,000

Sub-total REC Construction Costs 103,670 $416 $43,165,000 115,676 $405 $46,874,000 106,375 $411 $43,725,000 105,842 $425 $44,992,000 105,842 $423 $44,754,000

12 REC - Soft Cost Allowance - 30% $12,950,000 $14,062,000 $13,118,000 $13,498,000 $13,426,000

REC  - TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET (EXCL HST) 103,670 $541 $56,115,000 115,676 $527 $60,936,000 106,375 $534 $56,843,000 105,842 $553 $58,490,000 105,842 $550 $58,180,000

IE - Idea Exchange
13 IE - Building Cost 13,600 $302 $4,113,000 13,600 $302 $4,113,000 13,600 $292 $3,965,000 13,600 $330 $4,492,000 13,600 $330 $4,492,000
14 IE - Site Cost $407,000 $390,000 $367,000 $312,000 $302,000

Sub-total Idea Exchange Construction Costs 13,600 $332 $4,520,000 13,600 $331 $4,503,000 13,600 $319 $4,332,000 13,600 $353 $4,804,000 13,600 $353 $4,794,000

15 IE - Soft Cost Allowance - 30% $1,356,000 $1,351,000 $1,300,000 $1,441,000 $1,438,000

IE  - TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET (EXCL HST) 13,600 $432 $5,876,000 13,600 $430 $5,854,000 13,600 $414 $5,632,000 13,600 $459 $6,245,000 13,600 $458 $6,232,000

CONTINGENCIES

16 Design Allowance Included Included Included Included Included

17
Escalation Allowance - we recommend 4% to 5% p.a. to mid-
point of construction schedule Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded

18 Construction Contingency Allowance - Post Contract - by Owner Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded
TOTAL OVERALL PROJECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS 217,880 $340 $74,122,000 229,144 $335 $76,843,000 224,213 $337 $75,537,000 222,053 $335 $74,491,000 225,003 $336 $75,571,000

TOTAL OVERALL PROJECT SOFT COST ALLOWANCE $18,271,000 $19,233,000 $18,540,000 $18,644,000 $18,768,000

TOTAL OVERALL PROJECT BUDGET (EXCL HST) 217,880 $424 $92,393,000 229,144 $419 $96,076,000 224,213 $420 $94,077,000 222,053 $419 $93,135,000 225,003 $419 $94,339,000

X-CHECK $92,393,000.00 $96,076,000.00 $94,077,000.00 $93,135,000.00 $94,339,000.00

Feb 1, 2021
CAMBRIDGE JUC FEASIBILITY STUDY

CONCEPT COST ANALYSIS

CONCEPT 1DESCRIPTIONSl CONCEPT 2 CONCEPT 3 CONCEPT 4 CONCEPT 5

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1

CONSOLIDATED BUILDING CONCEPTS SEPARATED BUILDING CONCEPTS

1 of 7
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C S & P Architects Inc
Cambridge JUC Feasibility Study

COST SUMMARY

Project No. can21291
Rev. 4
Feb 1, 2021

CAMBRIDGE JUC FEASIBILITY STUDY
CONCEPT COST ANALYSIS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1

Notes:
1 The above is an opinion of Probable Cost Only. Our estimate is based on Conceptual Sketches provided. Costs will vary as design evolves and details are developed. We recommend that this estimate is updated at all design stages
2 The above amount assumes that the project is to be procured via Stipulated Lump Sum contract

3

4 As advised by Consultants, the above estimate assumes LEED Gold is applicable only to REC and IE. Schools and CC are not to LEED Specifications and to to typical school specifications
5 For Concepts 4, 5 and 7, our estimate assumes that the Schools and CC buildings are tendered as separate projects, to typical school specifications, 

and will be completed by Tier 2 standard school contractors

The following have been specifically excluded:
1 HST
2 Removal of Contaminated Material, if any
3 Construction Price Escalation Beyond 4Q 2020
4 Construction Contingency
5 Premiums for Single Sourced Materials
6 Schedule Acceleration Premium
7 LEED Premiums beyond LEED Gold (for REC and IE Only)
8 AESS Grade Steel

We would note the current situation with COVID-19 may affect the supply of labour and material on this project. We are unable to provide an opinion of the 
likely impact at this time, therefore have not included for any additional costs or schedule delays. However, we will continually monitor the situation and 
once we become aware of any supply issues that may affect the project, we will inform you.

2 of 7
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0 0 0 0 0.00 Concept 0 0 0 C S & P Architects Inc

ELEMENTAL ESTIMATE
Cambridge JUC Feasibility Study

ELEMENTAL COST SUMMARY
CONCEPT COST ANALYSIS

Cat:
Project: Concept 1 Estimate File: MS-DD-R4
Location: Cambridge, ON Date: Feb 1, 2021
Owner/Client: Cambridge JUC Project Number: can21291
Architect: C S & P Architects Inc Gross Floor Area: 20,242 m2

Ratio    Elemental Elemental Elemental
Element to GFA     Quantity Unit Rate Amount Cost/m2 Amount
A  SHELL
   A1  SUBSTRUCTURE $122.32

A11 Foundation 0.70 14,093 m2 $166.96 $2,353,000 $116.24
A12 Basement Excavation 0.17 3,360 m3 $36.61 $123,000 $6.08 $2,476,000 3%

   A2  STRUCTURE $386.52
A21 Lowest Floor Construction 0.70 14,093 m2 $76.56 $1,079,000 $53.31
A22 Upper Floor Construction 0.30 6,149 m2 $443.65 $2,728,000 $134.77
A23 Roof Construction 0.70 14,093 m2 $285.04 $4,017,000 $198.45 $7,824,000 11%

   A3  EXTERIOR ENCLOSURE $482.91
A31 Walls Below Grade 0.02 400 m2 $700.00 $280,000 $13.83
A32 Walls Above Grade 0.31 6,348 m2 $503.94 $3,199,000 $158.04
A33 Windows & Entrances 0.07 1,416 m2 $1,152.54 $1,632,000 $80.62
A34 Roof Covering 0.70 14,093 m2 $256.37 $3,613,000 $178.49
A35 Projections 1.00 20,242 m2 $51.92 $1,051,000 $51.92 $9,775,000 13%

B  INTERIORS
   B1  PARTITIONS & DOORS $290.19

B11 Partitions 1.03 20,759 m2 $236.87 $4,917,000 $242.91
B12 Doors 0.02 329 No $2,908.81 $957,000 $47.28 $5,874,000 8%

   B2  FINISHES $231.55
B21 Floor Finishes 0.91 18,342 m2 $128.45 $2,356,000 $116.39
B22 Ceiling Finishes 0.91 18,343 m2 $85.70 $1,572,000 $77.66
B23 Wall Finishes 1.64 33,146 m2 $22.90 $759,000 $37.50 $4,687,000 6%

   B3  FITTINGS & EQUIPMENT $303.53
B31 Fittings & Fixtures 1.00 20,242 m2 $118.42 $2,397,000 $118.42
B32 Equipment 1.00 20,242 m2 $171.52 $3,472,000 $171.52
B33 Conveying Systems 0.00 7 Stp $39,285.71 $275,000 $13.59 $6,144,000 8%

C  SERVICES
   C1  MECHANICAL $590.26

C11 Plumbing & Drainage 1.00 20,242 m2 $122.57 $2,481,000 $122.57
C12 Fire Protection 1.00 20,242 m2 $41.45 $839,000 $41.45
C13 H.V.A.C. 1.00 20,242 m2 $389.98 $7,894,000 $389.98
C14 Controls 1.00 20,242 m2 $36.26 $734,000 $36.26 $11,948,000 16%

   C2  ELECTRICAL $296.31
C21 Service & Distribution 1.00 20,242 m2 $92.93 $1,881,000 $92.93
C22 Lighting, Devices & Heating 1.00 20,242 m2 $110.27 $2,232,000 $110.27
C23 Systems & Ancillaries 1.00 20,242 m2 $93.12 $1,885,000 $93.12 $5,998,000 8%

NET BUILDING COST (Excluding Site) $2,703.59 $54,726,000 74%
D  SITE & ANCILLARY WORK
   D1  SITE WORK $295.43

D11 Site Development 5.11 103,442 m2 $46.69 $4,830,000 $238.61
D12 Mechanical Site Services 5.11 103,442 m2 $7.25 $750,000 $37.05
D13 Electrical Site Services 5.11 103,442 m2 $3.87 $400,000 $19.76 $5,980,000 8%

   D2  ANCILLARY WORK $0.00
D21 Demolition 0.00 0 m2 $0.00 $0 $0.00
D22 Alterations 0.00 0 m2 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 0%

NET BUILDING COST (Including Site) $2,999.01 $60,706,000
Z  GENERAL REQUIREMENTS & ALLOWANCES
   Z1 GEN. REQ. & FEE 11.0% $329.91

Z11 General Requirements 9.0% $5,464,000 $269.93
Z12 Fee 2.0% $1,214,000 $59.97 $6,678,000 9%

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE (Excluding Allowances) $67,384,000 91%
   Z2  ALLOWANCES 10.0% $332.87

Z21 Estimating Allowance 10.0% $6,738,000 $332.87
Z22 Escalation Allowance 0.0% Refer to Executive Summary $0 $0.00
Z23 Construction Allowance 0.0% Refer to Executive Summary $0 $0.00 $6,738,000 9%

HST 0.0% EXCLUDED $0 $0.00 $0 0%
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE (Including Allowances) $74,122,000 100%

Cost/unit
GFA 20,242 m2 $3,662 m2
GFA 217,885 sf $340 sf

3 of 7
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0 0 0 0 0.00 Concept 0 0 0 C S & P Architects Inc
Cambridge JUC Feasibility Study

ELEMENTAL COST SUMMARY
CONCEPT COST ANALYSIS

Cat: 0
Project: Concept 2 Estimate File: MS-DD-R4
Location: Cambridge, ON Date: Feb 1, 2021
Owner/Client: Cambridge JUC Project Number: can21291
Architect: C S & P Architects Inc Gross Floor Area: 21,289 m2

Ratio    Elemental Elemental Elemental
Element to GFA     Quantity Unit Rate Amount Cost/m2 Amount
A  SHELL
   A1  SUBSTRUCTURE $112.22

A11 Foundation 0.67 14,354 m2 $157.87 $2,266,000 $106.44
A12 Basement Excavation 0.16 3,360 m3 $36.61 $123,000 $5.78 $2,389,000 3%

   A2  STRUCTURE $395.93
A21 Lowest Floor Construction 0.67 14,354 m2 $76.63 $1,100,000 $51.67
A22 Upper Floor Construction 0.33 6,935 m2 $461.14 $3,198,000 $150.22
A23 Roof Construction 0.67 14,354 m2 $287.79 $4,131,000 $194.04 $8,429,000 11%

   A3  EXTERIOR ENCLOSURE $464.61
A31 Walls Below Grade 0.02 400 m2 $700.00 $280,000 $13.15
A32 Walls Above Grade 0.29 6,111 m2 $517.59 $3,163,000 $148.57
A33 Windows & Entrances 0.06 1,326 m2 $1,216.44 $1,613,000 $75.77
A34 Roof Covering 0.67 14,354 m2 $257.91 $3,702,000 $173.89
A35 Projections 1.00 21,289 m2 $53.22 $1,133,000 $53.22 $9,891,000 13%

B  INTERIORS
   B1  PARTITIONS & DOORS $291.42

B11 Partitions 1.02 21,792 m2 $239.58 $5,221,000 $245.24
B12 Doors 0.02 339 No $2,899.71 $983,000 $46.17 $6,204,000 8%

   B2  FINISHES $230.78
B21 Floor Finishes 0.91 19,308 m2 $126.95 $2,451,000 $115.13
B22 Ceiling Finishes 0.91 19,308 m2 $84.99 $1,641,000 $77.08
B23 Wall Finishes 1.64 34,821 m2 $23.58 $821,000 $38.56 $4,913,000 6%

   B3  FITTINGS & EQUIPMENT $294.57
B31 Fittings & Fixtures 1.00 21,289 m2 $118.56 $2,524,000 $118.56
B32 Equipment 1.00 21,289 m2 $163.09 $3,472,000 $163.09
B33 Conveying Systems 0.00 7 Stp $39,285.71 $275,000 $12.92 $6,271,000 8%

C  SERVICES
   C1  MECHANICAL $598.15

C11 Plumbing & Drainage 1.00 21,289 m2 $123.82 $2,636,000 $123.82
C12 Fire Protection 1.00 21,289 m2 $41.76 $889,000 $41.76
C13 H.V.A.C. 1.00 21,289 m2 $396.03 $8,431,000 $396.03
C14 Controls 1.00 21,289 m2 $36.54 $778,000 $36.54 $12,734,000 17%

   C2  ELECTRICAL $298.93
C21 Service & Distribution 1.00 21,289 m2 $94.74 $2,017,000 $94.74
C22 Lighting, Devices & Heating 1.00 21,289 m2 $110.48 $2,352,000 $110.48
C23 Systems & Ancillaries 1.00 21,289 m2 $93.71 $1,995,000 $93.71 $6,364,000 8%

NET BUILDING COST (Excluding Site) $2,686.60 $57,195,000 74%
D  SITE & ANCILLARY WORK
   D1  SITE WORK $269.58

D11 Site Development 4.86 103,442 m2 $44.36 $4,589,000 $215.56
D12 Mechanical Site Services 4.86 103,442 m2 $7.25 $750,000 $35.23
D13 Electrical Site Services 4.86 103,442 m2 $3.87 $400,000 $18.79 $5,739,000 7%

   D2  ANCILLARY WORK $0.00
D21 Demolition 0.00 0 m2 $0.00 $0 $0.00
D22 Alterations 0.00 0 m2 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 0%

NET BUILDING COST (Including Site) $2,956.17 $62,934,000
Z  GENERAL REQUIREMENTS & ALLOWANCES
   Z1 GEN. REQ. & FEE 11.0% $325.19

Z11 General Requirements 9.0% $5,664,000 $266.05
Z12 Fee 2.0% $1,259,000 $59.14 $6,923,000 9%

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE (Excluding Allowances) $69,857,000 91%
   Z2  ALLOWANCES 10.0% $328.15

Z21 Estimating Allowance 10.0% $6,986,000 $328.15
Z22 Escalation Allowance 0.0% Refer to Executive Summary $0 $0.00
Z23 Construction Allowance 0.0% Refer to Executive Summary $0 $0.00 $6,986,000 9%

HST 0.0% EXCLUDED $0 $0.00 $0 0%
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE (Including Allowances) $76,843,000 100%

Cost/unit
GFA 21,289 m2 $3,610 m2
GFA 229,155 sf $335 sf
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Cambridge JUC Feasibility Study

ELEMENTAL COST SUMMARY
CONCEPT COST ANALYSIS

Cat: 0
Project: Concept 3 Estimate File: MS-DD-R4
Location: Cambridge, ON Date: Feb 1, 2021
Owner/Client: Cambridge JUC Project Number: can21291
Architect: C S & P Architects Inc Gross Floor Area: 20,831 m2

Ratio    Elemental Elemental Elemental
Element to GFA     Quantity Unit Rate Amount Cost/m2 Amount
A  SHELL
   A1  SUBSTRUCTURE $118.53

A11 Foundation 0.59 12,347 m2 $190.01 $2,346,000 $112.62
A12 Basement Excavation 0.16 3,360 m3 $36.61 $123,000 $5.90 $2,469,000 3%

   A2  STRUCTURE $393.64
A21 Lowest Floor Construction 0.59 12,347 m2 $75.73 $935,000 $44.89
A22 Upper Floor Construction 0.41 8,484 m2 $468.41 $3,974,000 $190.77
A23 Roof Construction 0.59 12,347 m2 $266.54 $3,291,000 $157.99 $8,200,000 11%

   A3  EXTERIOR ENCLOSURE $453.84
A31 Walls Below Grade 0.02 400 m2 $700.00 $280,000 $13.44
A32 Walls Above Grade 0.32 6,656 m2 $504.81 $3,360,000 $161.30
A33 Windows & Entrances 0.07 1,473 m2 $1,148.00 $1,691,000 $81.18
A34 Roof Covering 0.59 12,347 m2 $246.62 $3,045,000 $146.18
A35 Projections 1.00 20,831 m2 $51.75 $1,078,000 $51.75 $9,454,000 13%

B  INTERIORS
   B1  PARTITIONS & DOORS $288.94

B11 Partitions 1.03 21,359 m2 $236.25 $5,046,000 $242.24
B12 Doors 0.02 338 No $2,878.70 $973,000 $46.71 $6,019,000 8%

   B2  FINISHES $229.99
B21 Floor Finishes 0.91 18,874 m2 $127.42 $2,405,000 $115.45
B22 Ceiling Finishes 0.91 18,873 m2 $85.10 $1,606,000 $77.10
B23 Wall Finishes 1.64 34,088 m2 $22.88 $780,000 $37.44 $4,791,000 6%

   B3  FITTINGS & EQUIPMENT $297.83
B31 Fittings & Fixtures 1.00 20,831 m2 $117.95 $2,457,000 $117.95
B32 Equipment 1.00 20,831 m2 $166.67 $3,472,000 $166.67
B33 Conveying Systems 0.00 7 Stp $39,285.71 $275,000 $13.20 $6,204,000 8%

C  SERVICES
   C1  MECHANICAL $589.22

C11 Plumbing & Drainage 1.00 20,831 m2 $122.13 $2,544,000 $122.13
C12 Fire Protection 1.00 20,831 m2 $41.43 $863,000 $41.43
C13 H.V.A.C. 1.00 20,831 m2 $389.47 $8,113,000 $389.47
C14 Controls 1.00 20,831 m2 $36.20 $754,000 $36.20 $12,274,000 16%

   C2  ELECTRICAL $295.91
C21 Service & Distribution 1.00 20,831 m2 $92.75 $1,932,000 $92.75
C22 Lighting, Devices & Heating 1.00 20,831 m2 $110.12 $2,294,000 $110.12
C23 Systems & Ancillaries 1.00 20,831 m2 $93.03 $1,938,000 $93.03 $6,164,000 8%

NET BUILDING COST (Excluding Site) $2,667.90 $55,575,000 74%
D  SITE & ANCILLARY WORK
   D1  SITE WORK $301.95

D11 Site Development 4.97 103,442 m2 $49.69 $5,140,000 $246.75
D12 Mechanical Site Services 4.97 103,442 m2 $7.25 $750,000 $36.00
D13 Electrical Site Services 4.97 103,442 m2 $3.87 $400,000 $19.20 $6,290,000 8%

   D2  ANCILLARY WORK $0.00
D21 Demolition 0.00 0 m2 $0.00 $0 $0.00
D22 Alterations 0.00 0 m2 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 0%

NET BUILDING COST (Including Site) $2,969.85 $61,865,000
Z  GENERAL REQUIREMENTS & ALLOWANCES
   Z1 GEN. REQ. & FEE 11.0% $326.68

Z11 General Requirements 9.0% $5,568,000 $267.29
Z12 Fee 2.0% $1,237,000 $59.38 $6,805,000 9%

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE (Excluding Allowances) $68,670,000 91%
   Z2  ALLOWANCES 10.0% $329.65

Z21 Estimating Allowance 10.0% $6,867,000 $329.65
Z22 Escalation Allowance 0.0% Refer to Executive Summary $0 $0.00
Z23 Construction Allowance 0.0% Refer to Executive Summary $0 $0.00 $6,867,000 9%

HST 0.0% EXCLUDED $0 $0.00 $0 0%
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE (Including Allowances) $75,537,000 100%

Cost/unit
GFA 20,831 m2 $3,626 m2
GFA 224,225 sf $337 sf
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0 0 0 0 0.00 Concept 0 0 0 C S & P Architects Inc
Cambridge JUC Feasibility Study

ELEMENTAL COST SUMMARY
CONCEPT COST ANALYSIS

Cat: 0
Project: Concept 4 Estimate File: MS-DD-R4
Location: Cambridge, ON Date: Feb 1, 2021
Owner/Client: Cambridge JUC Project Number: can21291
Architect: C S & P Architects Inc Gross Floor Area: 20,629 m2

Ratio    Elemental Elemental Elemental
Element to GFA     Quantity Unit Rate Amount Cost/m2 Amount
A  SHELL
   A1  SUBSTRUCTURE $121.29

A11 Foundation 0.68 14,018 m2 $171.85 $2,409,000 $116.78
A12 Basement Excavation 0.11 2,171 m3 $42.83 $93,000 $4.51 $2,502,000 3%

   A2  STRUCTURE $386.88
A21 Lowest Floor Construction 0.68 14,018 m2 $76.69 $1,075,000 $52.11
A22 Upper Floor Construction 0.32 6,611 m2 $425.35 $2,812,000 $136.31
A23 Roof Construction 0.68 14,018 m2 $292.05 $4,094,000 $198.46 $7,981,000 11%

   A3  EXTERIOR ENCLOSURE $490.43
A31 Walls Below Grade 0.02 400 m2 $700.00 $280,000 $13.57
A32 Walls Above Grade 0.31 6,442 m2 $515.83 $3,323,000 $161.08
A33 Windows & Entrances 0.07 1,458 m2 $1,224.97 $1,786,000 $86.58
A34 Roof Covering 0.68 14,018 m2 $260.88 $3,657,000 $177.27
A35 Projections 1.00 20,629 m2 $51.92 $1,071,000 $51.92 $10,117,000 14%

B  INTERIORS
   B1  PARTITIONS & DOORS $290.46

B11 Partitions 1.03 21,152 m2 $236.67 $5,006,000 $242.67
B12 Doors 0.02 342 No $2,883.04 $986,000 $47.80 $5,992,000 8%

   B2  FINISHES $230.65
B21 Floor Finishes 0.91 18,693 m2 $127.80 $2,389,000 $115.81
B22 Ceiling Finishes 0.91 18,693 m2 $85.33 $1,595,000 $77.32
B23 Wall Finishes 1.64 33,765 m2 $22.92 $774,000 $37.52 $4,758,000 6%

   B3  FITTINGS & EQUIPMENT $299.77
B31 Fittings & Fixtures 1.00 20,629 m2 $118.13 $2,437,000 $118.13
B32 Equipment 1.00 20,629 m2 $168.31 $3,472,000 $168.31
B33 Conveying Systems 0.00 7 Stp $39,285.71 $275,000 $13.33 $6,184,000 8%

C  SERVICES
   C1  MECHANICAL $589.90

C11 Plumbing & Drainage 1.00 20,629 m2 $122.30 $2,523,000 $122.30
C12 Fire Protection 1.00 20,629 m2 $41.45 $855,000 $41.45
C13 H.V.A.C. 1.00 20,629 m2 $389.94 $8,044,000 $389.94
C14 Controls 1.00 20,629 m2 $36.21 $747,000 $36.21 $12,169,000 16%

   C2  ELECTRICAL $296.14
C21 Service & Distribution 1.00 20,629 m2 $92.93 $1,917,000 $92.93
C22 Lighting, Devices & Heating 1.00 20,629 m2 $110.14 $2,272,000 $110.14
C23 Systems & Ancillaries 1.00 20,629 m2 $93.07 $1,920,000 $93.07 $6,109,000 8%

NET BUILDING COST (Excluding Site) $2,705.51 $55,812,000 75%
D  SITE & ANCILLARY WORK
   D1  SITE WORK $279.12

D11 Site Development 5.01 103,442 m2 $44.55 $4,608,000 $223.37
D12 Mechanical Site Services 5.01 103,442 m2 $7.25 $750,000 $36.36
D13 Electrical Site Services 5.01 103,442 m2 $3.87 $400,000 $19.39 $5,758,000 8%

   D2  ANCILLARY WORK $0.00
D21 Demolition 0.00 0 m2 $0.00 $0 $0.00
D22 Alterations 0.00 0 m2 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 0%

NET BUILDING COST (Including Site) $2,984.63 $61,570,000
Z  GENERAL REQUIREMENTS & ALLOWANCES
   Z1 GEN. REQ. & FEE 10.0% $298.08

Z11 General Requirements 8.0% $6,149,000 $298.08
Z12 Fee 2.0% $0 $0.00 $6,149,000 8%

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE (Excluding Allowances) $67,719,000 91%
   Z2  ALLOWANCES 10.0% $328.28

Z21 Estimating Allowance 10.0% $6,772,000 $328.28
Z22 Escalation Allowance 0.0% Refer to Executive Summary $0 $0.00
Z23 Construction Allowance 0.0% Refer to Executive Summary $0 $0.00 $6,772,000 9%

HST 0.0% EXCLUDED $0 $0.00 $0 0%
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE (Including Allowances) $74,491,000 100%

Cost/unit
GFA 20,629 m2 $3,611 m2
GFA 222,051 sf $335 sf

Schools and CC 6%, REC and IE 
9%
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0 0 0 0 0.00 Concept 0 0 0 C S & P Architects Inc
Cambridge JUC Feasibility Study

ELEMENTAL COST SUMMARY
CONCEPT COST ANALYSIS

Cat: 0
Project: Concept 5 Estimate File: MS-DD-R4
Location: Cambridge, ON Date: Feb 1, 2021
Owner/Client: Cambridge JUC Project Number: can21291
Architect: C S & P Architects Inc Gross Floor Area: 20,904 m2

Ratio    Elemental Elemental Elemental
Element to GFA     Quantity Unit Rate Amount Cost/m2 Amount
A  SHELL
   A1  SUBSTRUCTURE $128.01

A11 Foundation 0.69 14,400 m2 $179.38 $2,583,000 $123.56
A12 Basement Excavation 0.10 2,171 m3 $42.83 $93,000 $4.45 $2,676,000 4%

   A2  STRUCTURE $389.64
A21 Lowest Floor Construction 0.69 14,400 m2 $76.67 $1,104,000 $52.81
A22 Upper Floor Construction 0.31 6,504 m2 $428.04 $2,784,000 $133.18
A23 Roof Construction 0.69 14,400 m2 $295.63 $4,257,000 $203.65 $8,145,000 11%

   A3  EXTERIOR ENCLOSURE $504.11
A31 Walls Below Grade 0.02 400 m2 $700.00 $280,000 $13.39
A32 Walls Above Grade 0.33 6,995 m2 $509.51 $3,564,000 $170.49
A33 Windows & Entrances 0.08 1,596 m2 $1,186.72 $1,894,000 $90.60
A34 Roof Covering 0.69 14,400 m2 $258.54 $3,723,000 $178.10
A35 Projections 1.00 20,904 m2 $51.52 $1,077,000 $51.52 $10,538,000 14%

B  INTERIORS
   B1  PARTITIONS & DOORS $289.13

B11 Partitions 1.03 21,437 m2 $235.66 $5,052,000 $241.68
B12 Doors 0.02 346 No $2,867.05 $992,000 $47.46 $6,044,000 8%

   B2  FINISHES $229.53
B21 Floor Finishes 0.91 18,937 m2 $127.26 $2,410,000 $115.29
B22 Ceiling Finishes 0.91 18,937 m2 $84.97 $1,609,000 $76.97
B23 Wall Finishes 1.64 34,205 m2 $22.77 $779,000 $37.27 $4,798,000 6%

   B3  FITTINGS & EQUIPMENT $297.02
B31 Fittings & Fixtures 1.00 20,904 m2 $117.78 $2,462,000 $117.78
B32 Equipment 1.00 20,904 m2 $166.09 $3,472,000 $166.09
B33 Conveying Systems 0.00 7 Stp $39,285.71 $275,000 $13.16 $6,209,000 8%

C  SERVICES
   C1  MECHANICAL $587.88

C11 Plumbing & Drainage 1.00 20,904 m2 $121.94 $2,549,000 $121.94
C12 Fire Protection 1.00 20,904 m2 $41.38 $865,000 $41.38
C13 H.V.A.C. 1.00 20,904 m2 $388.39 $8,119,000 $388.39
C14 Controls 1.00 20,904 m2 $36.17 $756,000 $36.17 $12,289,000 16%

   C2  ELECTRICAL $295.40
C21 Service & Distribution 1.00 20,904 m2 $92.52 $1,934,000 $92.52
C22 Lighting, Devices & Heating 1.00 20,904 m2 $110.03 $2,300,000 $110.03
C23 Systems & Ancillaries 1.00 20,904 m2 $92.85 $1,941,000 $92.85 $6,175,000 8%

NET BUILDING COST (Excluding Site) $2,720.72 $56,874,000 75%
D  SITE & ANCILLARY WORK
   D1  SITE WORK $268.42

D11 Site Development 4.95 103,442 m2 $43.13 $4,461,000 $213.40
D12 Mechanical Site Services 4.95 103,442 m2 $7.25 $750,000 $35.88
D13 Electrical Site Services 4.95 103,442 m2 $3.87 $400,000 $19.14 $5,611,000 7%

   D2  ANCILLARY WORK $0.00
D21 Demolition 0.00 0 m2 $0.00 $0 $0.00
D22 Alterations 0.00 0 m2 $0.00 $0 $0.00 $0 0%

NET BUILDING COST (Including Site) $2,989.14 $62,485,000
Z  GENERAL REQUIREMENTS & ALLOWANCES
   Z1 GEN. REQ. & FEE 9.9% $297.36

Z11 General Requirements 7.9% Schools and CC 6%, REC and IE 9% $6,216,000 $297.36
Z12 Fee 2.0% $0 $0.00 $6,216,000 8%

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE (Excluding Allowances) $68,701,000 91%
   Z2  ALLOWANCES 10.0% $328.65

Z21 Estimating Allowance 10.0% $6,870,000 $328.65
Z22 Escalation Allowance 0.0% Refer to Executive Summary $0 $0.00
Z23 Construction Allowance 0.0% Refer to Executive Summary $0 $0.00 $6,870,000 9%

HST 0.0% EXCLUDED $0 $0.00 $0 0%
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE (Including Allowances) $75,571,000 100%

Cost/unit
GFA 20,904 m2 $3,615 m2
GFA 225,011 sf $336 sf
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A6. STEERING COMMITTEE

City of Cambridge

Lesley Head, Director of Recreation, Arts and Culture 

Rachel Fraser, Manager of Recreation and Culture 

Mary Kennedy, Steering Committee Coordinator, Project Management Office Analyst

Archana Chaudhary, Project Manager

Helen Kelly, Chief Executive Officer, Idea Exchange 

Jamie Kamula, Director, Public Services, Idea Exchange

Waterloo Region District School Board

Lauren Agar, Manager of Planning

Todd McDougall, Project Coordinator

Waterloo Catholic District School Board

Jennifer Passy, Manager of Planning

Adrian Frigula, Construction and Renovations Supervisor

A7. CONSULTING TEAM

CS&P Architects Inc., Architectural, Urban Planning, Educational Facility Planning

IBI Group, Civil

Lea Consulting, Structural

MNE Engineering, Mechanical and Electrical

BA Group, Transportation

Swallow and Associates, Acoustical

Turner Townsend, Cost 
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A8. OTHER RESOURCES

Region of Waterloo, Andrew Doman, P.Eng., Senior Engineer, Transportation Expansion, 
Design & Construction Division

City of Cambridge – Engineering and Transportation Services Community Development, 
Jason Leach, Senior Transportation Engineer

Region of Waterloo - Grand River Transit, Howard (Shen-Hao) Chang, Principal Planner, 
Transit Development

Grand River Conservation Authority - John Brum, Resource Planner.

report to City Council: Recreation Complex Opportunities, March 5, 2019, (Attachment B)

https://gosouthpoint.ca/

https://www.lakeviewhomesinc.com/community/the-morrison-preserve/

https://www.laurelviewhomes.com/communities/moffat-creek/

https://www.urbncambridge.ca/
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A9. RELATED STUDIES & DOCUMENTS

City Report: Recreation Complex Opportunities, Mar 5, 2019  

City Report: Recreation Complex – Recommendations, Jun 4, 2019 

City Report: Recreation Complex and Library Capital Project, Feb 18, 2020 

City Report: Cambridge Recreation Operating Plan, 2019

Library Letter: South East Galt Joint Development, Mar 31, 2006  

Library: South East Public Library Vision Statement  

Bosdale Subdivision Draft Plan of Subdivision 2019

Geotechnical Investigation for proposed Subdivision Southeast Galt Area Cambridge, 
Ontario by Naylor Engineering Associates Ltd, May 2005 

Bosdale Subdivision Above Ground Servicing Plans, Feb 06 2020 (including 
Superimposed preliminary Active Transportation Plan information from Jason Leach, city 
of Cambridge) 

Cambridge JUC Proposed Contours plan, IBI Group, November 16 2020

Figure b-1: Location of Southeast Galt Lands (Projected Development Plans and 
Population), City of Cambridge, GIS, February 27 2019.

Bike Your City Cycling Master Plan Final Report, March 2020

City of Cambridge Zoning By-Law No 150-85 (Consolidation January 2012 and 
Interactive Online Mapping)

GRCA Grand River Watershed Maps 

- https://www.grandriver.ca/en/our-watershed/resources/Documents/Map_Watershed_
Printable.pdf, 

- Map generated from Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry’s Ontario 
Flow Assessment Tools (https://www.ontario.ca/page/watershed-flow-assessment-tool)

- https://www.cambridge.ca/en/your-city/resources/Moffat-Creek-Watershed-Plan.pdf
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