
 

Corporation of the City of Cambridge 
Special Council Meeting 

No. 27 – 16 
 

Monday, December 12, 2016 
Council Chambers - 46 Dickson Street 

7:00 p.m. 
AGENDA 

 
 
Meeting Called to Order 
 

Disclosure of Interest  
 

Presentations 

1. Kent McVittie, Community Services Department 

2. Chris Smith on behalf of the Task Force 

3. Antony Lorius, Deloitte 

 

Delegations 

Reports 

1. Multiplex Site Evaluation Task Force Final Report PP. 3-74 

 Recommendation 

THAT  Council  receives  Report  Number  16-037  (CSD),  Multiplex  Site  
Evaluation Assessment Task Force Final Report for information; 
 
AND THAT Council acknowledges and thanks the Task Force for volunteering 
their time and expertise to the Site Evaluation Process; 
 
AND THAT Council approves the Task Force recommendation to host an 
additional Public Information Centre in January of 2017 to allow the community 
the opportunity to further understand the Task Force process and findings; 
 
AND  THAT  Council dissolves  the  Multiplex  Site  Evaluation  Assessment  Task  
Force following the Public Information Centre (PIC) scheduled for January 2017; 
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AND FURTHER THAT Council schedules a meeting for early 2017 (January or February) 
in order to review the Task Force findings and to establish next steps in the process of 
developing a multi-purpose sport and recreation facility for the City of Cambridge. 
 

Confirmatory By-law 

 
204-16 
Being a by-law of the Corporation of the City of Cambridge to confirm the proceedings of the 
Council of the Corporation of the City of Cambridge at its special meeting held the 12th day of 
December, 2016.  
 
AND THAT leave be taken as read a first, second and third time  
 

Close of Meeting 

2



 

Meeting Date: 12/12/2016 Report #: 16-037(CSD) 

To: COUNCIL 

Report Date: 12/05/2016 

Report Author: Kent McVittie, Deputy City Manager  

Department: Community Services 

Division: CSD Administration 

Report Title: Multiplex Site Evaluation Assessment Task Force Final 

Report 

File No:  

Ward No: All 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

THAT Council receives Report Number 16-037 (CSD), Multiplex Site Evaluation 
Assessment Task Force Final Report for information;  
 
AND THAT Council acknowledges and thanks the Task Force for volunteering their time 
and expertise to the Site Evaluation Process;  
 
AND THAT Council approves the Task Force recommendation to host an additional 
Public Information Centre in January of 2017 to allow the community the opportunity to 
further understand the Task Force process and findings;  
 
AND THAT Council dissolves the Multiplex Site Evaluation Assessment Task Force 
following the Public Information Centre (PIC) scheduled for January 2017;  
 

ITEM 1

3



AND FURTHER THAT Council schedules a meeting for early 2017 (January or February) 
in order to review the Task Force findings and to establish next steps in the process of 
developing a multi-purpose sport and recreation facility for the City of Cambridge. 
 

SUMMARY 

The Multiplex Site Evaluation Assessment Task Force was established in May of 2016 
and has been reviewing site options for the development of a large scale sports and 
recreation facility to serve the needs of Cambridge. 

The Task Force reviewed over thirty sites and established a short list of five sites that it 
subjected to an evaluation exercise based on criteria that were established through 
extensive community consultation and discussion at the Task Force meetings. 

The Task Force discussions represented a wide range of perspectives, however, in the 
end, the Task Force did achieve consensus related to the process and the scoring for the 
selected sites. 

A list of the sites reviewed by the Task Force is presented in this report. 

BACKGROUND 

In 2015, City Council approved a Memorandum of Understanding between the City of 
Cambridge and Conestoga College to develop a large scale multipurpose sport and 
recreation centre on land owned by the college within the City of Cambridge.  When 
Council was presented with a lease agreement in March of 2016 to formalize the 
relationship, community opposition to the proposed location persuaded Council to defer a 
final decision until a comprehensive review of alternative site options was undertaken. 

Council established a Site Evaluation Assessment Task Force comprised of City staff, 
City Councillors and six community volunteers in May of 2016.  To support the Task 
Force, the City retained the services of Antony Lorius of Deloitte who facilitated the site 
evaluation process and provided analysis based on the direction of the Task Force. 

During the process, Staff recommended and received consent from Council to make 
public the properties that were under consideration by the Task Force. 

Strategic Alignment: 

PLACE:  To take care of, celebrate and share the great features in Cambridge that we 
love and mean the most to us. 

Goal #5 - Parks and Recreation 
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Objective 5.1 Work with the community to provide the right mix of recreational 
opportunities that meet the needs of a changing and diverse population. 

A recreational facility Needs Assessment was completed in 2015.  The assessment 
recommended the creation of a multi-purpose sport and recreational facility to promote 
healthy and active lifestyles and to meet the current and future recreational needs of a 
diverse population. 

Existing Policy/By-Law: 

N/A 

Financial Impact: 

There is no financial impact associated with the recommendations contained within this 
report. 

Public Input: 

Public engagement for the Task Force process was extensive including the following: 

 EngageCambridge on-line survey with approximately 2,000 responses 
 Two Open Houses with opportunities for one-on-one discussions, comment card 

submissions, and Post-It Note comments 

Internal/External Consultation: 

Staff from Economic Development, Community Services, Legal Services, Finance and 
Corporate Services contributed to the process. 

Comments/Analysis: 

The Task Force process is explained in greater detail in the Deloitte and Task Force 
Reports attached as appendices to this report.   

The primary objective of the Task Force was to review the properties that had been 
proposed as alternative sites for the facility and to assess their suitability for a large scale 
sport and recreation complex as defined by the Council preferred concept plan presented 
in May of 2016.  The Council preferred design featured four ice surfaces (with a plan to 
construct two immediately but design to expand to four in the future), a 25m ten lane pool, 
a warm water therapy pool, a leisure pool, three gymnasia, a conditioning centre, a fitness 
track and meeting rooms. 

The Task Force established a short list of five properties from a list of over thirty 
properties that had been previously suggested or which had emerged through the 
process.  Staff, with approval from Council, committed to make the list of sites public in 
the interest of good and open governance. 
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The short list of properties and scores are provided in the accompanying reports.  The 
entire list of the sites that were considered is included in Table 1 of this report.  The Task 
Force established screening criteria in order to reduce the list to a manageable size for 
the purpose of performing a more detailed evaluation and analysis.   

Properties were initially screened with respect to meeting the size criterion of 17 acres 
and the location criterion which stipulated that properties beyond city limits would not be 
considered.  After these criteria were applied, 5 secondary criteria were agreed to as 
follows: 

1. Parks: should not be within an area used predominantly for outdoor recreational 
uses. 

2. Existing Uses: should avoid displacement of significant active industrial or 
commercial employment uses 

3. Development Constraints: should avoid areas with significant floodplain, extreme 
topography, woodlots, etc. 

4. Land use compatibility: should not create significant conflict with surrounding land 
uses. 

5. Transportation access: should have existing or ability to provide access via a major 
arterial road. 

It must be stressed that the Task Force developed a process and applied its collective 
experience and judgement in considering all the properties.  Properties not selected failed 
to meet one or more of the listed criteria, however it must not be inferred that these 
properties are not suitable for development.  In the interest of safeguarding privacy, 
specific details related to the properties reviewed will not be presented. 

Table 1: Properties Reviewed By The Task Force 

No. Location Address 
Approximate Property 

Size (Acres) 

1 220 Pinebush 23.4 for 3 parcels 

2 850 Fountain Street South 26 with the ability to 
expand 

3 261 Hespeler Rd 17 

4 112 Pinebush Road 35 

5 
Roll # 070027018500000 
(North Corner of Franklin 
Boulevard and Savage Drive) 20.7 
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No. Location Address 
Approximate Property 

Size (Acres) 

6 289 Hespeler Road 4.9 

7 1001 Franklin Blvd 16.6 

8 66 Shade Street 2.57 

9 679-695 Bishop Street North 6.4 

10 401 Fountain Street North 15.4 or less 

11 1320 Dunbar Road  Conservation Area 

12 201 Beverly Street 9.2 

13 Boxwood Business Park 11 

14 875 Speedsville Road 100 

15 2310 and 2420 Townline Road 14.7 

16 North East Corner of Townline 
Road and Hwy #401 Outside City boundaries 

17 120 Shade Street Park 

18 10 Limerick Road 8.05 

19 180 Groh Avenue 4.4 

20 
Roll # 070066020050000 
(Dundas Street and Myers Road 
area) 

33 

21 1535 Bishop Street North 
(Bishop Street Alternative) 

13.6 

22 500 Conestoga Boulevard 27.9 

7



No. Location Address 
Approximate Property 

Size (Acres) 

23 167 Green Vista Drive 40.1 

24 49 King Street West Park 

25 200 Christopher Drive Park 

26 49 King Street West Park 

27 445 Dickie Settlement Road  132 

28 640 and 780 Ellis Road 20 

29 
Roll # 150015101500000 (North 
East corner of Bishop Street and 
Can-Amera Parkway) 22.2 

30 560 Conestoga Boulevard 32 

31 1140 Main Street East 45 

32 975 Clyde Road 67 

33 501 Franklin Boulevard 28 

34 140 Old Mill Road 64 

   

SIGNATURE 

Prepared by: 
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City Manager Approval: 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

SCHEDULE A –  DELOITTE REPORT 

SCHEDULE B –  MULTIPLEX SITE EVALUATION ASSESSMENT TASK FORCE  

FINAL REPORT 
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Recreational Multiplex Facility
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Schedule "A"
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Section 1
Introduction and 
Background
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Why are we doing this? 
Introduction and background  
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The City of Cambridge Multiplex Task Force (MTF) was established in 
July 2016 to undertake an evaluation of alternative sites throughout the 
City as possible locations for a  new multi-sport and recreational 
complex (the Cambridge “Multiplex”). The Task Force was established to 
address concerns over the City’s initial site selection process, which had 
led to a parcel adjacent to Conestoga College (the “Conestoga Site”) 
being selected as the preferred location for the Multiplex.

The Conestoga site was selected largely based on its access to Highway 
401, cost and overall ‘readiness’ from a development perspective. Since 
this decision was made some questions have been raised with respect 
to the suitability of this location. Some debate has also arisen over the 
merits of an alternative, more ‘central’ location for the facility, notably 
one that might play a role in advancing broader land use planning and 
community improvement objectives such as intensification within the 
built-up area, brownfield redevelopment and supporting planned 
transit-oriented development.  

In response to these questions and debate, City Council deferred 
consideration of entering into a long-term lease for the Conestoga 
location and the MTF was formed to undertake an evaluation of 
potential alternative locations. The Deloitte Real Estate team was 
retained to facilitate the evaluation process, and the results are 
described in this report. The findings of the Task Force and its associated 
recommendations are set out in an accompanying report under 
separate cover. 
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How did we get here?
History of the Multiplex Issue  

Following approval of the facility master plan in early 2014, staff initiated a review of potential sites for the Multiplex . Conestoga 
College emerged in late 2014 as a location option and staff sought and received Council approval to develop the facility at the 
Cambridge Conestoga Campus location. In 2016, and in response to community concerns over the Conestoga Site, a Task force 
was formed to undertake an evaluation of potential alternative locations. The work of the Task Force was completed over the 
summer and fall and the results reported to Council at the end of the year.  Council will meet to discuss the matter in early 2017. 
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Jan 2015: City begins to more 
formally explore partnership 
opportunity with Conestoga 
College. 
Apr 16, 2015: Special meeting of 
Council held with questions 
regarding the proposed location 
raised  
Apr 21, 2015: Memo presented to 
closed council explaining sites 
reviewed 
Apr 28, 2015: Council directs staff 
to pursue a MOU with Conestoga 
July 7, 2015: Council approves 
MOU with Conestoga to construct 
multiplex on Cambridge Campus

Mar, 2016: Preliminary designs 
submitted for Council-approved 
location 
Apr, 2016: Council meeting to 
discuss lease and concept plan. 
Meeting is suspended due to 
capacity and technical issues
May 16, 2016:  Special Council 
Meeting results in formation of  
Task Force to evaluate alternative 
potential locations. Deloitte 
retained to facilitate process.   
June 23, 2016: Task Force begins  
meetings to initiate site evaluation 
process  
December 12, 2016: Special Council 
meeting to present results of the 
evaluation and Task Force 
recommendations 

2014 2015 2016 2017

Apr 2014: Council approves 
Facility Master Plan. Staff 
begins preliminary site 
evaluation process

Dec 2014: Partnership 
opportunity to develop 
facility on Conestoga lands 
is identified.  

Jan 2017: Proposed Council 
meeting to discuss Task Force 
recommendations and next 
steps

Milestone dates
14



Need for a new facility is not in question 
Overview of the Multiplex     

Four-pad ice arena

Swimming pool
Gymnasium

Meeting space and 
Activity Rooms

Key Design Features
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The City of Cambridge aims to construct a 
modern, multi-use recreation facility to meet 
identified community needs.
Construction originally anticipated to begin 
in 2017 with the official launch in 2019. 
Estimated budget for facility shown at right 
estimated to range between at $63 million 
(Twin) to $82 million (Quad).

Key facts to date

Surrounding Multiplex Facilities

Waterloo 
RIM Park 

Waterloo 
Memorial
Recreation 
Complex

Kitchener Memorial 
Auditorium 
Complex

500-acre city 
park facility 3,400 seats

7,234 seats 

Site Requirements
156,000-216,000 sf facility*

Minimum 17 acre parcel
Parking requirement: 750-1000 spaces 

*Range based on two- versus four-pad arena  

The limitations and challenges with the City’s existing recreational facilities are well-documented. It is also relatively well-understood 
that the need (and timing) of the Multiplex facility has a bearing on the City’s broader arena planning efforts including the potential 
decommissioning or repurposing of selected facilities to meet long-term arena requirements. As a result, the ‘need ‘ for the 
Multiplex is generally not in question. The key features of the facility are shown below.  
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Location is the main issue to be addressed  
Framing the discussion  

Rather than the question of need, it is over the appropriate location of the Multiplex that most of the debate has arisen. Questions 
have been raised with respect to the appropriateness of a “greenfield” location (the Conestoga Site) versus other locations in the 
City as they relate to transportation, economics and community impact,  development readiness in terms of timing and cost, and 
others. It is the question of the Multiplex location that the Task Force has been asked to address. 
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Land Use Plans: compatibility
with surrounding uses, impact 
on employment land supply, 
higher-order transit plans 

Development readiness: Greenfield 
or Brownfield site ? Development 
constraints? Need for parcel 
assembly? City-owned? 

Transportation: Proximity to major 
corridors and highways, transit 
accessibility by residents and tourists, 
travel times, parking availability

Economic and community 
impacts: Proximity to existing 
residents and businesses,  
opportunity to provide a 
‘catalyst’ for renewal and 
revitalization 

Site size and timing: Parcel of 
sufficient size to accommodate 
the facility and potential 
expansion, timing  of construction 
relative to other City priorities 

Environmental Factors:  Site
contamination, local or regulated 
natural heritage features, 
environmental impact assessments

Where?
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Taskforce decision-making framework
Context for the site evaluation  
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In describing the evaluation process, and eventual results, it is important to understand that the Task Force decision-making 
framework is bounded by three key elements: the Council-approved design concept, the Mandate set out by Council and certain 
procedural considerations, notably those that may apply to a proposed or pending acquisition of land by the municipality. The key 
elements of the decision-making framework are summarized below. 

. 

City Council approved a 
preliminary design concept for 
the facility in May 2016, as 
illustrated previously. 

It is understood that the  
Council-approved concept  
requires a site at least 17 acres 
(approximately) in size. Cost is 
estimated to range from $63 to 
$82 million, excluding the cost 
of land, and depending upon 
the configuration of the facility 
(notably a two- versus four-pad 
facility within a single building 
structure) 

The mandate of the Task Force is to 
evaluate alternative sites for the 
Council-approved design concept. 
While other potential facility 
designs or configurations may be 
of interest, they are not relevant to 
the current mandate. 

The Task Force findings will be 
provided as information to City 
Council for their decision-making 
purposes regarding the Multiplex. 
Or put more simply, it will be to 
City Council, not the Task force, to 
determine the appropriate location 
for the Multiplex. 

Where the merits of specific 
properties are being assessed, 
the Task Force has chosen to 
meet in closed session, or “in 
camera”: a meeting that is 
closed to the public. 

The potential acquisition of 
property by a municipality is 
often discussed in closed session 
to protect the parties involved 
and to respect the confidential 
information of affected property 
owners. The Task Force elected 
to take this approach to the 
evaluation of alternative sites for 
the Multiplex.  

Facility Design Mandate Closed Sessions 
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Deloitte’s role and scope of work 
Approach to the assignment   
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Deloitte was retained by the City of Cambridge to facilitate the Task Force in its evaluation of alternatives sites, notably in establishing 
the locational criteria, ranking, weights and priorities to be used in the analysis. Deloitte also provided high-level supporting analysis 
and information with respect to development costs, timing, and overall community impact of the various options. The work plan and 
approach is shown below. Ultimately the findings of the alternative site evaluation are those of the Task Force, with input and 
assistance from Deloitte with respect to the approach taken and implication for development. 

Meet with City and Task Force to 
confirm work program and 
identify key items relating to the 
success of the assignment

Review and assess available 
documents, plans and other 
relevant information

Summarize key issues that relate 
to the site options and key 
locational requirements of the 
new facility based on the City’s 
original site selection exercise. 

Define assessment framework to 
qualitatively assess alternative 
locations

Apply assessment framework and  
translate  into numeric scores for 
each site

Prepare preliminary site scoring and 
ranking in consultation with and 
under review by Task Force 

Prepare executive-style report 
setting out the results. 

Estimate cost to purchase non-
City owned property based on 
comparable sale transactions in 
the community. 

Estimate site development costs 
and timing with respect to site 
servicing, grading and other 
factors based on available 
municipal information.

Identify relevant community 
planning objectives as set out in 
the official plan, Strategic Plan,  
Leisure Facilities and Services 
Master plan and others, to be 
considered in the evaluation 
process.   

Identify priority site selection  and 
locational criteria to screen out 
undesirable and/or non-viable 
locations from the  long-list of 
potential options.  

Establish metrics to quantify site 
performance with respect to 
locational criteria including parcel 
size, property value, community 
impact, cost and others.  

Establish criteria ranking, weights 
and priorities to comparatively 
evaluate short-listed sites. 

Project Start-up ad 
Document Review

Site Screening and 
Assessment Framework  

Undertake High-Level 
Supporting Analysis 

Facilitate Scoring and 
Ranking of Sites 
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Section 2
The Evaluation Process 

19



A two-step process
Overview of Evaluation Approach 
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Site Evaluation Approach 

Comparative 
Evaluation 

Long List of  
Alternatives 

Site         
Screening 

Results and 
Reporting

Long-list of alternatives 
includes: 
• Locations identified by City 

staff as part of the initial 
evaluation 

• Locations suggested by 
members of the public and 
other stakeholders

• Others arising through the 
course of the evaluation 
process 

Seven (7) screening criteria 
established 
• Two (2) Primary “Must 

Have” criteria to eliminate 
non-viable locations 

• Five (5) secondary  “Should 
– Should Not” 
considerations to further 
refine the list of potential 
locations 

Five criteria form the basis of 
the evaluation: 
1. Community Impact 
2. Level of Cost 
3. Degree of Access 
4. Expansion potential 
5. Timing 

The locational criteria, ranks 
and weighting allocations  
were ultimately determined 
by the Task Force.

Comparative criteria assigned 
priorities and relative weights. 
Analysis undertaken to rank 
options and results reviewed 
with Taskforce.  

Community support for locating 
the Multiplex centrally on an infill 
site close to existing businesses 
given significant weight in the 
analysis.  

A two-step process is used to evaluate potential alternative locations for the Multiplex: site screening followed by a comparative site 
evaluation. From a long list of potential options, a short-list of viable sites is identified based on a set of screening criteria. The short-
listed sites are then subject to a comparative evaluation based on criteria developed in consultation with the Task Fore that are shown 
below and explained in more detail later in this report. As also explained in more detail later, input received from the Community in 
particular support for a more central location is given significant weight in the analysis.   
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Identifying Viable Alternatives  
Site Screening 

The long-list of potential locations was screened by the Task Force according to the 7 Primary and Secondary criteria described 
below. The two Primary criteria are related to size and location: the parcel must be large enough to accommodate the Council-
approved concept and must be located within the City of Cambridge. The Secondary screening criteria, along with site visits, were 
use to further refine the options based on existing uses (including parkland) development constraints, land use compatibility and 
transportation access. The long-list of potential locations reviewed by the Task Force is provided in Appendix A.
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Must be of sufficient size to 
accommodate the Council-
adopted design (minimum 
of  approximately 17 acres 
developable land). Sites 
significantly smaller than 
17 acres are not viable for 
the approved concept. 

Must be within the 
municipal boundaries of 
City of Cambridge. One of 
the sites submitted as part 
of the long list abutted but 
was not actually within the 
boundaries of the City of 
Cambridge.  

Size 

Location

Proposed Secondary Screening Criteria  Primary Screening Criteria  
Parks:  should not be within an area used predominantly for 
outdoor recreational uses 

Existing Uses: should avoid displacement of significant active 
industrial or commercial employment uses   

Development Constraints: should avoid areas with significant 
floodplain, extreme topography, woodlots, etc. 

Land use compatibility: should not create significant conflict 
with surrounding land uses

Transportation access: should have existing or ability to 
provide access via a major arterial road  
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Site screening led to a short list of 6 properties   
Short-listed Sites   
Site screening led to a short list of 5 properties in addition to the Council-approved site at Conestoga College (Site 3). The 
short list comprises: two locations along Highway 401 (Sites 1 and 5), a Municipally-owned location (Site 2: the “Ice Park” which 
has since been removed from consideration, see note below), a location at Hespeler Road and Can-Amera Parkway,  part of 
which is City-owned (Site 4, the “Flea Market” site”), and a location along Franklin Blvd at Savage Drive (Site 4). These six sites 
are the subject of the more detailed comparative evaluation summarized on the next page.   
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1

2

3 4

5

6

1

2

3

4220 Pinebush 
Road

5

6

261 Hespeler  
Road

1001 Franklin 
Blvd

112 Pinebush 
Road

850 Fountain 
XX Road 

Franklin and 
Savage Drive 

Note: The site at 1001 Franklin Boulevard has been subsequently removed from consideration by the Task Force following 
additional review and analysis 

850 Fountain 
Road 
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A combination of technical analysis and Task Force judgement 
The Comparative Evaluation  
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The comparative evaluation of the short-listed sites is undertaken 
according to the main work steps shown at right and summarized 
briefly below. A combination of technical analysis and Task Force 
judgement was applied to complete the process: 

1. Develop Locational Criteria. Locational criteria were developed 
over the course of the evaluation based on input from the Task 
Force and feedback from the community. 

2. Determine Criteria Rankings. The criteria ranking and relative 
priorities were determined by the Task Force using a survey and 
consensus-based approach.   

3. Allocate Weightings. Weightings were allocated based on the Task 
Force Ranking in Step 2. Scores from 1 to 5 were assigned to each 
rank and the arithmetic result sets the weightings.  

4. Define Assessment Framework. A qualitative scale based on 
“High”, “Medium” and “Low” categories is specified to allow the 
Task Force to assess the degree to which the location criteria are 
fulfilled by any given site.  

5. Translate into Numeric Scores. Finally the qualitative scale is 
translated into numeric scores based on criteria weights and 
assessment framework categories.  

Each of the work steps above is explained in more detail in the report 
sections that follow.  

Determine Criteria 
Rankings 

Develop Locational
Criteria 

Text here

Text hereDefine Assessment 
Framework 

Translate into 
Numeric Scores for 

Short-List Sites  

Allocate Criteria  
Weights 
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A high priority from the outset of the evaluation process     
Community Engagement

Before moving on, however, it is important to highlight the importance given to Community and public input throughout the site 
evaluation process. From the outset, several channels for input were put in place in an effort to maintain an open and transparent 
dialogue with members of the public including: the Multiplex Website, the on-line survey undertaken through engageCambridge, 
two Public Information Centres (PIC) and the series of Task Force meetings held through the summer and fall of 2016. In total, nearly 
2,000 Cambridge residents provided input to the alternative site evaluation process.   

Multiplex 
Website 

engageCambridge
On-line Survey

Public Information 
Centres (PIC)

Open Task Force 
Meetings 

A webpage for the Multiplex 
project was established at the 
outset of the process in order 
to provide access to: 
• Background information and 

materials and an overview of 
the study process

• The schedule, materials and 
minutes from the various 
Task Force meetings;

• The public opinion survey; 
and 

• Contact information and 
links for general inquiry and 
to formally register as a 
delegation. 

Shortly after the webpage was 
established, an on-line survey was 
launched to obtain preliminary 
community input on:
• Transportation access;
• Timing and cost of facility 

development; 
• “City-building’ opportunities; 
• Economic and community 

impacts; and 
• Overall location within he 

community. 
The survey is now closed and the 
detailed results are available for 
review on the City’s Multiplex 
website. A summary is provided in 
Appendix B to this report. 

Two PICs were also held: the first 
on August 25th and the second 
on September 8th, 2016. At the 
two PICs the public was able to 
provide input through: 
• Informal conversations with  

Deloitte and members of the 
Task force; 

• More formal Comment Cards 
to record specific issues

• Sticky notes for the ‘Locational 
Themes’ exhibit; and

• An “Interview Table” for more 
focused, one-on-one 
recorded conversations.   

Over the course of the evaluation 
process, a series of open Task 
Force meetings were held to 
discuss the overall approach and 
consider information presented 
through formal delegations.

Through the summer and fall of 
2016, a total of nearly 15 open 
meetings were held, all of which 
providing an opportunity for 
members of the public to engage 
in the evaluation process and 
provide feedback and other 
commentary as appropriate. 

© Deloitte LLP and affiliated entities.   |   City of Cambridge Multiplex Facility 1524



Response was clear and consistent 
Community Feedback   
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Through the open houses, on-line survey and open public meetings, the Task Force heard a great deal about the factors that are 
most important to Cambridge residents with respect to the question of location. Together with a generally uniform opposition to the 
Conestoga Site, feedback from the Community indicated a clear and consistent support for a more central location, close to existing 
concentrations of population and businesses and one that might act as a catalyst for broader community improvement, including
the remediation of contaminated sites and transit-oriented development.  

The majority of feedback from 
the community indicated strong 
support for a more central 
location for the Multiplex, closer 
to existing concentrations of 
residents and one that would 
benefit existing businesses.  

The Conestoga Site was generally 
viewed to be less than ideal from 
this perspective given its relative 
distance from central Cambridge 
and ready arterial road access to 
well-established commercial 
nodes and corridors in the City of 
Kitchener.  

The majority of respondents to the 
on-line survey and PIC participants  
felt that establishing a facility in 
short order was less important than 
selecting an appropriate site: in 
other words, “don’t rush”. 

Similarly, while most members of 
the community agreed that costs 
need to be carefully managed, 
generally the issue of cost was not 
seen to be a significant issue. The 
City, however, continues to be 
concerned with both timing and 
cost from facilities planning and 
taxation perspective.  

Location   Timing and Cost   City-Building  

The Community also provided clear 
feedback with respect to broader 
planning and economic objectives  
related to the Multiplex. 

Given the planned investment 
(between $60 and $80 million for 
the facility alone) it was felt that the 
Multiplex should be used as a 
catalyst for City-building, including 
remediation of contaminated lands, 
supporting  planned transit 
investments and encouraging the 
revitalization of areas within the 
existing built-up area. City and 
Provincial planning goals also seek 
to advance these objectives. . 
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Section 3
Locational Criteria, Ranking 
and Weights 
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Five groups of criteria developed 
The Locational Criteria    
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As noted, the starting point for the comparative analysis was to develop a set of locational criteria, which are described in more detail 
below. The locational criteria were developed and finalized over the course of the assignment, in consultation with the Task Force and 
taking into account input received from the Community. The nature of recreation-based facilities, in general, was also considered 
including the expectation of relatively high automotive trip volumes that tend to be generated by parents driving young children to 
and from various activities including hockey and other arena-related uses. 

Degree of Access 
Access includes access to Highway 401, access to major arterial roads, access to public 
transportation and active transportation routes and proximity to population served. Access is 
important given the nature of the facility and feedback from the community.  

1

Level of Cost 
Cost includes land acquisition (if not a City-owned site)  costs related to site development 
including servicing and the cost of facility construction. Although not identified by the 
community as a major issue, costs are still important from the City’s perspective. 

2

Site Size (Expansion 
Potential)  

Site size (expansion potential) is different from the minimum site size set as one of the 
primary screening criteria. Expansion potential is important from both from a facility and 
outdoor amenity perspective in light of the growth forecast for the broader region.  

3

Timing 
Timing includes the time required to undertake the necessary studies and secure approvals 
to begin construction. Timing is important given current limitations and challenges with 
current recreational facilities and evolving City plans to address this situation. 

4

Community Impact 

Community impact includes compatibility with City planning and strategic objectives, 
compatibility and complementarity with surrounding uses and other. Community impact is 
important given the feedback received from the community related to intensification and 
revitalization in the built-up area. 

5
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Criteria Rankings   
Consensus-based approach used to establish relative priorities 
With the location criteria finalized, the next step was to determine criteria rankings. In October 2015, Task Force members completed a 
questionnaire to rank the locational criteria in terms of relative priority. The Task Force members were also asked to provide additional 
commentary with respect to their preferred ranking and priority in order to help define the Assessment Framework ultimately used to 
quantify the comparative evaluation. The survey results were compiled and reviewed with the Task Force in closed session, leading to 
the consensus criteria ranking shown below. 

As shown, Community Impact was assigned the highest rank, with more than 50% of the Task Force members identifying this criteria
as the number one priority. Level of Cost and Degree of Access were assigned the second and third rank. Site Size (expansion 
potential) and Timing of development were assigned the fourth and fifth rank, respectively.  It is also worth noting that the members 
of the City of Cambridge's economic development advisory committee (EDAC) also submitted a ranking, with nearly the same result 
shown except for Timing and Site Size which were ranked low but in a different priority. In any event, from the perspective of both the 
Task Force and EDAC, Community Impact is the most important consideration for the Multiplex location. 

Survey Results Ranking of Criteria
Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank 3 Rank 4 Rank 5 Respondents

RankObjectives (% of Respondents) TF 1 TF 2 TF 3 TF 4 TF 5 TF 6 TF 7 TF 8 TF 9

Community Impact 56% 22% 11% 11% 0% 2 1 1 1 4 2 1 3 1 1

Level of Cost 33% 22% 11% 33% 0% 4 2 4 2 1 4 1 1 3 2

Degree of Access 33% 0% 33% 22% 11% 1 3 3 5 3 1 1 4 4 3

Site Size (Expansion 
Potential) 0% 22% 44% 11% 22% 3 4 2 3 5 3 3 5 2 4

Timing 11% 22% 0% 11% 56% 5 5 5 4 2 5 1 2 5 5
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Criteria Weights    
Arithmetic approach used to maximize objectivity  
The criteria weights were established an arithmetic approach. Scores from 1 to 5 are assigned to the individual ranks in order of 
importance: e.g. a number 1 rank is assigned a score of 5, a number 2 rank a score of 4 and so on, with the lowest rank (5) assigned a 
score of 1. The score totals, as shown below, are used to allocate the overall ranks. As shown below, using this approach Community 
Impact is allocated the highest weight, 27%. Level of cost and Degree of Access are weighted at 22% and 20%, with Site Size 
(Expansion Potential) and Timing completing the picture at weights of 17% and 14%, respectively. 

The initial weighting results were reviewed with the Task Force and finalized. During the review there was some discussion of
potentially adjusting the overall weights, in particular increasing the Community Impact weighting to place an even stronger emphasis 
on this criteria. One of the key considerations, again, was to ensure that feedback received from the Community was appropriately 
reflected in the evaluation process. Ultimately, however, the Task Force determined that that the initial arithmetic approach would be 
used, in order to maximize objectivity and traceability in the weighting allocation. 

With the locational criteria ranking and weights established, the next step was to define the assessment framework, which is described 
in the next section, followed by a section describing the results, implications for development and overall conclusions and next steps. 

Survey Ranking Results Translated into

Objectives Rank TF 1 TF 2 TF 3 TF 4 TF 5 TF 6 TF 7 TF 8 TF 9 Total Consensus 
Weight %

Community Impact 1 4 5 5 5 2 4 5 3 5 38 27%

Level of Cost 2 2 4 2 4 5 2 5 5 3 32 22%

Degree of Access 3 5 3 3 1 3 5 5 2 2 29 20%

Site Size (Expansion Potential) 4 3 2 4 3 1 3 3 1 4 24 17%

Timing 5 1 1 1 2 4 1 5 4 1 20 14%

Total - - - - - - - - - - 143 100%
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The Assessment Framework 
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The Assessment Framework     
A qualitative scale based on “Low”, “Medium” and “High” scores    
A qualitative scale of low, medium and high categories is used to assess alternative sites in terms of the their potential to achieve City 
and community planning objectives, as well as remaining criteria related the level of cost, transportation access, site size (expansion 
potential) and timing. The framework is summarized below and explained in more detail in the pages that follow.  

1. Community Impact (27%)
Low Medium High

• Fulfills few (0 to 3) identified policy and 
community directions (see next page) 

• Fulfills some (4 to 6) identified policy and 
community directions (see next page) 

• Fulfills most (7 to 10) identified policy and 
community directions (see next page)  

2: Level of Cost (22%)
Low Medium High

• Potential for total cost to be substantially 
in excess of original estimates 

• Potential for total cost to be somewhat to 
moderately in excess of original estimates 

• Total cost generally consistent with original 
estimates  

2. Degree of Access (20%)
Low Medium High

• Relatively poor road and public transit
access, not well-served by active 
transportation, not central  

• Reasonably good road and public transit 
access, less well-served by active 
transportation, less central 

• Superior road and public transit access, well-
served by active transportation and in a 
central location  

4. Site Size (Expansion Potential: 17%)
Low Medium High

• No expansion potential for facility or 
additional outdoor amenities 

• Potential for facility expansion but not 
additional outdoor amenities 

• Potential for facility expansion and additional 
outdoor amenities  

5. Timing (14%)
Low Medium High

• More substantial delays (over 3 years) 
construction 2019 or later 

• Moderate delays (2 to 3 years) 
construction in 2018 to 2020 period

• Minimal to no delays in timing (1-2 years) 
construction in 2017 to 2018 period
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Community Impact Criteria Stands Out
Structured policy-based approach taken 
Community impact is addressed using a policy-based approach, structured specifically to reflect community support for locating the 
multiplex on a rehabilitated (brownfield) site close to existing concentrations of population and where existing businesses are expected 
to benefit most from the investment. From a community planning perspective, a location within the built-up area (as intensification) is 
generally more consistent with this feedback as opposed to one within the designated greenfield or agricultural areas. The key policy 
directions and document sources used to assess community impact are shown below.   

Policy Directions to Assess Community Impact Source

1 Provide open, transparent, accountable and innovative leadership in local governance 
and service delivery 

Goal 2 Corporate Strategic Plan 
2016-2019  

2 Support and promotes a strong, dynamic and innovative local economy Goal 6 Corporate Strategic Plan 
2016-2019 

3 Directs and encourages new development to within the built up area as opposed to 
designated greenfield and agricultural areas Cambridge official plan 

4 Maintains prime locations within the City for prestige employment uses including 
advanced manufacturing and major office development Cambridge official plan 

5 Encourages the redevelopment and rehabilitation of “brownfield” and “greyfield” sites Cambridge official plan

6 Acts as a catalyst which contributes to community improvement renewal, and 
revitalization Cambridge official plan

7 Achieve increased densities to support the viability of existing and planned transit routes 
and hubs Cambridge official plan 

8 Is located centrally within the community Community Feedback 

9 Has frontage and visibility on major arterial roads Community Feedback 

10 Supports existing Cambridge businesses located in close proximity (hotels, restaurants, 
local retail activities) Community Feedback 
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Community Impact (cont’d)
Consistent with broader Provincial planning goals   

Criteria #1 – Community Impact (27%)
Low Medium High

• Fulfills few (0 to 3) relevant policy and 
community criteria 

• Fulfills some (4 to 6) relevant policy 
and community criteria

• Fulfills most (7 to 10) relevant policy and 
community criteria 

Basis for the Approach 

• Feedback from the Task Force members indicated that municipal financial impact, compatibility with surrounding uses as well as 
ability to stimulate spin off economic activity were amongst the most important considerations 

• Feedback from the community on the other hand indicated support for locating the multiplex on a rehabilitated brownfield 
(contaminated) site, close to existing population concentrations and where existing Cambridge business would be likely to 
benefit most from the investment. 

• From a planning perspective, a location within the built-up area (as intensification) would be more consistent with this feedback 
as opposed to within the designated greenfield area 

• Other community planning and strategic considerations are also important and need to be taken into account. Therefore it is 
proposed that Community Impact be assessed qualitatively against relevant policy criteria set out in current City plans and 
feedback received from the community  

A qualitative assessment of the degree to which the location options are consistent with identified policy directions forms the basis for 
the approach: location options that fulfil many will score higher than options that fulfill only some or few of the identified policy 
directions. As explained later,  this approach, combined with the weight assigned to Community Impact exerts a significant influence 
on the overall results, particularly in more central locations. It is also worth pointing out that many of the policy directions assessed as 
part of Community Impact are consistent with broader Provincial Planning and economic objectives as set out in the Growth Plan for 
the Greater Golden Horseshoe (the Growth Plan, 2016).
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Level of Cost 
Based on estimated range of additional expenditure required 

Criteria #2 –Level of Cost (22%)  

Low Medium High
• Potential for total cost to be 

substantially in excess of original 
estimates 

• Potential for total cost to be somewhat
to moderately in excess of original 
estimates 

• Total cost is generally consistent with 
original estimates 

Basis for the Approach 

• Significant community support has been shown for rehabilitating contaminated properties as well as support for municipal 
ownership of the site ultimately chosen. 

• Feedback from the community, however, also indicated support for careful management of costs with respect to the 
development and operation of a municipally operated recreational facility

• The combination of the need for land acquisition and potentially additional site preparation costs may require trade-offs in 
terms of facility size and scope to appropriately manage the cost of the facility 

• Assessment of overall project costs is therefore related to the budget range currently contemplated by City Council: between 
$60 and $80 million –excluding land and site development costs. The estimated cost of location options that fall closest to this
original range should score higher than options anticipated to be more expensive. 

The level of cost is based on the current anticipated range of investment required to complete the new facility, between $60 and $80 
million depending on the number of ice pads and excluding land acquisition and site development costs. Preliminary analysis 
indicates that the overall cost of development including land costs could be substantially in excess of the original estimates for some 
potential locations. The level of cost is therefore assessed in relation to original estimates, with relatively less expensive location 
options scoring higher relative to options anticipated to involve greater levels of investment.    

2
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Degree of Access 
Assessed qualitatively and on a relative basis  

Criteria #3 –Degree of Access (20%)  
Low Medium High

• Relatively poor road and public transit
access, not well-served by active 
transportation, not central  

• Reasonably good road and public 
transit access, less well-served by 
active transportation, less central 

• Superior road and public transit access, 
well-served by active transportation and 
in a central location  

Basis for the Approach 

• Given the nature of the proposed facility, access through all modes of transportation network is desirable but particularly the 
road network. Evidence shows that recreational-type facilities tend to experience high auto trip volumes generated by parents 
driving children to and from various activities. 

• Significant community support, however,  has been shown for a central location and one that is proximate to the local population
anticipated to be served 

• “Degree of Access” is therefore proposed to be assessed qualitatively and on a relative basis for the short-listed sites under 
consideration 

The degree of transportation access is assessed as a combination of road and transit access, accessibility to active transportation 
routes and proximity to the existing population and existing businesses, particularly retail and hotel accommodation that might 
support Multiplex activities. Since an in-depth transportation analysis is beyond the scope of the Task Force evaluation, transportation 
access is assessed qualitatively and on a relative basis for the short listed sites. Location options that display superior access in a 
central location score higher than those with only reasonable or relatively poor transportation access and in locations that may not be 
considered as central within the community. 
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Expansion Potential 
Relevant given future growth outlook 

Criteria #4 Site Size (Expansion Potential)  17%

Low Medium High

• Site has no potential for expansion 
• Site provides no opportunity to 

accommodate additional outdoor 
amenities

• Site has potential for facility 
expansion 

• Site provides limited or no 
opportunity to accommodate 
additional outdoor amenities

• Site has potential for facility expansion 
• Site provides opportunity to 

accommodate additional outdoor 
amenities 

Basis for the Approach 

• Future expansion potential is relevant given the growth outlook for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, Waterloo Region and City of 
Cambridge.

• Particularly in light of community feedback, opportunities to accommodate significant municipal facilities in central locations will 
only become more limited and more expensive over time 

• Expansion potential therefore proposed to be assessed based the ability to provide developable land area beyond estimated 
minimum site size of 17 acres and opportunity to provide additional outdoor amenities such as walking trails.   

Expansion potential is the assessed as the ability of a site to accommodate expanded facility space and/or the provision of additional 
outdoor amenities. Expansion potential is relevant given the rapid growth forecast for the Toronto region as well as ongoing City and 
Provincial planning efforts to increase density. Within this context, over time it will only become more difficult for the City to acquire 
control of large, centrally-located sites for major community uses. Unlike other criteria which are more qualitative in nature such as 
Community Impact, Expansion Potential is relatively straightforward to assess: either a site is large enough to accommodate facility 
expansion and/or additional outdoor amenities or it is not. 
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Timing 
Potential delays in development remain a concern  

Criteria #5 –Timing (14%)

Low Medium High
• More substantial delays (over 3 years) 

construction 2019 or later 
• Moderate delays (2 to 3 years) 

construction in 2018 to 2020 period
• Minimal to no delays in timing (1-2 years) 

construction in 2017 to 2018 period
Commentary 

• According to the 2015 Facility Needs Assessment report, current arena demand generally matches supply with the result that 
City’s current decision-making with respect to the Multiplex relates more to quality than quantity.

• The limitations of some of the City’s existing facilities are well-documented with some requiring significant investment to 
maintain an appropriate state of good repair. Some facilities, despite recent renovations, are simply unable to meet the growing
need for space. 

• Although ranked as the lowest-importance criteria,  in part reflecting feedback from the community, the timing of the 
development of the facility nevertheless has a bearing on the City’s broader arena planning efforts including the potential 
decommissioning or repurposing of select facilities.   

• Assessment of project timing therefore is proposed to be related to the anticipated delays associated with the various location 
options relative to the timing originally contemplated by Council 

Although timing was not identified as a significant issue from the community’s perspective, the City still remains concerned about the 
potential delays in development. The current state of many existing recreational facilities is less than ideal and there is an identified 
need to address the situation. As a result, the issue of timing is assessed with respect to the anticipated level of delay relative to 
original timelines, particularly related to such matters as property acquisition (including potential expropriation) and remediation of 
contaminated lands. Options that can be expected to move forward quickly score higher than those anticipated to be subject to
either moderate or more substantial delays in development.  
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Section 5
Results and Implications for 
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Assessment Framework applied to the short-listed sites   
The Final Step    
The Assessment Framework was applied to the short-listed sites during closed meetings in October and November. Each of 
the short-listed sites (shown again below for convenience) was assigned a “High”, “Medium” or “Low” category. The process 
was guided by Task Force judgement and consensus and supporting analysis prepared by Deloitte, primarily with respect to 
community impact, development costs and timing. Degree of access was evaluated qualitatively by Task Force members and 
consensus reached along with Site Size (expansion potential).  
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1

2

3 4

5

6

1

2

3

4220 Pinebush 
Road

5

6

261 Hespeler  
Road

1001 Franklin 
Blvd

112 Pinebush 
Road

Franklin and 
Savage Drive 

Note: The site at 1001 Franklin Boulevard has been subsequently removed from consideration by the Task Force following 
additional review and analysis

850 Fountain 
Road 
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Community impact, cost and timing warranted additional input   
Supporting analysis 

© Deloitte LLP and affiliated entities.   |   City of Cambridge Multiplex Facility 31

As noted, supporting analysis was undertaken to assist the Task Force in their assessment with respect to the Community Impact, 
development costs and timing criteria. A summary of the analyses undertaken is provided below. Detailed results are not being
provided at this point in the process to protect the parties involved and respect the confidential information of affected property 
owners, particularly with respect to potential property acquisition and rehabilitation of brownfields. Taking into account this analysis 
and other available information, the Task Force reached consensus on the high/medium/low categories to be assigned to each of
the short listed sites with respect to the identified locational criteria and priorities.  

A review of each of the sites was 
undertaken within the context of 
the identified City planning and 
strategic directions and 
community feedback described 
earlier in the report. 

Each site was ‘scored’ according 
to the number of  policy 
directions it could potentially 
advance and those scores were 
translated into the Assessment 
Framework categories, including 
the redevelopment and 
rehabilitation of potentially 
contaminated sites. 

High-level, order of magnitude 
estimates of development costs were 
prepared for each site including the 
cost of land, technical studies and 
other costs that may be incurred. 
The cost of facility construction is 
held constant. 

The intent of the cost estimates is to  
illustrate relative differences between 
the six sites under consideration It is 
recognized that more detailed 
analysis will be required to confirm 
the specific cost estimates for any 
particular site, especially related to 
potential land acquisition and/or 
servicing upgrades

A high-level, order of magnitude 
estimate of timing was also prepared 
for each site, including time required 
to complete the necessary technical 
studies and taking into account risk 
and uncertainty, particularly related 
to the potential for land acquisition 
(especially expropriation) and the 
remediation of brownfields, as the 
case may be.

As with development costs, the 
intent of the estimates is to illustrate 
relative differences between the sites. 
More detailed analysis would be 
required to confirm the specific 
timing for a particular site. 

Community Impact Development  Cost  Timing   
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Results converted into point values      
Weighted average approach taken   
Following the Task Force consensus on the overall assessment, each of the low, medium and high categories are converted into a 
numerical value out of 100 as follows: “low” is assigned a score of 33, “medium” assigned a score of 66 and “high” is assigned a
score of 100. This approach essentially assumes that Criteria categorized as “High” are three times more important than those  
categorized as “Low” and Criteria categorized as “Medium” are twice as important as those categorized. Next the point values are 
multiplied by the Criteria ranking and added to provide an overall point value for each site. The process for converting the 
Assessment Framework results into point values is illustrated below. 

Step 1
Criteria 
Ranking

Criteria 
Weight

Assessment 
Framework

Criteria Consensus 
Rank

Degree of 
Access 3

Level of 
Cost 2

Site Size 
(Expansion 
Potential) 

4

Timing 5

Community 
Impact 1

Criteria Consensus 
Weight

Degree of 
Access 20%

Level of 
Cost 22%

Site Size 
(Expansion 
Potential) 

17%

Timing 14%

Community 
Impact 27%

Group 1 
Attributes

Consensus 
Weight

High 100

Medium 66

Low 33

Critera Consensus 
Weight Site 1 Site 2 Site 3

Degree of 
Access 20% 66 100 33

Level of Cost 22% 33 66 100

Site Size 
(Expansion 
Potential) 

17% 66 66 66

Timing 14% 100 33 100

Community 
Impact 27% 66 66 33

Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Weights Applied to Scores
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Central locations score the highest 
Structure of assessment framework defines the outcome  
The results of the evaluation are  summarized below. As shown,  central locations score highest, particularly sites along Pinebush and 
Hespeler roads. The original Conestoga Site scores well below these central locations. It is important to note that this outcome is 
defined largely by the structure of the assessment framework which places a strong emphasis on Community Impact objectives 
related to intensification and revitalization within the built-up area. A different outcome would result from an alternative approach, 
notably one that ranked and weighted cost, timing and immediate highway access as the most important criteria. 

Site Scoring Results 1 2 3 4 5 6

Address 220 Pinebush
1001 Franklin 

Blvd *
(removed)

850 Fountain 
Street South 
(Conestoga)

261 
Hespeler Rd

112 Pinebush 
Road

North Corner 
of Franklin and 
Savage Drive

Overall Score 71.8 69.1 59.0 71.8 67.2 59.4

Criteria / Score

Community Impact Medium High Low High Medium Medium

Level of Cost Medium Low High Medium Medium Medium

Degree of Access Medium High Medium High Medium Low

Site Size (Expansion Potential) High Low Low Low High Medium

Timing Medium Medium Medium Low Low Medium

42



Results raise broader City-building and strategic issues     
Conclusions and next steps  
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The overall result of the site evaluation process is simple: more central locations score higher than greenfield locations or other 
more distant sites. Looking back on the Task Force mandate and process, however, it is clear that what began as a relatively 
straightforward analysis has evolved into a broader community discourse around the role that the Multiplex can and should play 
with respect to advancing broader City-building and strategic objectives. To this end, and as Council moves forward with its 
decision-making, three key issues will need to be given further consideration. 

From a real estate development 
perspective (all other things being 
equal) greenfield sites tend to 
behave more predictably from an 
overall complexity, cost and timing 
of development perspective. 

Intensification and infill on the 
other hand (especially the 
redevelopment of contaminated 
sites) tends to be more complex 
and costly. While a more central 
location may advance broader 
City-building objectives, equally 
important questions of risk, liability 
and project financing will also 
need to be addressed.   

A great deal of input was received 
with respect to facility design 
through the site evaluation process, 
particularly as part of the public 
engagement program. 

Key suggestions include ‘splitting’ the 
approved design concept into 
separate ice-based and aquatic 
facilities and/or expanding the size 
of the proposed pool to the full 50m 
Olympic standard. 

Such an approach would significantly 
change the landscape of potential 
locations for a new facility especially 
in central Cambridge.  

The question of partnerships also 
emerged as part of the discourse 
regarding potential delivery models 
for the Multiplex.  

Taking advantage of signage 
opportunities along Highway 401, 
partnering with existing service 
providers or integrating recreational 
facilities within a larger mixed-use 
redevelopment scenario were 
amongst the main suggestions. 

If structured and implemented 
property, such partnerships could be 
used to amplify the impact of the 
City’s planned investment. 

Cost and Uncertainty Facility Design   Partnerships   
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Appendix A
Long list of potential locations
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Potential sites evaluated Approximate Property Size (Acres)

1 220 Pinebush 23.4 for 3 parcels

2 850 Fountain Street South 26 with the ability to expand

3 261 Hespeler Rd 17

4 112 Pinebush Road 35

5
Roll # 070027018500000
(North Corner of Franklin Boulevard and 
Savage Drive)

20.7

6 289 Hespeler Road 4.9

7 1001 Franklin Blvd 16.6

8 66 Shade Street 2.57

9 679-695 Bishop Street North 6.4

10 401 Fountain Street North 15.4 or less

Source: City of Cambridge
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Appendix A
Long list of potential locations

Potential sites evaluated Property Size (in Acres)

11 1320 Dunbar Road Conservation Area

12 201 Beverly Street 9.2

13 Boxwood Business Park 11

14 875 Speedsville Road 100

15 2310 and 2420 Townline Road 14.7

16 North East Corner of Townline Road and Hwy 
#401 Outside City boundaries

17 120 Shade Street Park

18 10 Limerick Road 8.05

19 180 Groh Avenue 4.4

20 Roll # 070066020050000 (Dundas Street and 
Myers Road area) 33
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Source: City of Cambridge
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Appendix A
Long list of potential locations

Potential sites evaluated Property Size (in Acres)

21 1535 Bishop Street North
(Bishop Street Alternative) 13.6

22 500 Conestoga Boulevard 27.9

23 167 Green Vista Drive 40.1

24 49 King Street West Park

25 200 Christopher Drive Park

26 49 King Street West Park

27 445 Dickie Settlement Road 132

28 640 and 780 Ellis Road 20

29 Roll # 150015101500000 (North East corner of 
Bishop Street and Can-Amera Parkway) 22.2

30 560 Conestoga Boulevard 32

31 1140 Main Street East 45

32 975 Clyde Road 67

33 501 Franklin Boulevard 28

34 140 Old Mill Road 64

Source: City of Cambridge
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APPENIDX B – Engage 
Cambridge Survey Results
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Appendix B
Engage Cambridge Survey Results
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As part of the overall pubic and stakeholder consultation an on-line survey was launched to 
obtain preliminary community input on: Transportation access, Timing and cost of facility 
development, “City-building’ opportunities, Economic and community impacts and Overall 
location within he community. The survey was conducted between mid-august and mid-
September and the detailed results were made available for review on the City’s Multiplex 
website. A summary is provided here in Appendix B of this report.

Consultation Summary
Total number of Attendees 2,030
All Responses 1,689
Hours of Public Comment 84.5

Transportation Access

Most of the population should be able to drive to the facility in 15 to 20 minutes. Count

Strongly Agree 983
Agree 444
Neutral/No Opinion 112
Disagree 74
Strongly Disagree 49

59.1%
26.7%

6.7%
4.5%

2.9%

Most of the population should be able to access the facility via public 
transportation. Count

Strongly Agree 1058
Agree 437
Neutral/No Opinion 91
Disagree 54
Strongly Disagree 24

63.6%
26.3%

5.5%
3.2%

1.4%
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Appendix B
Engage Cambridge Survey Results
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Transportation Access (Cont’d)

Most of the population should be able to access the facility through more active 
forms of transportation including walking, running or cycling. Count

Strongly Agree 798
Agree 456
Neutral/No Opinion 268
Disagree 103
Strongly Disagree 34

Please share any additional comments about transportation access. Count

Answered 504
Skipped 1185

29.8%
70.2%

48.1%
27.5%

16.2%
6.2%

2.0%
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Appendix B
Engage Cambridge Survey Results
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Timing of Development

It is necessary that the new facility is operational as soon as possible. Count

Strongly Agree 204
Agree 382
Neutral/No Opinion 504
Disagree 382
Strongly Disagree 155

Timing is not a major issue: what really matters is the right location. Count

Strongly Agree 1006
Agree 340
Neutral/No Opinion 145
Disagree 99
Strongly Disagree 63

12.5%
23.5%

31.0%
23.5%

9.5%

60.9%
20.6%

8.8%
6.0%

3.8%

Please share any additional comments about timing of development. Count

Answered 438
Skipped 1251

25.9%

74.1%
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Project Costs 

It is necessary that project costs be carefully managed. Count

Strongly Agree 766
Agree 710
Neutral/No Opinion 136
Disagree 23
Strongly Disagree 10

Project cost is not a major issue: what really matters it the right location. Count

Strongly Agree 383
Agree 387
Neutral/No Opinion 255
Disagree 389
Strongly Disagree 198

Please share any additional comments about project costs. Count

Answered 468
Skipped 1221

46.6%
43.2%

8.3%
1.4%

0.6%

23.8%

24.0%

15.8%

24.1%

12.3%

27.7%

72.3%
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City Building

Development of the new facility should be used to achieve broader City objectives 
such as intensification or reclaiming contaminated sites. Count

Strongly Agree 398
Agree 537
Neutral/No Opinion 489
Disagree 165
Strongly Disagree 53

The new facility should be close to existing population concentrations. Count

Strongly Agree 806
Agree 525
Neutral/No Opinion 191
Disagree 113
Strongly Disagree 27

Please share any additional comments about city building. Count

Answered 371
Skipped 1318

24.2%
32.7%

29.8%
10.0%

3.2%

22.0%

78.0%

48.5%
31.6%

11.5%
6.8%

1.6%

4453
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Economic Activity

The new facility should be close to existing retail stores, restaurants, entertainment 
opportunities and hotel accommodations. Count

Strongly Agree 550
Agree 539
Neutral/No Opinion 351
Disagree 187
Strongly Disagree 38

Please share any additional comments about economic activity. Count

Answered 435
Skipped 1254

33.0%
32.4%

21.1%
11.2%

2.3%

25.8%

74.2%
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Economic Activity (Cont’d)

What do you believe are the most important factors to consider in selecting a 
location for the new facility? Count

Answered 1295
Skipped 394

76.7%
23.3%

What do you believe are the most important factors to consider in selecting a 
location for the new facility? Count

Answered 502
Skipped 1187

29.7%

70.3%
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Limiting Conditions

Assumptions and limiting conditions
1. This document was prepared by Deloitte LLP (“Deloitte”) and is provided for the use of City of Cambridge alone. The purpose of this report is solely to provide the City of 

Cambridge with strategic advice regarding the Multiplex alternative site evaluation. 
2. This report has been made only for the purpose stated and shall not be used for any other purpose. Information contained herein is confidential. This information is not 

intended for general circulation or publication nor is it to be reproduced or used for any purpose other than that outlined above. Deloitte recognizes no responsibility 
whatsoever to any third party who may choose to rely on its reports or other material provided to the City.

3. No detailed inspection of the sites have been conducted.
4. Responsible ownership and competent property management are assumed.
5. Information furnished by others, including the City, and / or others, upon which all or portions of this report is based, are believed to be reliable, but have not been 

verified in all cases. No warranty is given as to the accuracy of such information.
6. Our report and work product cannot be included, or referred to, in any prospectus, securities and exchange commission filing or other investment document.
7. It is assumed that all required licenses, certificates of occupancy, consents, or other legislative or administrative authority from any local, provincial, or national government 

or private entity or organization have been, or can readily be obtained, or renewed for any use on which the estimates provided in this report are based. 
8. No investigation has been made of, and no responsibility is assumed for, the legal description or for legal matters including title or encumbrances. The properties are 

assumed to be free and clear of liens, easements, encroachments and other encumbrances unless otherwise stated.
10. Full compliance with all applicable federal, provincial and local zoning, use, occupancy, environmental, and similar laws and regulations is assumed, unless otherwise 

stated.
11. No responsibility is taken for changes in market conditions and no obligation is assumed to revise this report to reflect events or conditions, which occur subsequent to the 

effective date of this report.
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12. Areas and dimensions of the property were obtained from sources believed to be reliable. Maps or sketches, if included in this report, are only to assist the reader in 
visualizing the property and no responsibility is assumed for their accuracy. No independent surveys were conducted.

13. No responsibility is assumed for property, subsoil, or structure conditions or for arranging for engineering studies that may be required to discover them.
14. No soil analysis or geological studies were ordered or made in conjunction with this report, nor was an investigation made of any water, oil, gas, coal, or other subsurface 

mineral and use rights or conditions.
15. Neither Deloitte nor any individuals signing or associated with this report shall be required by reason of this report to give further consultation, to provide testimony or 

appear in court or other legal proceedings, unless specific arrangements thereof have been made. 
16. We have not been engaged nor are qualified to detect the existence of hazardous material, which may or may not be present on or near the property. The presence of 

potentially hazardous substances such as asbestos, urea-formaldehyde foam insulation, industrial wastes, etc. may affect the value of the property. No responsibility is 
assumed for any such conditions or for any expertise or engineering knowledge required to discover them. The client should retain an expert in this field if further 
information is desired.

17. Any opinion on value that may be inferred within this report makes no account for the availability or otherwise, of potential financial aid of any form, that may have a 
material impact upon value.

18. With respect to land areas, density, coverage and other related assumptions, we have relied upon data provided by the City and other consultants and have not 
independently verified / confirmed this information.
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Multiplex Site Evaluation Assessment Task Force Report to Council Page 1 of 14 
December 12, 2016 

Multiplex Site Evaluation Assessment Task Force 

Final Report to Cambridge City Council 

December 12, 2016 

The Multiplex Site Evaluation Assessment Task Force was established by Cambridge City 
Council on May 16, 2016.  The following individuals were selected to participate on the Task 
Force as outlined in the Membership section of the Terms of Reference which is attached to 
this report. 

a) Community Members
 June Anderson (Vice-chair)
 Bill Kirby
 Penny Price
 Chris Smith (Chair)
 Richard Woodfield
 Chamber of Commerce
 Greg Durocher
 Councillors
 Mike Devine
 Donna Reid

a) Staff
 Gary Dyke, City Manager
 Elaine Brunn Shaw, City Planner

b) Ex-officio
 Mayor Doug Craig (withdrew)

b) Honorable Mention
 Kent McVittie
 James Goodram
 Antony Lorius (Deloitte)
 Tricia Lewis
 Michael Di Lullo
 James Hutson
 Deborah Ingraham

Schedule "B"
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1) Multiplex Site Evaluation Assessment Task Force Mandate 

At the May 16, 2016 Council meeting the following resolution was passed to create a Multiplex 
Site Evaluation Assessment Task Force.   

1c  Community Engagement Related to Multiplex Site 

A recorded vote was requested by Mayor Craig and taken as follows: 

Motion:   77-16 
Moved By:   Councillor Liggett 
Seconded By: Councillor Devine  

THAT Council establishes a new constituted Task Force comprised of 2 members of 
Council; 2 members of staff; and 3 members of the public; 

AND THAT staff develop a terms of reference for the June Council meeting which 
includes the concept plan for the multiplex based on the plan described in staff report 
16-018(CSD) with an additional gymnasium, two additional pool lanes and spectator 
seating for the pool and one of the ice pads. 

In Favour:  Councillors Monteiro, Ermeta, Devine, Reid, Adshade, Wolf and  
 Mayor Craig 
Opposed:  Councillors Liggett and Mann 

 
CARRIED on a recorded vote 7-2 

The Statement “Scope of Work” is outlined in the Amended Terms of Reference included in 
Report # 16-036 (CRP) recorded in the minutes of the General Committee Meeting of May 31, 
2016.  The resolution is noted below and a copy of the Amended Terms of Reference is 
attached as Appendix “A”. 

 Determine the key locational requirements of the facility 

 Determine appropriate metrics for quantifying performance with respect to each of the 
locational requirements 

 Identify how the various types of generic locations perform (Greenfields, brownfields, 
industrial, parkland, a central Cambridge location, etc…) with respect to the various 

locational requirements 

 Within this context, review the specific locations that have been proposed for the facility 
or those that may be identified as the project unfolds. 
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 Identify implications for each site with respect to potential cost and timing, economic 
impact, traffic or other, as the case may be. 

*The Task Force expanded on the above by placing emphasis on community engagement, 
looking objectively at all suggested sites, with a clear process and an open mind. 

Also included in Resolution 77-16 shown above is the approval of a concept facility design 
(described in Report 16-018 (CSD)).  This was an important consideration when evaluating 
sites.   

The Approved Multiplex Concept Facility Design is shown below: 

 

2) Sites Considered 

34 sites were considered.  The full list of sites can be found in Staff Report 16-037 (CSD).  
Alternate site sources presented up until November 2, 2016, include community input, task 
force members and city staff.   It should be noted that the Conestoga College site is included in 
the comparative evaluation of short-listed sites. It is the location before Council given the lease 
agreement proposed with Council’s deferral. 

The Task Force met during the period of June to November, 2016 on the following dates: 

June 23, 2016   October 13, 2016 
July 14, 2016    October 18, 2016 
July 21, 2016    October 27, 2016 
August 11, 2016   November 2, 2016 
August 18, 2016   November 16, 2016 
August 25, 2016   November 23, 2016 
September 8, 2016 
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During this time there were open session meetings at which several delegations were received 
and closed session meetings during which confidential information about private properties 
and site evaluations were discussed.   

Two Public Information Centres (PIC) meetings were held on the following dates: 

 August 25, 2016 at the Beehive Hall in Hespeler
 September 8, 2016 at Cambridge City Hall in the Bowman Room

Details of the process were presented to the public and explained at these meetings.  In 
addition to this, community input was further solicited.  An online and printed survey was 
implemented through engageCambridge.  Through this process, in excess of two thousand 
responses were received. 

Later in the process a short list of sites was developed and task force members had a site tour 
to visit the locations in order to broaden their understanding. 

 October 18, 2016 – Site Tour

The Task Force refined the original list, plus later additions, by eliminating those that clearly 
did not meet the basic site requirements (ie. Minimum site size and location within Cambridge 
City Limits) 

The Task Force agreed to remove active parkland from consideration to retain a balance of 
recreational amenities within the community.  

Public input was given considerable importance in the development of the criteria and 
weighting.   The ranking shown below results from review of available information, task force 
judgment and consideration of public input received.  This information is described in more 
detail in the report from Deloitte which is attached as an appendix to staff report 16-037 (CSD). 

 Community impact
 Level of cost
 Degree of access
 Site size (expansion potential)
 Timing
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3) Evaluation of Sites 

A short list of potential properties was developed by the Task Force.  These properties were 
then scored.  The scoring of sites based on Criteria, Weighting and Classification is provided 
below:  

 

 Privately owned (three parcels - one ownership) 
 23.4 acres 
 Visible and accessible from Hwy 401 
 Designated as Employment lands 
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 Former industrial building.
 Adjacent City property at 155 Can-Amera Parkway would be required with this site

(former municipal landfill site)
 Combined 17 acres (261 Hespeler Road plus 155 Can-Amera Parkway), with additional

public land available for outdoor uses.
 Located close to Galt, Preston and Hespeler Road commercial areas.
 On main transit route and two arterial roads.
 Existing building on private property.
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 Privately owned and currently vacant. 
 35 acres includes Regionally significant woodlot. 
 Visible and accessible from Hwy 401 
 OPA and Zoning amendment application has been received for this property  

(Dec. 2016) 
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 Private, single land parcel. 
 Formerly industrial land 
 20.7 acres 
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 Institutional; lease and partnership (only site with lease option to date). 
 Original proposal before Council; more information already available for this site. 
 Opportunity for additional outdoor amenities, but not immediately proximate to facility. 
 Accessible from Hwy 401 
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It should be noted that up to the final discussions of the Task Force, there was a sixth site 
being evaluated: 1001 Franklin Blvd - Cambridge Ice Park. 

This property is owned by the city and currently leased to Buckingham Sports Inc, who have 
the ability to extend the original 50 year term up to an additional 25 years. Buckingham 
currently operates two indoor ice surfaces, outdoor ball and court facilities and a licensed 
lounge. In a presentation to the Task Force, Buckingham indicated a keen interest in building 
and operating another two ice pads on their site under agreement with the City, but was not 
prepared to undertake the entire Multiplex as envisaged by Council as it would impact their 
other facilities. 

This site was eliminated from further consideration.  After a more detailed review it was 
apparent that it would require negotiations to cancel the lease and compensate Buckingham 
for their existing capital investment and future earnings, and if closed would mean the loss of 
two ice surfaces and outdoor facilities already available to the public. 
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The interest of the public in this site and the potential to look at splitting up the components of 
the proposed Multiplex, could lead to other options, and these are discussed under "Other 
Considerations" below. 

4) Final Ranking 

At the onset of the meetings there was a wide range of opinion among the members. As we 
developed and worked through the process, respect and cooperation evolved.  These results 
were achieved through consensus and full support of the Task Force members. 

5) Other Considerations 

The consideration of additional alternate financing, partnerships and design possibilities allow 
providing greater facility value to the community and viability to the city. 

1. Consider splitting the project into components and partnering with another organization 
such as Buckingham Sports properties or other community partners focused on the 
expertise of the partners involved.  Splitting the project components was not part of the 
Task Force’s mandate but may warrant consideration by Council in the opinion of the 
Task Force. 

2. Consider the potential for mixed use development.  This could assist with site cost and 
address opportunities for further tax revenue and achieve some of the goals established 
in the City of Cambridge Official Plan.   

6) Final Public Information Centre (PIC) 

Members of the Task Force are willing to volunteer to be present at a final PIC meeting at 
which details and clarifications can be offered to the public regarding the process undertaken 
in the delivery of this report. 

7) Observation 

A positive observation associated with this project is the high level of public input achieved and 
the fact that commentary and discussion considered CAMBRIDGE as a single community and 
not the historical geographic communities.   
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Appendix “A” 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE TASK FORCE FOR THE CITY OF CAMBRIDGE 

MULTIPLEX SITE EVAULATION 

(Amended at the General Committee Meeting of May 31, 2016, 
Approved at Council on June 14, 2016 as part of Motion 104-16) 

1) Purpose  

The purpose of the Task Force is to oversee the evaluation of - potential sites(s) for a new 
multi-sport and recreation complex in the City of Cambridge (the “multiplex” project).  The Task 

Force is intended to serve two broad objectives (i) provide a forum to assess the potential 
costs, timing and other issues associated with the various location options and (ii) provide 
input to Council’s broader decision-making with respect to the ultimate location of the facility.   

2) Background  

The formation of the Task Force is related to recent Council decisions regarding the future 
location of the multiplex project that is to be developed to meet future community needs for 
recreational facilities. A vacant parcel adjacent to Conestoga College (the “Conestoga Site”) 

had been selected as the preferred location for the facility based on several factors related to 
transportation access, infrastructure, potential costs and timing.  

Since this decision was made, however, some questions have been raised as to the 
appropriateness of the Conestoga Site for the new facility. In particular, some debate has 
arisen with respect to the approach taken to the original site selection process and the 
potential merits of a more ‘central’ location for the facility, notably one that might play a role in 

advancing broader community planning objectives related to, among others, intensification 
within the built-up area, brownfield redevelopment and supporting higher-order transit. 
Concerns have also been raised with respect to future travel times, traffic congestion and 
protection of the City’s limited supply of marketable employment land.  

In response to these questions and concerns, at its May 16th 2016 meeting Cambridge City 
Council formalized its commitment to undertake a community engagement process related to 
the multiplex site evaluation. Council also passed a motion to establish a new Task Force to 
oversee the evaluation of the proposed sites(s) and for which these draft Terms of Reference 
are being proposed.  Deloitte LLP has been retained to assist with the project, particularly as it 
relates to site evaluation, but also the development of these terms of reference as well as 
attendance at the various public sessions to be held as part of the community engagement 
process.  
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3) Scope of Work  

1. Determine the key locational requirements of the new facility.  

2. Determine appropriate metrics for quantifying performance with respect to each 
of the locational requirements.  

3. Identify how the various types of generic locations perform (Greenfield, 
brownfield, industrial, parkland, a central Cambridge location etc.) with respect to 
the various locational requirements.  

4. Within this context, review the specific locations that have been proposed for the 
facility or those that may be identified as the project unfolds.  

5. Identify implications for each site with respect to potential cost and timing, 
economic impact, traffic or others, as the case may be.  

Completion of the scope of work will be supported by input and analysis undertaken by Deloitte 
LLP. Outputs will be limited to factual information to the greatest degree possible. The Task 
Force or Deloitte will be permitted to perform analysis and to participate in ‘weighting’ of criteria 

or ranking of the various site options. 

4) Membership  

In accordance with the Council motion and direction arising out of the May 16th 2016 meeting 
the new Task Force is to be made up of  

 2 members of staff; 
 2 members of Council; and   
 6* members of the public (Citizen Members) 

Since the Task Force is a technical group, the emphasis should be on appointments with an 
interest and some level of expertise broadly in the areas of site selection, the land 
development process and municipal decision-making dynamics particularly with respect to 
Citizen Members and staff. Citizen members should also have the ability to devote the time 
required for Task Force meetings and for pre-meeting study and review of agenda and 
supporting material.  

To this end, community members will be able to apply and will be selected by Council. Staff 
members will be appointed by Council from senior leadership with knowledge and experience 
with the history of the multiplex site selection process. Councilor appointments will be 
determined by Council. The Chair and Vice Chair of the Task Force will be elected from 
amongst the Task Force members.  
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5) Time Lines and Meeting Frequency  

The site evaluation process is planned to be undertaken over the period from June to August 
2016 with a Council decision on the preferred location expected in October 24, 2016. Given 
these timelines it is anticipated that the Task Force would meet bi-weekly or approximately 10 
times over this period, or at the call of the Chair.  It is also anticipated that the Task Force 
members would make themselves available for attendance along with Deloitte staff at the 
various public sessions to be held as part of the community engagement process.  

*Note: Original Terms of Reference included 3 members of the public but Council 
subsequently passed Motion 96-16 appointing 5 members of the public at the meeting of June 
14, 2016.  Further to that resolution, at a Special Council Meeting on July 21, 2016 Motion 
140-16 was passed appointing a 6th member to the Task Force. 

**Note: Original Terms of Reference indicated that Council would appoint the Chair; however 
Council determined to refer the election of the chair to the Task Force as part of the discussion 
on May 31, 2016. 
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