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Recommendations: 

THAT Council approve, in principle, the concept plan for the multiplex (attached as 
Appendix “A”);  

AND THAT, based on the approved concept plan and the current (2016-2025) Capital 
Budget forecast, staff be directed to select a consultant to undertake detailed design 
beginning in 2016 which will include an option to expand the construction to 
accommodate four ice pads;  

AND THAT the final design be prepared in such a way that the facility can be 
constructed in phases, if necessary, to meet budgetary requirements; 

AND THAT Council approve the plan to decommission Duncan McIntosh Arena and 
Karl Homuth Arena as ice facilities at such time as the ice facilities at the Multiplex 
facility are operational;  

AND THAT staff be directed to review the operational options for the decommissioned 
facilities and to present these options for Council consideration as part of the 2017 
Capital Budget process;  

AND THAT Council recognize the estimated operating costs for the proposed multiplex 
facility as presented in the JF Group report as a base line for a municipally operated 
facility;  

AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to develop a Request for Proposal (RFP) for the 
operation of the multiplex facility and to report back with a recommendation based on a 
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comparative evaluation of the various operating models identified in the JF Group report 
(municipal, private sector, College-City hybrid, and not-for-profit sector).  

Background 

In April 2015, City Council authorized staff to proceed with the development of a multi-
purpose sport and recreation facility (multiplex) on Conestoga College’s Cambridge 
Campus and to develop a formal agreement with Conestoga College related to the long-
term operation of the facility. 

A Multi-purpose Sport and Recreation Complex Task Force was established by Council 
at that time and has been meeting on a monthly basis since the spring of 2015.  A key 
activity for the Task Force has been the oversight of a public participation process.  
Since the establishment of the task force there have been presentations by delegations 
at Task Force meetings, a public open house, a User Voice on-line survey, an 
interactive on-line facility elements survey (Citizen Budget), and a public meeting. 

These initiatives complemented the previous input obtained during the master planning 
process (2013) which included a random community survey, a needs analysis study, a 
citizen’s task force and a public meeting. 

Based on the community input and the needs analysis, a concept plan was developed 
by MJMA Architects and presented to the community (November 12) and the Multiplex 
Task Force (November 24).  The plans presented at this time represented the 
enthusiastic visions for a facility as expressed through the community engagement 
process.  Following this presentation, the plans were shared with Council which directed 
staff to: 

“to prepare, in the first quarter of 2016, a comprehensive business plan for a 
multiplex facility including consideration of the following: 
- Capital budget and sources of financing 
- Operating costs  
- Facility operating models 
- Sponsorship opportunities 
- Project management options 
- Construction options (e.g. phasing)” 

This report has been prepared to fulfill the requirements of this recommendation. 

Financial Impact 

Capital Costs 

The recommended concept plan is estimated to be completed at a total cost (including 
design, land, and contingencies) of $57,442,000. 

Table 1: Capital Cost Estimate (143,985 sq. ft.) 

 



Area/Component Cost Estimate 
Aquatics facilities (Leisure pool, warm pool, 25 metre tank) $9,250,000 
Pool Change Rooms $1,785,600 
Pool Storage $162,000 
Pool Office $81,000 
Administration/Control $679,500 
Double pad with NHL sized recreational rinks* $13,200,000 
Double FIBA Court Gymnasium $4,137,500 
Dry Change Rooms $875,000 
Multi-purpose  Rooms $1,350,000 
Fitness/Running Track $1,810,700 
Circulation Space/Lobby/Viewing $5,730,000 
Mechanical and Service $1,000,000 
Total Construction Costs  $40,061,300 
Parking Lot and Site Works $4,000,000 
Soft Costs $6,644,135 
Contingencies $4,236,667 
Land Costs $2,500,000 
Grand Total $57,442,102 

*For one of the ice pads to be a 1000 person spectator facility, $1,278,200 would need 
to be added to the budget. (See Comments/Analysis section for rationale for a 
recreational rink facility).   

The capital budget for this project had been previously established at a total project cost 
of $53,000,000.  Council approval of the concept plan may require that this budget be 
revised by 5 to 10 percent based on final design.  Staff will report back to Council on the 
revised project costs prior to the 2017 capital budget process based on the most up-to-
date information available.   

Based on the construction cost estimates provided in Table 1, the project would be 
financed as follows: 

Development Charges  $34,598,000 
Capital Works Reserve Fund   $1,315,000 
Debenture    $21,529,102 

Development charges can only be used to cover 90% of the costs associated with 
growth.  It is anticipated that the facility will replace 2 existing ice facilities; therefore 
some of the facility costs will need to be covered through debenture.  It should also be 
noted that staff will pursue grant opportunities and community fundraising to reduce the 
amount required through debenture.  

An independent capital campaign consultant has advised that a potential for a 
community capital campaign does exist for the facility.  Preliminary contacts made with 
community leaders suggests that there is interest in the project and that a capital 
campaign feasibility study should be undertaken in order to establish an appropriate 
fundraising goal and to establish a detailed strategy to achieve the goal. 

 



Operating Costs 

As part of the contracted services provided by MJMA, the City received a 
comprehensive report related to project feasibility and business planning.  This report, 
prepared by the JF Group in association with MJMA is attached as Appendix “B” and 
has been used and referenced numerous times within this report.  The annual net 
operating costs associated with the elements listed in Table 1 as provided in the JF 
Group report are shown in Table 2 assuming a traditional municipal operating model.     

Table 2:  Net Facility Operating Cost Estimates  
Area/Component Net Operating 

Cost 
Aquatics facilities (Leisure pool, warm pool, 25 metre tank) $532,000 
Ice Complex (2 Pads) $228,000 
Other Program Areas $393,000 
Administration and management $570,000 
Total Operating Costs (excluding exclusive college space) $1,723,000 
Debt Servicing Costs (on $21,529,102 of principal) $1,793,000 
Facility renewal reserve contribution $1,122,000 
Total $4,638,000 
The tax rate impact of the operating costs noted above based on the 2016 budget is as 
follows: 

Description Tax Rate 
Increase 

Total Operating Costs (excluding exclusive 
college space) 

2.19% 

Debt Servicing Costs (on $21,529,102 of 
principal) 

2.28% 

Total Tax Rate Impact Before Facility renewal 
reserve contribution 

4.56% 

Facility renewal reserve contribution 1.43% 
Total Tax Rate Impact 5.90% 

Using the most conservative operating model (Table 2), the full year operation of the 
multiplex would be equivalent to a 5.90% increase on the base tax rate; however there 
are potential savings to be realized with facility repurposing/decommissioning when the 
multiplex becomes operational to mitigate this impact.  Staff will report back to Council 
on a recommended operating model based on the outcome of the proposed Request for 
Proposal process. 

The operating cost estimates provided in Table 2 represent the most conservative 
financial impact to the City’s annual operating budget. The JF Group report (Appendix 
”B”) provides a number of alternative operating models worthy of further consideration 
as follows: 

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

• Contract Agreement - services contracted to another partner organization, 
whereby the contracting partner may assist in the development of the service 

 



but has no responsibility for managing/operating the service other than 
ensuring the service is delivered to specification.  

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

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

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

The report also identifies the opportunity presented by the partnership with Conestoga 
to explore a mutually beneficial arrangement where students would be provided work 
experience under the direction of experienced municipal employees.  This model is 
referred to in the report as a “Hybrid Management Model”. 

The JF Group report identifies key evaluation considerations for alternative operating 
models.  

It is recommended that the City issue a Request for Proposal for alternative operating 
models using the municipally operated facility as a base line comparator for the other 
options.  Staff will also develop a budget for an operating model of this type so that it 
can be considered among the other submissions. 

Impact of Project on Development Charges 

The multiplex project will require development charge funding of $34,598,000.  The City, 
in 2015, funded $5,535,000 from development charges towards the land acquisition.  
The remaining project funding from development charges is $29,198,000.  At the end of 
2015 the Indoor Recreation Development Charges Reserve Fund had a balance of 
$477,326.  Once the remaining funding for the multiplex is processed against the Indoor 
Recreation Development Charges reserve fund account the account will be in a deficit 
of approximately $28.7 million. 
Once the multiplex project funding has been finalized, staff will need to analyze the 
Indoor Recreation Development Charges reserve fund account to determine if the City 
will be required to issue debenture debt to fund the shortfall in this account.  If the City 
does issue debenture debt to finance this shortfall the intent would be to have the future 
development charges collections for Indoor Recreation to fund the debenture 
repayments. 
The City’s 2014 development charge background study, based on the 10 year historic 
service level for indoor recreation, had a maximum allowable, for the period 2014 to 
2023, to be spent on indoor recreation capital projects of $27,587,000.  The 2015 
capital budget had a capital project for indoor recreation facilities of $4,662,300.  After 
the 2015 capital project is subtracted from the maximum allowable the remaining 
balance to be spent on indoor recreation capital projects is $22.9 million.  The remaining 
capital cost for the multiplex to be funded from development charges is $31.8 million.  
Since this funding exceeds the maximum allowable for the development period of 2014 

 



to 2023 it creates a prebuilt excess capacity for the future development period of 2024 
to 2033 of $8.9 million. 
Once the multiplex project is charged to the indoor recreation development charge 
reserve fund the City will not be able to consider any new indoor recreation projects for 
development charges until 2024. 

Public Input 
Public participation related to the development has been extensive and is ongoing.  
Detailed information regarding the public participation process is available on the City’s 
web page. 

Internal/External Communication 
Staff from the Chief Financial Officer’s office has been instrumental in managing the 
project and providing financial analysis and advice. 

Legal Services Staff and Economic Development staff has participated extensively in 
the negotiations with Conestoga College. 
Communications staff has been a key resource for project communication. 

The Multiplex Task Force has provided input to the concept plans and provided 
oversight to the public engagement process. 

Comments/Analysis 
City of Cambridge Community Services Mandate 

Cambridge is a community where all residents have the opportunity to enjoy a quality of 
life that is unsurpassed in Ontario.  Arts, culture, sports, recreation, natural beauty, 
heritage and accessible public spaces are highly valued, encouraged and supported by 
the community, staff and City Council1. 

The Community Services Department exists to promote: health, arts and culture, 
beauty, safety, community and economic growth to improve the quality of life for 
residents of the City of Cambridge2. 

The new Cambridge Multiplex will be developed and operated to support the 
Community Services Department mission and mandate.  Furthermore, the Complex will 
provide a unique customer service experience for people who live, work, visit or play in 
the City of Cambridge. 

Multiplex Guiding Principles (Monteith Brown Facility Needs Analysis) 

The new Cambridge Multiplex that will become a sports and recreation hub will be made 
up of multiple indoor facilities located on Conestoga College’s Cambridge Campus.  
While traditional community recreation, sport and fitness programs and services will be 
provided, the Complex will fulfill a unique niche within Cambridge’s sport and recreation 
facility inventory. The components contained within the facility will be complementary to 
other City owned facilities; however the Multiplex will provide a widely diversified 

1 City of Cambridge Community Services Department – Vision Statement 
2 City of Cambridge Community Services Department – Mission Statement 
 

                                            



number of sport, recreation and casual leisure opportunities in a warm, welcoming and 
safe environment.  All types of recreation and sport patrons will be encouraged to 
engage in casual, organized and above all fun and rewarding physical activities and 
leisure pursuits.   
 
The new facility will be differentiated from other recreation centres in Cambridge 
because it will offer a wide range of patron relationship structures.  People will be able 
to register for a program, be a patron of the conditioning centre, join a club or sports 
team or simply drop in to shoot some hoops – in other words, promoting the true sense 
of a community serving facility that caters to as many constituent needs as possible.  
Indeed, rather than a facility with a primary focus on one or two key priorities areas, the 
Multiplex will be the embodiment of a holistically developed, designed and operated 
Centre with a view to becoming the a truly full service community centre.  It will offer a 
diversity of facilities, services and programs that are accessible and available to a broad 
range of Cambridge residents. 

Project Context: 

The Multiplex project has rightly generated significant interest within the community 
since being initiated.  Staff has previously articulated its understanding of the objective 
of the project as developing a facility that will address the current deficiencies in our 
inventory, that will meet current and future needs, that will position Cambridge 
competitively in an economic development context, that will facilitate sport tourism 
opportunities, and that is within the financial means of the community. 

The Steering Committee (established in 2015) adopted the following motion related to 
the mandate and scope for the project: 

THAT the Multi-purpose Sports & Recreation Complex Task Force adopt the 
mandate statement and project scope statement as follows:  
Mandate: The Cambridge Multiplex represents a new and exciting opportunity 
for the City of Cambridge and its citizens, supporting a wide range of 
community-level recreational opportunities all under one roof. Through a 
combination of arena, indoor aquatic, and community wellness components, 
the Multiplex will encourage healthy and active lifestyles for all Cambridge 
residents.  

Through a unique partnership with Conestoga College, the Multiplex will be 
located on the College's Cambridge Campus and will be operated by the 
City.  
Project Scope:  

Concept Planning Consultants are requested to develop concept plans and 
related presentation materials based on a facility including the following 
features:  
• Gathering Spaces  
• Activity Studios  
• Indoor Track  
• Twin Pad Arena, with option to show 2 additional pads with associated 

construction costs  
 



• Change Rooms  
• Gymnasium  
• Lap and Leisure Pool  
• Multi-purpose Space  
• Social Spaces  
• Parking and Landscape  
• Complementary Conestoga Programming 

City – College Partnership 

The City and the College are continuing to cooperatively construct a long-term land 
lease agreement based on the principles established under the Memorandum of 
Understanding that was signed in 2015.  City and Conestoga staff is committed to 
presenting a final agreement to their respective governing bodies prior to the end of 
April 2016.    

Multiplex Capital Budget 

Through the 2016 capital budget process, Council approved the forecast for a total 
project cost of $53 Million (including previously approved amounts).  Fifty three million 
dollars represents a significant capital investment capable of achieving the project 
objectives. The allocated capital budget amount has been a key consideration in the 
development of the final concept plans for the facility. 

Facility Program Feasibility 

The proposed concept plan (Appendix “A”) was developed by Maclennan Jaunkalns 
Miller Architects (MJMA) in consultation with the Multiplex Task Force and based on 
input from previous studies and a comprehensive community consultation process. 

The significant components proposed and the rationale for including them within the 
design are as follows: 

1. Double Gymnasium 
 
As reported in the community needs analysis prepared by Monteith Brown Planning 
Consultants, Cambridge has a shortage of gymnasium space.  The only municipal 
gymnasium facility is the single gym located at the W.G. Johnson Centre.  Minor and 
adult sports groups experience difficulty in establishing consistent gymnasium space 
within the school board facilities.  A double gym facility is proposed that will feature 
space for four volleyball courts, two basketball courts and lines for badminton and 
pickleball.  It is anticipated that there will be collapsible bleacher seating available for 
spectator events.   

The Citizen Budget input tool asked respondents if they would prefer to expand the 
gym to a quadruple gymnasium.  Forty-one per cent of the 338 respondents 
favoured this option. (Note:  The Citizen Budget Survey Results are presented in 
Appendix “D”.) 

2.  Four NHL Sized Ice Pads (Design 4 Pads, Construct 2 Pads in Phase 1) 

 



This report is recommending the design of a four pad facility that can be built in 
phases.  The current budget would accommodate a twin pad installation.  Through 
the 2017 capital budget process, Council may consider increasing the budget to 
expand to a four pad facility. 
National and local data suggest that the demand for ice time in the community is not 
expected to increase in the near or long-term.  Notwithstanding this trend, there was 
reasonably strong community support for a four pad facility.  The Citizen Budget 
input tool indicates that 58% of the 338 respondents were in favour of this option.  
Several delegates also spoke at Task Force meetings and public meetings 
expressing this same desire.   

Our consultants indicate that most hockey organizations prefer the NHL size ice 
surfaces to the Olympic sized surfaces.  Due to the fact that Cambridge has two 
Olympic sized surfaces in its inventory to meet speed skating and figure skating 
needs, it is recommended that the multiplex include only NHL size ice surfaces. 

It is recognized that a facility comprising four ice pads enhances the community’s 
ability to accommodate high participation ice events such as hockey and ringette 
tournaments (note: Appendix “C” provides an analysis of ice needs and tournament 
feasibility).  Four pad facilities are generally constructed to encourage maximum 
participation (as opposed to spectator events) and usually provide one rink with 
increased spectator capacity.   

The concept plan recommends constructing three participation rinks with capacity to 
accommodate 150 spectators and one feature rink with seating on at least two sides 
capable of accommodating 750 – 800 spectators.  The rationale for this is that 
tournaments generally are structured such that teams are eliminated from play and 
eventually a single ice pad is required for the championship games.  Often, these 
championship games are attended by greater numbers of spectators. Given that 
Cambridge has venues capable of accommodating 500 to 1,100 spectators in its 
Galt Arena Gardens, Preston Arena and Hespeler Arena, it is recommended that the 
first phase of construction include a twin pad comprised of participation rinks with a 
modest (100 – 200 spectators) capacity. 

A feasibility study completed in 2011 by the IBI Group evaluated three scenarios for 
Cambridge: a 6,000 seat venue, a 2,000 seat venue and a 750 seat venue.  The 
study concluded that there was no business case to support a 6,000 seat facility, 
particularly because Cambridge does not have an established high-use tenant.  
Similarly, the 2,000 seat option was determined to be less than ideal because it is 
too small to attract events and concerts but too large for existing users and their 
attendance draws.  In addition, a 2,000 seat facility would add significantly to the 
cost of construction due to the additional washrooms, concessions and square feet 
required to accommodate the seating.   

3. Aquatic Complex 

The proposed aquatic complex will feature a 25m – 8 lane pool, a warm 
water/therapeutic pool and a leisure pool.  The option of including a leisure pool was 
supported by almost half (47%) of the Citizen Budget respondents.  Facility research 
by the Task Force has revealed that the inclusion of a leisure pool and a warm water 

 



pool within the same footprint as the 8 lane 25m pool requires very little in the way of 
additional expense.  The complex as described will provide a recreational and 
learning area for young swimmers and families, a competitive training and event 
tank that can also be used for advanced instruction, lane swimmers and aquafit 
classes and a warm water therapeutic pool. The aquatic area will provide spectator 
viewing opportunities for regional swim meets and events. 

The proposed approach to aquatics is supported by information provided in the JF 
Group Report: 

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

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

50m Pool Considerations 

The Task Force was asked to consider a 50m pool design by some aquatics 
advocates during the public participation process.  The JF Group report addresses 
the considerations regarding a 50m pool and provides a conclusion consistent with 
the needs analysis performed by Monteith Brown Planning Consultants as follows: 

In 2007, the Aquatic Federation of Canada (AFC) commissioned a needs 
analysis for aquatic facilities in Ontario.  The study concluded that Ontario’s 
inventory of existing pools is sufficient to meet the public’s need for recreational 
swimming, skill development, fitness and leadership training.  On the other hand, 
the study suggested that Ontario’s weakness is in providing opportunities for 
sport training and event hosting as well as therapeutic uses.  The study’s authors 
suggested that providing opportunities for sport training and event hosting 
generally requires deep water pools with lengths over 50 metres.  The study’s 
key recommendation was that a 10 year strategy be developed to build 
knowledge, develop and sustain collaboration and build capacity within the 
aquatic community in Ontario3. 

The AFC study resulted in the creation of the Aquatic Sport Council of Ontario 
that is working under the auspices of the national Federation.  The Aquatic 
Sports Council is both an advocate for strategic advancement by the aquatic 
community in Ontario as well as the provider of resources to assist pool owners 
to make informed development and operating decisions. 

Implications in Cambridge 

In view of the foregoing information, the following implications have been 
considered in determining the nature of the aquatic facility components planned 
for the City new Multiplex. 

3 Ontario Aquatic Facilities analysis and Strategy, Aquatic Federation of Canada, Sutcliffe/PERC, 2007 
 

                                            



• Over the past five years, new 50 M aquatic facility developments have 
dramatically increased the provincial capacity to host competitive swimming 
events.  For example, the new Pan Am pool complex located at University of 
Toronto's Scarborough campus is a world class posting venue comprised of 
two (2) 50 M tanks, a dive tank and a warm water pool all accommodated 
within common natatorium.  It is very likely that most national and provincial 
competitive swimming events as well as other high profile aquatic events will 
be located there.  Furthermore, the Markham pool was also built with 
spectator capacity capable of accommodating many major events.  
Consequently, the balance of the pools throughout the province will likely be 
vying for lower tier competitions such as club meets, school events, etc. 

• In 2013, there were sixteen (16) 50 M pools in Ontario.  At the time, seven (7) 
of these aquatic complexes were owned by municipalities while the remaining 
nine (9) were at universities.  Over the past two years four (4) new 50 M tanks 
have been added to the provincial aquatic facility inventory – two (2) in 
Toronto, one (1) in Markham and one (1) in Windsor.  Additionally, between 
2014 and 2015 the Centennial Complex 50 M aquatic facility was completely 
renovated and updated.  All but the Windsor pool were made possible 
through Federal infrastructure funding for the 2015 Pan Am games. 

• Because most 50 M pools are utilized for training or competitive purposes, 
water temperatures tend to be cooler than is generally comfortable for Aquafit 
participants or children’s instructional programs.  This often creates 
competing requests of the facility operator for water temperature adjustments. 

• The large water surface area of 50 M pools requires that these venues 
provide for disproportionately more supervision (lifeguards) than are required 
for 25 M tanks.  This staffing disparity significantly increases the labour costs 
of 50 M pools.  Additionally, the utility and supply costs to heat and treat the 
larger water volume plus the cleaning and HVAC costs to maintain, condition 
and illuminate the environment in larger natatorium drives up costs well 
beyond recoverable levels through program fees or rental revenues. It is 
therefore not unusual for 50 M pools to produce annual operating deficits of 
$1M or more.  

The City of Cambridge Recreation Facility Needs Assessment Report (March 
2015) considered the above 50 M indoor pool factors.  The Assessment also 
reported on the 50 M pools’ programming limitations, the availability of existing 
long course pools to Cambridge swimmers and local aquatic needs that would be 
not well served by a 50 M tank – i.e. therapeutic needs and programming for an 
aging demographic.  The combination these considerations led the consultants to 
recommend against constructing a 50 M tank in Cambridge. Our analysis of the 
issues aligns with the conclusions presented in the Needs Assessment Report.  
We therefore support the facility program concept currently contemplated for the 
Multiplex natatorium including a 25 M training tank, a leisure pool and a warm 
water pool.         

In addition to a 50m tank, a competition pool would also require expanded spectator 
capacity and a 25m warm-up pool.  In consideration of all of the foregoing, the Task 

 



Force has determined that a 50m pool is not consistent with the goals of the 
multiplex project. 
 
4. Fitness Room 

A fitness facility (treadmills, rowing machines, ellipticals (etc.)) is included on an 
upper level overlooking the gymnasium.  The fitness room will be appropriately 
scaled and equipped to meet the needs of community users and the student 
population at Conestoga College.   

5. Fitness Track 

A three or four lane walking/running/fitness track is proposed to encircle the upper 
level of the gymnasium and fitness centre.  Fitness tracks have been very well 
received in recently constructed facilities and the community consultation process 
has indicated that there is strong support to include one in the multiplex. 

6. Activity Rooms 

The concept plan includes three large activity rooms that will serve as program 
spaces, academic uses and community gathering.   

7. Display Space 

The concept plan has been developed with the idea that space will be made 
available for displays such as the Hall of Fame. 

8. Exclusive College Space 

As stipulated in the MOU with Conestoga College, the college will construct at its 
own expense approximately 10,000 square feet of space to be used exclusively for 
educational purposes. 

The proposed concept plan will form the basis for detailed design.  Ancillary spaces, 
storage, retail and food services spaces will be considered through the detailed design 
phase of the project. 

Summary 

Based on the recommendation of the Task Force, Council is being requested to 
approve the concept plan that has been developed and to direct staff to begin the 
process to undertake detailed design noting that the detailed design will be prepared in 
such a way as to be flexible with respect to construction of the major components. 

The table below summarizes the key recommendations and rationale contained in this 
report: 

 Recommendation Rationale Comments 
1 Design multiplex to include: 

- Four NHL sized ice pads 
(3 participation rinks, 1 - 

Needs analysis 
 
Feasibility study 

Current budget 
allows for a twin 
pad facility to be 

 



 Recommendation Rationale Comments 
1000 spectator rink) 

- double gym 
- running/walking track 
- 25 metre competition 

pool 
- Leisure/learning pool 
- Warm water therapy pool 
- Fitness/conditioning 

room 
- Multi-purpose program 

rooms 
 
 
 
 

 
Community engagement 
 
CSD Mandate 
consistency 
 
Facility usage and 
demand data 
 
Tournament demand 
analysis 
 
Olympic ice inventory in 
Cambridge meets current 
and anticipated needs. 

built.   
 
 
 

2 Prepare design such that the 
facility can be constructed to be 
built in phases to meet budget 
availability (i.e. Add two pads to a 
twin pad facility at a later date). 
 

Approved budget allows 
for a twin pad facility at 
this time. 
 
Participation and use of 
ice facilities data do not 
support additional ice 
pads in the community at 
this time. 
 
Market for ice based 
tournaments does not 
appear to be growing. 

Council may 
determine to 
expand the project 
through the 2017 
capital budget 
process should 
additional funding 
become available. 
 

3 Decommission Homuth and 
McIntosh Arenas as ice facilities 
when the multiplex becomes 
operational. 

Single pad facilities are 
the least efficient. 
 
McIntosh requires 
greatest capital 
investment to prolong ice 
making capabilities. 
 
Homuth is smallest of the 
City facilities and is in 
close proximity to 
Preston. 

 

4 Develop operational options for the 
decommissioned facilities and 
present them to Council. 

Maximize efficiencies 
with facility inventory.  

Interest in 
decommissioned 
facilities 
previously 
expressed by a 
number of sport 
and cultural 
groups.   

 



 Recommendation Rationale Comments 
 
Potential to meet 
operations centre 
requirements 
through a 
decommissioned 
facility. 
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CONCEPTUAL RENDERING 1 - TWIN PAD
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CAPITAL COST ESTIMATE - TWIN PAD
CAMBRIDGE MULTIPLEX  Jan. 18, 2016

TWIN PAD WITH DOUBLE GYM - CAPITAL COST ESTIMATE
Item Area (sf) Rate ($/sf) Notes
Building Costs
Natatorium 18500 500 $9,250,000 3 tanks: 8 lane, leisure, therapy
Pool Change Rooms 4960 360 $1,785,600
Pool Storage 810 200 $162,000
Pool Office 270 300 $81,000
Administration/Control 2265 300 $679,500
Double FIBA Court Gymnasium 16550 250 $4,137,500
Dry Change Rooms 2500 350 $875,000
Rec. Arena #1/Rec. Arena #2 60000 220 $13,200,000
Multi Purpose Rooms 4500 300 $1,350,000
Fitness/Running Track 9530 190 $1,810,700
Public Circulation/Lobby/Viewing 19100 300 $5,730,000
Mechanical and Service 5000 200 $1,000,000
Total sf and Building Cost 143985 sf $40,061,300

Site Costs
Parking 100 $3,200 $320,000 100 new stalls
Site servicing $1,840,000 lump sum
Landscaping $1,840,000 lump sum
Total Site Costs $4,000,000 Estimate only, TBD

Total Construction Costs $44,061,300
Construction Contingency (5%) $2,203,065

Soft Costs
Architectural Fees (7% construction) $3,084,291 based on pre contingency cost
Other fees (survey, geotech, enviro - 2% const.) $881,226 based on pre contingency cost
FFE (4% construction) $1,762,452 based on pre contingency cost
Testing and Inspection $200,000 lump sum
A/V $150,000 lump sum
Security $90,000 lump sum
Communications $90,000 lump sum
Utility Fees $100,000 lump sum
Signage $120,000 lump sum

Total Soft Costs $6,477,969
Soft Cost Contingency (5%) $323,898

Project Subtotal $53,066,232
Project Contingency (3%) $1,591,987

GRAND TOTAL: $54,658,219 Assumes Stipulated Sum Tender

Add / Delete Option Costs
Cost to upgrade to Spectator Arena 5810 220 $1,562,082 includes soft costs
Cost to add an additional FIBA court 7500 250 $2,291,428 includes soft costs

Specific exclusions:  Conestoga College Space, Land Costs, Legal Costs,        
Environmental Remediation, Project Management

MJMA January 2016
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CONCEPTUAL RENDERING 5 - QUAD PAD
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 Cambridge Multiplex - Concept Design and Operating Implications 1 

Background 
 
In April 2015, Cambridge City Council authorized staff to proceed with the development 
of a multi-purpose recreation facility (Multiplex) on Conestoga College’s Cambridge 
campus.  Council also directed staff to develop a formal agreement with Conestoga 
related to the long-term operation of the facility. 
 
Working in conjunction with the Multi-purpose Sport and Recreation Complex Task 
Force, MJM Architects have consulted with the community and performed a needs 
analysis to guide and inform the concept plan for the new facility.  Preliminary concepts 
were presented to the community on November 12th and to the Multiplex Task Force on 
November 24th.  Following the presentations, plans were shared with Council which 
directed staff to prepare a comprehensive business plan for the Multiplex including the 
following: 
 

 capital budget and sources of financing; 

 operating costs; 

 facility operating models; 

 sponsorship opportunities; 

 project management options; and 

 construction options – i.e. phasing. 
 
The following sections provide information to assist in the preparation of a staff report 
to City Council.   
 

Envisioning the Future Multiplex 
 
Cambridge is a community where all residents have the opportunity to enjoy a quality of 
life that is unsurpassed in Ontario.  Arts, culture, sports, recreation, natural beauty, 
heritage and accessible public spaces are highly valued, encouraged and supported by 
the community, staff and City Council1. 
 
The Community Services Department exists to promote: health, arts and culture, 
beauty, safety, community and economic growth to improve the quality of life for 
residents of the City of Cambridge2. 
 
The new Cambridge Multiplex will be developed and operated to support the 
Community Services Department mission and mandate.  Furthermore, the Complex will 
provide a unique customer service experience for people who live, work, visit or play in 
the City of Cambridge. 
 

                                            
1 City of Cambridge Community Services Department – Vision Statement 
2 City of Cambridge Community Services Department – Mission Statement 
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The new Cambridge Multiplex that will become a sports and recreation hub will be 
made up of multiple indoor facilities located on Conestoga College’s Cambridge Campus.  
While traditional community recreation, sport and fitness programs and services will be 
provided, the Complex will fulfill a unique niche within Cambridge’s sport and recreation 
facility inventory. The components contained within the facility will be complementary 
to other City owned facilities; however the Multiplex will provide a widely diversified 
number of sport, recreation and casual leisure opportunities in a warm, welcoming and 
safe environment.  All types of recreation and sport patrons will be encouraged to 
engage in casual, organized and above all fun and rewarding physical activities and 
leisure pursuits.   
 
The new facility will be differentiated from other recreation centres in Cambridge 
because it will offer a wide range of patron relationship structures.  People will be able 
to register for a program, be a patron of the conditioning centre, join a club or sports 
team or simply drop in to shoot some hoops – in other words, promoting the true sense 
of a community serving facility that caters to as many constituent needs as possible.  
Indeed, rather than a facility with a primary focus on one or two key priorities areas, the 
Multiplex will be the embodiment of a holistically developed, designed and operated 
Centre with a view to becoming the a truly full service community centre.  It will offer a 
diversity of facilities, services and programs that are accessible and available to a broad 
range of Cambridge residents. 
 

Trends to Consider While Making Design and Operating Decisions 
 
Throughout Canada, creative partnerships between municipalities and the health care 
sector are resulting in patient care and rehabilitation programs being offered in the 
community (often at municipal recreation complexes) rather than in a clinical setting.  
This collaboration has led to improvements in healthy lifestyle behaviours within 
communities. 
 
Progressive communities are creating partnerships between schools, parks and 
recreation departments, community sport organizations and parent groups to increase 
service levels, expand sport and physical activity participation opportunities and address 
public health issues such as the rising obesity crisis.  This situation could have facility 
implications in Cambridge including the development of a Multiplex that provides 
various simultaneous activities suitable for a variety of users under one roof. 
Community program spaces in multi-purpose recreation centres can offer high quality 
facilities suitable for the entire family.  Multi-use, multi-cultural, multi-generational 
centres that are flexible in design will be the most widely used facilities in a recreation 
department’s inventory of assets. 
 
Multi-purpose centres appeal to all age cohorts and “active older adults” will be loyal 
patrons.  To prepare for future demand arising from an older population, centre designs 
should consider that there will be an increasing number of “special needs” older adults 
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as this cohort ages. Further, design emphasis should be on maximizing flexibility and 
including components that can be utilized for numerous purposes – i.e. multi-purpose 
rooms and gymnasia – and that enable cross-programming. 
 
Multi-purpose Recreation Campuses offer programmatic synergies and often become 
the hubs of the community. Co-locating several facility components in one facility or in a 
campus setting can result in cost advantages through increased efficiencies – e.g. one 
management team overseeing numerous operating units - and order of magnitude 
savings in utilities, operating supplies, etc.   
 

Operating Costs 
 
In advance of the November 24th Multiplex Task Force meeting, The JF Group prepared 
estimated revenue and operating cost projections based on the following assumptions. 
 
Operation Implications 
 

 Operating projections assume a municipal management model. 

 Staff complement will be consistent with the current Cambridge personnel 
deployment model and prevailing salary and wage rates, adjusted to be in 
aligned with the size and magnitude of the proposed Complex. 

 Operating assumptions - such as hours of operation, season length, proportion 
of facility rentals vs. direct program delivery - reflect on City’s current practices. 

 Financial projections are consistent with the Department’s most recent fiscal 
performances. 

 
Financial Implications 

 
 Revenue and operating cost projections were created for major areas of business 

to be located in the Complex. 

 Administration projections were based on management and customer service 
requirements of the proposed Complex. 

 Arena projections based on a twin pad facility. 

 Pool projections based on a 25 M tank and Cambridge’s current aquatic facility 
financial performance. 

 Projections for other program areas (conditioning centre, multi-purpose program 
rooms, etc.) assume a revenue neutral program delivery model – i.e. programs 
would generate revenue levels sufficient to cover the cost of program delivery, 
exclusive of facility operating costs (utilities, cleaning, etc.).   

 
Based on these assumptions projections have been developed in sufficient detail to 
provide the net facility operating cost estimates for each of the facility components 
presented in Table 2 of the draft Staff Report.  This section could be expanded to include 
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another of staff's request – i.e. realistic revenue projections and fee structure for major 
facility components.   
 

Facility Component Expressed in ‘000’s 

Cost Revenue Net $ 
Aquatic Centre (25 m, leisure pool & warm tank) $1,063 $531 $532 
Ice arena complex (twin pad) $1,057 $829 $228 
Other program areas $793 $400 $393 
Administration and management $570 NIL $570 
Total Operating Cost/Revenue 
(excluding exclusive College space) 

$3,483 $1,760 $1,723 

Debt service cost (based on $21,529,102 principal) $1,793  $1,793 
Facility renewal reserve contribution $1,122  $1,122 
Total annual cost of Multiplex  $6,398  $4,638 

 

Aquatic Complex 
 
In 2013, there were sixteen (16) 50 M pools in Ontario.  At the time, seven (7) of these 
aquatic complexes were owned by municipalities while the remaining nine (9) were at 
universities.  Over the past two years four (4) new 50 M tanks have been added to the 
provincial aquatic facility inventory – two (2) in Toronto, one (1) in Markham and one (1) 
in Windsor.  Additionally, between 2014 and 2015 the Centennial Complex 50 M aquatic 
facility was completely renovated and updated.  All but the Windsor pool were made 
possible through Federal infrastructure funding for the 2015 Pan Am games. 
 
Aquatic Facility and Participation Trends 
 
Swimming pools are important community assets that create opportunities for 
individuals to participate in a variety of different forms of aquatic activity.  The Aquatic 
Federation of Canada suggests that there are seven generally accepted categories of 
pool use including: recreational swimming; skill development (learn-to-swim); 
leadership training; sport training; event hosting; fitness training; and 
therapeutic/rehabilitation uses.  In large part, a pool’s design and appointments (such as 
equipment and support amenities) will be key determinants of the type of activities that 
the facility is capable of accommodating. 
 
There are a number of existing and emerging aquatic participation trends that are 
influencing pool facility designs and operating strategies. 
 

 Swimming is one of the most popular recreation activities for all age groups, 
nationwide.  There is an upward national trend in indoor swimming as each 
generation is more likely to swim than the generation before. 
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 Swimming is a low impact activity that contributes to overall health and 
wellness.  As the population ages, people are (and will be) looking for less 
stressful, non-weight bearing activities that contribute to their fitness, flexibility, 
core stability and muscle tone. 

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

 Advances in pool design such as leisure pools with slides, wave action, pool and 
deck toys, etc. have resulted in an increase in the amount of swim visits per 
capita in jurisdictions that offer these attractive aquatic facilities – nationally, 
swim visits per capita range between four and eight occasions per year per 
resident.   

 

 Leisure pools attract significantly more bathers than rectangular pools – either 
25 metre or 50 metre designs.  Leisure pools are capable of simultaneously 
accommodating more than twice the bathers than can be handled by rectangular 
pools.   
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 The most successful indoor aquatic centres normally include a variety of features 
that are designed to accommodate all ages and abilities with increasing 
emphasis on the needs for an aging population. 

 
In 2007, the Aquatic Federation of Canada (AFC) commissioned a needs analysis for 
aquatic facilities in Ontario.  The study concluded that Ontario’s inventory of existing 
pools is sufficient to meet the public’s need for recreational swimming, skill 
development, fitness and leadership training.  On the other hand, the study suggested 
that Ontario’s weakness is in providing opportunities for sport training and event 
hosting as well as therapeutic uses.  The study’s authors suggested that providing 
opportunities for sport training and event hosting generally requires deep water pools 
with lengths over 50 metres.  The study’s key recommendation was that a 10 year 
strategy be developed to build knowledge, develop and sustain collaboration and build 
capacity within the aquatic community in Ontario3. 
 
The AFC study resulted in the creation of the Aquatic Sport Council of Ontario that is 
working under the auspices of the national Federation.  The Aquatic Sports Council is 
both an advocate for strategic advancement by the aquatic community in Ontario as 
well as the provider of resources to assist pool owners to make informed development 
and operating decisions. 
 
Implications in Cambridge 
 
In view of the foregoing information, the following implications have been considered in 
determining the nature of the aquatic facility components planned for the City new 
Multiplex. 
 

 Over the past five years, new 50 M aquatic facility developments have 
dramatically increased the provincial capacity to host competitive swimming 
events.  For example, the new Pan Am pool complex located at University of 
Toronto's Scarborough campus is a world class posting venue comprised of two 
(2) 50 M tanks, a dive tank and a warm water pool all accommodated within 
common natatorium.  It is very likely that most national and provincial 
competitive swimming events as well as other high profile aquatic events will be 
located there.  Furthermore, the Markham pool was also built with spectator 
capacity capable of accommodating many major events.  Consequently, the 
balance of the pools throughout the province will likely be vying for lower tier 
competitions such as club meets, school events, etc. 

 

 Because most 50 M pools are utilized for training or competitive purposes, water 
temperatures tend to be cooler than is generally comfortable for Aquafit 

                                            
3 Ontario Aquatic Facilities analysis and Strategy, Aquatic Federation of Canada, Sutcliffe/PERC, 
2007 
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participants or children’s instructional programs.  This often creates competing 
requests of the facility operator for water temperature adjustments. 

 

 The large water surface area of 50 M pools requires that these venues provide 
for disproportionately more supervision (lifeguards) than are required for 25 M 
tanks.  This staffing disparity significantly increases the labour costs of 50 M 
pools.  Additionally, the utility and supply costs to heat and treat the larger 
water volume plus the cleaning and HVAC costs to maintain, condition and 
illuminate the environment in larger natatorium drives up costs well beyond 
recoverable levels through program fees or rental revenues. It is therefore not 
unusual for 50 M pools to produce annual operating deficits of $1M or more.  
 

 The City of Cambridge Recreation Facility Needs Assessment Report (March 
2015) considered the above 50 M indoor pool factors.  The Assessment also 
reported on the 50 M pools’ programming limitations, the availability of existing 
long course pools to Cambridge swimmers and local aquatic needs that would be 
not well served by a 50 M tank – i.e. therapeutic needs and programming for an 
aging demographic.  The combination these considerations led the consultants 
to recommend against constructing a 50 M tank in Cambridge. Our analysis of 
the issues aligns with the conclusions presented in the Needs Assessment 
Report.  We therefore support the facility program concept currently 
contemplated for the Multiplex natatorium including a 25 M training tank, a 
leisure pool and a warm water pool.         

 

Analysis of Operating Models 
 
Many municipalities are facing intensifying demands to provide quality, accessible 
services even though they are experiencing shrinking budgets, reductions in traditional 
forms of funding and changes in resource deployment priorities.  In response to these 
pressures, many local governments are examining traditional methods of service 
delivery and exploring alternative methods of delivering and managing infrastructure 
and related services. In certain cases, departments are streamlining, reducing services, 
or consolidating operations.  Others are attempting to increase revenues through user 
fees or maximizing the outputs of entrepreneurial activities.  Recently, an increasing 
number of municipalities are considering collaboration with non-traditional partners in 
an attempt to maintain or possibly enhance the quality of services. 
 
Although there are numerous forms of relationship structures available to local 
governments, our research suggests that most municipal arrangements can be grouped 
in one of the following categories. 
 

 Strategic Alliance – a relationship that involves two or more organizations 
collaborating on planning and delivering select services and programs. 
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 Contract Agreement - services contracted to another partner organization, 
whereby the contracting partner may assist in the development of the service 
but has no responsibility for managing/operating the service other than ensuring 
the service is delivered to specification.  

 

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

 

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

 

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

 
While linkages between municipal governments and outside interests are not new, 
certain jurisdictions are contemplating relationships that are departures from traditional 
approaches to the delivery of services.  Examples of this trend in the recreation field 
include partnerships through which traditional municipal leisure services are entirely 
delivered by a third party.  For example, the YMCA is operating facilities and providing 
aquatic and/or community wellness programs in jurisdictions where the municipal 
recreation department was once the sole provider of services – e.g. London Ontario, 
Kelowna BC, etc.  Likewise, certain municipalities have opted to align with private rink 
operators who help to develop, manage and program community arenas – e.g. Hamilton 
Ontario, Halifax Nova Scotia, etc. 
 
Given the facility components contemplated for the Cambridge Multiplex, it is useful to 
compare the operating implications associated with the typical municipal management 
approach compared to a contracted out model.  To demonstrate this comparison, we 
provide commentary on the operating items and implications that most frequently are 
brought to bear on decisions associated with a selected management model. 
 

Operating Items Municipally Managed Contract Management 

Operating Control Entirely controlled by the 
municipality 
 
Operating procedures and 
protocols normally dictated by 
Council by-law 

Management contract specifies 
areas controlled by the 
municipality and where decisions 
are the contractor’s 
 
 Operating responsibility rests 
with the contractor 
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Risk Municipality absorbs 100% of the 
operating and liability risk 

Contractor absorbs a portion of 
the operating/liability risk as set 
out in the contract 
 
Note: the contract cost paid by 
the municipality will be directly 
linked to the contractor’s risk 
exposure – more risk/higher cost 

Programming Developed and implemented by 
the municipality 

Jointly specified by a municipality 
and contractor and implemented 
by the contractor 

Financial 
Performance 

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

Dependent on the flexibility 
provided to the contractor by the 
municipality in areas of pricing, 
programming, staffing, etc. 
 
As a general rule, the operating 
costs of a contract managed 
facility are in line with municipal 
management cost structure (give 
or take about 10%) 
 
Depending upon the facility 
components in the complex and 
the skills of the contractor, the 
ability to generate significantly 
more revenue is normally where 
the largest financial gains can be 
achieved 

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

Specified in the terms of the 
contract 
 
Depending upon the municipality, 
the contractor may not be bound 
by the same obligations as if the 
facility was run by the 
municipality 

 
Municipalities contemplating contracting the operating responsibilities to an outside 
provider should also understand the following. 
 

 The benefits and drawbacks of contracting facility management to an external 
entity can only be evaluated after the municipality has developed a “municipal 
comparator” that illustrates the programming, staffing, operating and cost 
implications of running the facility utilizing the traditional municipal 
management model.  The comparator is created by developing a detailed 
business case based on the municipality’s prevailing operating norms. 
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 In the event that the operations of the facility are contracted to a third party, the 
municipality will be exposed to two new cost factors not inherent with a 
municipal management approach: (1) a contract management fee paid to the 
contractor that will be dependent on the size of the operation – most 
contractors establish the management fee based on a percentage of the total 
payroll costs dedicated to the project by the contractor; and (2) the payroll cost 
associated with the municipal staff responsible to manage the contract – 
depending upon the size of the contract, this could be a fulltime position. 
 

Given the foregoing points, strictly on a financial basis, the contractor would need to 
outperform the municipal management approach by an amount equivalent to the sum 
of the contractor’s management fee plus the payroll costs for municipal contract 
oversight. 
 
A Potential Hybrid Management Model 
 
Given the location of the Multiplex, there would seem to be a natural opportunity to 
develop a mutually beneficial relationship between Conestoga College and the City of 
Cambridge related the management and operations of the City’s newest recreation 
facility.  There may also be the potential to leverage the mandates, resources, expertise 
and constituent bases to bring the Multiplex to a new level of community service. 
 
Most public entities including municipalities and educational institutions are under 
increasing pressure to find economies and efficiencies while providing more and higher 
levels of service to their constituents.  It would therefore seem natural to examine 
potential collaboration between the City and the College for the use and operating 
profile of the Multiplex.  Over the past decade, The JF Group has facilitated several 
discussions between municipalities and educational institutions to determine the 
possibility of an arrangement that provides mutual benefit to contributing parties.  The 
lessons learned from these deliberations may be helpful in Cambridge. 
 
Our research has found nine factors that should be in place when choosing to enter into 
a relationship with another public entity or selecting a potential partner. 
 

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

 

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

 

 Interdependence - the collaborators need each other and their complementary 
skills, to fulfill the goals and objectives of collaboration. 
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 Investment - there is tangible commitment of resources by all involved. 
 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

 Integrity - no collaborator will try to undermine the alliance. 
 
There seemed to be sufficient evidence in Cambridge, that the contemplated 
collaboration or alliance has the potential of complying with several of the success 
factors.   
 
There would seem to be clear value-added benefits associated with collaboration 
between the City and the College.  Furthermore, if a formal relationship was established 
and as the two entities become comfortable with the alliance, the inherent value of 
collaboration would likely increase over time.  This is to say that as the partners will 
likely become more familiar with their respective roles and as new opportunities 
surface, the partnership concept could be extended to deliver additional value to both 
parties.  
 
The following benefits and value-added concepts could be forthcoming from a strategic 
partnership between the City and the College.  
 

 At a very basic level, through the relationship, the City could provide college 
students with meaningful employment opportunities either on an individual 
basis or as part of a Co-op program.  This could be a win-win for both 
collaborators. Students could receive practical, hands-on experience in 
temporary job placements while the City would gain access to a new pool of 
personnel. Of course, Conestoga’s Recreation and Leisure Services students 
would benefit from of the availability of career relevant and locally available 
jobs. Moreover, linking programs offered by the Conestoga and the City with 
engagement and employment strategies could funnel youth of various age 
groups into appropriate work experiences.  This could build a culture of skill 
development and mentoring that encourages program participants to remaining 
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engaged.  A wide variety of mentoring, coaching and skill development programs 
could result from this initiative. 

 

 Strategically aligning the two partners could create an entirely unique and 
creative leadership and mentoring model for local youth.  Together, the partners 
could develop a continuum of learning, skill development, career orientation, or 
wellness education opportunities that would be much more integrated and 
dynamic than conventional programs offered individually. 

 

 The collective body of knowledge and combined expertise from the partnership 
could be leveraged to provide traditional constituents of each partner with 
greater levels of service and information. 

 

 A strategic partnership between Conestoga and Cambridge could position the 
City as a showpiece for healthy living, marrying the array of related advances in 
healthy community development - green/alternative energy, sustainable 
architecture, environmentally friendly engineering systems, wellness 
research/teaching/learning, fitness training, library and information technology 
resources to support those that want to learn more about healthy communities 
or how to become active - all while building a library of best practices regarding 
healthy community development. 

 

 Linked to the above point, the partnership could result in an engaging Healthy 
Community Model, involving the community as both a testing ground for 
wellness research as well as a demonstration site for best practices.  The bi-party 
relationship could result in interesting ways to demonstrate and engage the 
community in understanding and appreciating the value of research and produce 
tangible improvements in the health and well-being of the Conestoga’s students 
and the City's citizenry. 

 
Utilizing a hybrid management approach, the City could potentially reduce labour costs 
associated with facility operations by exploring creative uses of coop or placement 
students in appropriate job functions.  Additionally, new types of revenue production 
could potentially be explored through collaboration with the College.  While it is difficult 
to quantify the financial benefits of either of these opportunities, the payback that 
would accrue to the employed students and the community are absolute. 
 
Project Procurement 
 
Project delivery models are analyzed to provide the optimum system for the project 
type. These models include: design/bid/ build, construction management, design/build 
and hybrid variants of these basic types. 
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These models have different strengths regarding project scale and complexity, cost, 
schedule, and, risk management.  The Cambridge Multi-Purpose Sports and Recreation 
Complex (Multiplex) is a public, design driven, new build project, with a clean, serviced, 
site.  According to the MJMA report, the scale of the project presents a low risk level to 
the municipality.  Additionally, qualified design/engineering consultants and general 
contractors are readily available.  
 
In view of the foregoing, the design/bid/build model will provide advantageous cost and 
schedule benefits and would therefore be the preferred procurement approach.     
 
Realistic Partnership Opportunities 
 
The Health Services sector also represents an interesting collaborative opportunity.  It 
should be mentioned however, that non-traditional alignments are best developed over 
time so that both potential collaborators have time to grow into the new and unique 
arrangement.  It may therefore be desirable to allow this type of agreement to emerge 
through the detail design and concept refinement stages of the Multiplex development.  
However, the municipality and its consultants should be on the lookout for 
opportunities to include Health Services into the operating profile of the new complex 
wherever possible.  A few of the possibilities are described below.   
 
As mentioned in the previous trends section, there are natural synergies between 
facility components and programs delivered in traditional municipal recreation 
complexes and the in-community health service and therapeutic delivery model being 
embraced in many parts of the province.  The Ministry of Health and Long-term Care has 
established Community Health Centres (CHC’s) in an attempt to expand the reach of 
health care system and to increase the accessibility of health services within the 
community.  The LANGS Community Health Centre is a good local example of this 
concept.  Exploratory discussions with potential health service partners would be a 
valuable first in pursuing these potential opportunities. 
 
Choosing a Management Approach 
 
When considering the viability of a partnered approach for the Multiplex, it will be 
important to consider the nuances of various management and operating structures.  
For example, control and the allocation of operating responsibilities are often stumbling 
blocks to the development of progressive partnerships. It is therefore prudent to engage 
in open and candid conversations about areas of potential collaboration verses no-go-
zones to explore mutually beneficial management and operating arrangements for 
potential partnerships.  For example, it is normally quite problematic to have multiple 
managers - presumably with different areas the responsibility - within the same 
complex.  Conflicting management styles, non-complementary mandates and differing 
customer service approaches can lead to staff unrest or compromised service quality. 
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Although it is likely that the City will remain the primary provider of recreation facilities 
to accommodate leisure activities, the Department could choose from a different facility 
management approach for the Multiplex.  Currently, the City assumes a “direct” 
program delivery role for certain aspects of its overall program inventory.   
 
Municipalities often use logic models or decision frameworks to determine the most 
appropriate management or service delivery approach for new or existing facilities and 
services.  Effective frameworks provide answers to several important questions. 
 

 Is the proposed facility/service needed in the community? 

 Is the proposed facility/service consistent with municipal values? 

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

 Will municipal interests be protected within the selected approach? 
 
Choosing the most appropriate management or service delivery approach for Cambridge 
should be guided by the results of the values based model.  The Department's mandate, 
goals and service objectives establish the City’s basic position on issues associated with 
the desired community and individual benefits arising from the provision of leisure 
services.  Therefore the City’s public-service philosophy, service priorities and objectives 
for relationships with community organizations should form the foundation upon which 
the future direction is based. 
 
Once the mandate, values and service objectives have been established, it will be 
necessary to determine if the municipality is best equipped to manage that facility or if a 
relationship with a not-for-profit or private group is the most appropriate approach.  At 
a very minimum, potential contract managers must have service philosophies that align 
with the Department’s mandate and values.   
 
In the event that the municipal officials wish to explore an alternative management 
approach, it would be wise for staff, elected officials and key stakeholders engage in a 
process to consider the municipal response to a number of issues. 
 

 To what extent will potential managers be expected to comply with municipal 
values and philosophies? 

 

 What are the minimum attributes a potential manager must bring to a 
relationship and what mechanisms will be necessary to validate the manager’s 
true capacities? 

 

 Under what conditions will the City absorb operating, financial and liability risk 
and what will determine the municipality’s risk tolerance threshold?  
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 How (if at all) will stakeholders and others with a vested interest in the Multiplex 
be included in deliberations regarding the alternative management? 

 

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

 

 Under which conditions will certain types of investments in the project by the 
manager be considered? 

 
If at the conclusion of the process it appears that the pursuit of a contract manager may 
be warranted, the City should undertake its normal procurement methodology – likely 
through the issuance of a Request for Proposal – that would solicit interest from 
potential facility operators with the qualifications and track record to be considered as a 
viable facility manager.  The City would then use a variety of evaluation and selection 
techniques to make its decision about the most prudent management direction.  As 
mentioned earlier in this report, at the very least, a management contract should only 
be pursued if it favourably compares to the municipal comparator in the areas of 
financial performance, risk allocation and community benefit.  
 

Partnering with the YMCA 
 
As mentioned earlier, several municipalities in Ontario have established successful 
working arrangements, management contracts or equity partnerships with not-for-
profit organizations such as the YMCA.  Often, these relationships are viewed with less 
skepticism – by the public and senior municipal decision makers - than alliances 
between municipalities and the private sector.  However, in our view, the same thought 
process described in the previous section should be applied to all potential partners 
including with all not-for-profit or charitable groups. 
 
In particular, the municipality and the potential not-for-profit partner should reach early 
agreement on issues that often become challenging unless addressed before the 
partnership agreement is consummated: an equitable distribution of risks and rewards; 
reaching agreement on applicable operating standards; the need for compliance with 
usual municipal operating approaches (frequently an issue with facility patrons); 
agreement on pricing practices; residency rule requirements; branding protections; 
record keeping and reporting; ownership of intellectual property; etc.  Cambridge would 
be wise to examine the potential influence of these matters on a potential relationship 
with the Y so that municipal priorities and other partnership expectations can be 
brought to bear on the discussions early in the partnership process. 
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Retail or Office Rental Spaces within the Multiplex 
 
Recreation complexes, especially facilities that involve aquatic centres, are far more 
expensive to construct than traditional retail or office buildings.  The disproportionately 
high capital costs frequently undermines the business case for tenant spaces being 
included in community facilities.   
 
If tenant space decisions were driven exclusively by financial metrics, rent levels 
necessary to justify the building owner’s return on capital investment would be far 
beyond market rates. Therefore, decisions about providing space for offices, 
concessions or retail tenants within these centres are normally driven by intentions to 
increase services available at the site to stimulate an increase in foot traffic or the 
owner’s desire to maximize the customer service experience of facility patrons.   
 
In summary, given the capital costs associated with constructing the complex, it would 
be financially unwise to increase the footprint of the Multiplex to provide offices or 
storage for sports groups or community associations.  However, if interior space could 
be found within the complex without increasing its square footage, simply demising 
existing space to make it suitable for these groups could be explored. 
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Appendix “C” 
Ice Needs Analysis and Decommissioning/Repurposing Scenarios 

Introduction 

As Council prepares to make decisions related to the multiplex, this analysis is to 
provide useful information to aid in the decision making.  It is recognized that Council 
will be embarking on the creation of a facility that will affect the community for 
generations to come and that other prominent factors such as vision, community identity 
and vitality will factor into the decision making process.  

Ice Pad Requirements 

Like many municipalities in Ontario, participation in ice sports and corresponding ice 
use has been in decline for the past decade or more.  The number of registered 
participants in minor hockey, ringette, and figure skating declined from 3,963 in 2008/09 
to 3,608 in 2013/14.  This 9% reduction in participation is the primary reason that ice 
use in the City’s municipally operated ice facilities has also declined over a similar time 
frame.  It is also significant to note that the decline in participation has occurred while 
the City’s population increased by approximately 11% between 2005 and 2014 (120,371 
to 133,800). 

Figures 1, 2, 3 and 4 show graphically the changes in ice bookings experienced in 
Cambridge in various categories of ice booking types. 

Figure 1 Winter Ice Bookings in Cambridge 2010 – 2015 
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Figure 1 includes winter ice rentals at City owned facilities excluding school board 
bookings.  In 2014, the City introduced a new booking procedure to reduce the number 
of short-notice cancelations.  This new procedure had some influence on the increased 
number of bookings in 2014 and 2015.  

Figure 2. Cambridge Winter Ice Booking Comparison 2000 – 2015 

 

Figure 2 shows the decrease in total hours of winter ice booked between 2000 and 
2015 excluding the second pad at Hespeler which was not operational for a full year in 
2000. 
Figure 3: Prime Time Ice Comparisons 2010 to 2015
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This graph demonstrates that prime time ice has decreased marginally over a five year 
period in Cambridge facilities.  Prime Time was defined as 5:00 PM to 10:00 PM 
Monday through Friday and 6:00 AM to 10:00 PM on Saturdays and Sundays.  
November and February ice bookings were selected as representative of the peak ice 
booking periods. 

Figure 4: Early Morning Weekend Ice Comparison 

 

Figure 4 demonstrates that the ice use during the early morning weekend times (6:00 to 
8:00 am) has seen a significant decline over the past decade and a half.  This change 
reflects a general consumer preference for more convenience in scheduling. 

Tournament Demand 

Through the public input process, there were several suggestions that a four pad facility 
would have a significant economic impact through sport tourism opportunities provided 
by tournaments. The London Western Fair Complex and the Hamilton Mohawk Four 
Pad were cited as examples of facilities reaping significant economic benefit from sport 
tourism.  

Our consulting team conducted some targeted research on these facilities with respect 
to the demand for tournament ice and produced the following findings. 

Western Fair: 

• Staff has identified decreasing demand for tournaments/events for the 
following reasons: 

o Hockey Alliance has restricted teams to a maximum of 4 tournaments 
a year 

o GTHL teams are only allowed to enter two tournaments a year 
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o Local organizations are amalgamating and combining tournaments 
o Competitive market – teams shop around for competitive tournaments 
o Adult players are less likely to participate than in the past (use their 

money for other things) 
o Volunteer commitment 

• From October 2015 to March 2016, there are tournament/event bookings on 
69% of the weekends; this is down from 77% each of the past two years 
(have lost 2 tournaments this past year) 

• Nearly all tournament bookings are for minor hockey (1 adult, 1 sledge 
hockey, 1 ringette) 

• Tournaments/events are run by approximately 15 different groups 
• The Arena hosts only one tournament in the summer (aside from one for their 

in-house league) and is only aware of one other summer tournament in the 
region from Windsor to Hamilton 

• The City has also identified challenges in booking weekend ice 

Seating / Ice Pad Size 

• The size of the Olympic pad has little influence on tournaments, though it is 
required for speed skating 

• 1500 seats in the bowl rink is not necessary for tournaments, but is useful for 
the City’s Junior B team 

Mohawk: 

Tournament Usage 

o Informant reports tournaments are in the decline and rinks that have a 
strong tournament base have worked hard to nurture local and/or regional 
tournaments  

o GTHL teams are restricted to a maximum number of tournaments each 
year 

o Organizations are shopping for the best tournament deals 
o Retention of tournaments is the key to success 
o Adult tournaments are in decline both in terms of numbers of tournaments 

and numbers of teams in each tournament 
o Organizations are finding it difficult to maintain the volunteer labour force 

to organize year over year events 
o Public sector rinks are less adept at attracting and maintaining 

tournaments due to restrictions on pricing flexibility and retention 
incentives   

• Mohawk maintains a 12 – 16 tournament schedule but has to work at keeping 
a robust tournament schedule – the management company at least one staff 
exclusively dedicated to tournaments 



• Christmas and March break are prime tournament periods and it is therefore 
necessary to “make hay while the sun shines” rather than attempting to create 
or expand a tournament in off-tournament seasons 

• Summer ice use is in decline and summer tournaments are difficult to secure 
and keep 

• The only economic benefit of a tournament to the facility is increased 
concession sales and a modest increase in non-prime time ice use on Friday 
afternoons 

• The local economic benefit of tournaments is influenced by the reach and 
nature of the event – if it is local or semi-regional tournament, it is likely a 
daily drive-to event and therefore hotel and restaurant sales activity will be 
modest, creating less economic activity.  

• Communities with sport tourism plans that focus on ice activities are in the 
best position to target tournaments that take advantage of local strengths to 
capitalize on the most beneficial aspects of the communities attributes – i.e. 
abundance of hotel space, advantage arena rental rates, wealth of banquet 
space, large volunteer base, etc.  

Rink Spec’s Influence on Tournament 

• Four pads of the same size is an advantage in securing tournaments  
• Seating capacity is less important than other facility features in attracting 

tournaments – i.e. number of dressing rooms, independent and well located 
referee rooms, separate women’s change rooms, adequate concession 
areas, etc.  

It is also worth noting that the Western Fair Facility in London was developed in 
response to an existing need to accommodate tournaments.  With12 or more minor ice 
associations – most of which operating at least one tournament each winter ice season 
– there was very little time in the existing system to accommodate traditional weekend 
house league and recreational play. 

Tournament Capabilities: 

Notwithstanding the challenges of declining ice use and tournament use, there is 
widespread acknowledgement that a four pad facility does provide an ideal setting to 
attract and host large scale tournaments.  Organizers of events appreciate the ability to 
concentrate valuable volunteer resources in a single venue and the excitement and 
interest in the event is enhanced with four pad capability. 

Qualitative Factors 

The analysis presented thus far has been primarily quantitative with respect to ice 
usage.  A critical consideration in Council’s approval to construct a multi-purpose 
recreation facility was the acknowledgement that Cambridge’s existing inventory of ice 
facilities, though functional, did not offer a level of service commensurate with modern 
needs and expectations.  With the exception of Galt Arena Gardens (a historically 



significant gem) and Hespeler (a modern twin pad), Cambridge’s stock of arenas is 
considered old and outdated. 

Existing Facility Decommissioning/Repurposing  

It has been suggested throughout the multiplex process that a plan for existing facilities 
will need to be developed once the facility components for the multiplex are determined.  
This analysis does not intend to comprehensively address this issue but will present a 
number of considerations. Staff intends to conduct a thorough review of existing 
facilities and will make recommendations in 2016. 

The following chart summarizes the options and most significant considerations related 
to the development of the multiplex and its impact on the existing inventory of 
recreational facilities.  It is presented here for discussion purposes only. 

Facility Potential Future 
Use with 4 Pad 

Potential Future 
Use with 2 Pad 

Other Considerations 

Dickson Repurpose No Change Heritage Conservation 
District. 

Duncan 
McIntosh 

Repurpose Repurpose This facility has the 
core slab  most likely 
to require a significant 
financial investment in 
the medium term (5 to 
7 years) 

Galt No Change No Change  
Hespeler No Change No Change  
Homuth Repurpose 

(possibly an 
operations  works 
location) 

Repurpose This location is in close 
proximity to existing 
operations centre. 

Preston No Change No Change Maintaining Preston 
would ensure that 
Cambridge continues 
to support a recreation 
facility in each of the 
geographic 
communities. 

Based on the above, it is suggested that a four pad facility would result in the 
community inventory increasing by one ice pad.  A twin pad would simply replace two 
pads from the existing stock. 

As noted in the staff report to which this document is an appendix, the City’s ability to 
apply development charge revenues to the capital costs is determined by the portion of 
the new facility that is attributable to growth. 
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