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Executive Summary 

In 1998, consultants hired by: a Multi Purpose Facility Task Force based in 

Kingston, Ontario concluded that the City's "lack of appropriate spectator fucilities has 

limited (its) ability to host large conferences, trade shows, concerts, plays, perfonnances, 

spectator sporting events, and many other recreation programs" (Crowe and Dexter, 

1998: I). Therefore, the goal of this report was to make a "first cut" at selecting a 

suitable location for a spectator 

The examination Division StreetIHighway 

401 intersection. The main purpose of including Block D was 

to allow for a comparison between a site that has already been examined extensively with 

sites that have yet to be investigated. The remaining three sites were selected for 

assessment based on suggestions made by the City of Kingston's Manager of Strategic 

Planning. 

The evaluation method that w~ used for this investigation is based on the 

approach employed by Porter Dillon Lirpited for locating a Civic Centre in St. John's, 

Newfoundland. In total, three categories: were examined for each Kingston site: property 

fuctors, accessibility to and from the arena, and community locale. The evaluation 

criteria that were used for each of these categories are listed in Table I, along with their 

weighting and a brief description of why they are important considerations from a 

planning perspective. 

II 





For each evaluation criterion, the sites were ranked from 1 to 4 (Table II), based 

on the analysis that was conducted. The criteria were then assessed using the 

Concordance Evaluation Method. This is a computerized method that allows the input of 

ordinal (rank) and interval (real number) data to obtain an overall evaluation based on 

muhiple criteria. According to Porter Dillon Limited (1998: 52): 

The Concordance Method involves the systematic comparison ofoptions. Each option is 
compared for each criterion considered and the better option is given the weight 
associated with that criterion. If the options are equal, the weight is divided between 
them. The proportions of the weights assigned to each option on the basis ofone-to-one 
comparisons are then summed to develop an overall score for each option. The option 
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T bl e HI - d anx, Propo:sed Kin19ston Arena S'tIe Elfa Concor ance M t' va ua Ion 

Site 

! 

BlockD 
Kingston 
Memorial 

Centre 

West 
Campus 

Division 
Streetl 

Highway 
401 

Sum of 
Points 

BlockD 0.403 0.585 0.545 1.533 

Kingston 
Memorial 

Centre 
0.597 0.625 0.693 1.915 

West 
Campus 

0.415 0.375 0.460 1.250 

Division 
Streetl 

Highway 
401 

0.455 0.307 0.540 1.302 

Examination of the rankings in Table II and the summary provided by the 

Concordance Matrix in Table III indicates that the West Campus site is the least attractive 

location for an arena. This site is located over two kilometres from the downtown, and 

thus ranks poorly for criteria such as proximity to hotel accommodations and proximity 

to retail and entertainment uses,. The site also lacks public transit availability and 

pedestrian accessibility. 

The Division StreetIHighway 401 site is slightly more advantageous because it is 

located at a prominent highway interchange without residential neighbourhoods in the 

viTc 4.954 0 Td�(ank Tm�(slighto3ndesnnA(The )Tj�0.0045 Tc 2.007 rian )Tj.aigdit95 ,Tc 1.207 0 1.007 r4n )Tj�0.0like4 Tc -36.278 -2.7�(401 )Tj�0.0032 Tcnhat the 2.39 225 246.83 333.34 Tm�(is )Tj�/T1_1 1 T329.17 1 2.251.5 0 0 11.5 431.97 360.49 7m�(site )Tj�/T1_2 1c 2.0321 2.251.5 0no�0.0139 Tc 1.559 0 0 11.4 .403 Tbourhoods c 1.245 0 1.2(hotel )Tj�0.015169 -36.278.2(hotelcommoj�0.0065 Tc 1.842Tc 07 r4n )imity 

proximity 

t

h

e

 

 

2

6

8

0

1

1

7

 

T

c

 

-

1

.

3

6

9

 

-

2

.

4

2

3

 

3

0

�

(

T

h

e

 

)

T

j

�

0

j

�

0

.

0

0

5

c

 

5

7

 

T

d

�

(

s

l

i

g

h

t

o

3

n

s

i

o

n

 

)

T

j

�

0

.

2

2

 

T

c

 

3

.

6

2

T

d

�

(

h

o

t

e

l

B

a

t

 

k

 

T

c

 

0

.

9

6

 

0

3

 

T

2

.

7

0

2

 

0

 

D

�

-

0

.

0

3

3

2

 

T

c

9

 

-

3

6

.

2

4

8

.

2

(

h

o

t

e

l

3

1

2

.

6

3

 

2

2

3

2

 

T

c

4

c

 

1

1

.

4

 

c

 

4

.

9

5

4

 

0

b

e

n

e

f

i

t

)

T

j

�

0

.

0

1

9

5

0

5

�

-

0

.

0

2

5

 

0

 

T

d

�

(

t

r

)

T

j

�

0

.

0

1

9

3

 

T

.

0

0

7

 

3

.

0

5

3

4

 

0

 

T

d

�

(

s

i

t

)

T

j

�

0

.

0

1

9

0

6

9

 

-

3

6

.

2

6

T

2

.

7

0

2

 

0

 

�

(

h

i

g

h

w

a

y

 

)

T

j

�

0

.

0

0

8

1

.

2

4

5

 

0

8

4

 

0

 

T

d

�

(

s

(

f

o

r

 

)

T

j

�

0

.

0

3

7

8

 

2

8

.

0

1

5

4

 

T

c

6

2

.

7

0

2

 

0

 

j

�

0

.

0

1

3

9

 

T

c

 

1

.

5

5

9

 

4

2

-

2

.

7

�

(

4

0

1

 

)

T

j

�

0

.

0

0

m

�

(

l

o

c

a

t

.

 

T

d

�

(

t

h

e

 

e

d

u

t

 

)

T

j

�

0

.

0

2

6

4

 

T

c

8

1

 

0

8

9

j

�

-

0

.

0

0

0

2

 

T

 

T

c

4

6

 

c

 

2

.

7

1

.

5

 

0

o

f

0

.

0

1

3

9

 

T

c

 

1

.

5

5

9

e

 

)

T

j

�

/

T

1

_

2

 

1

5

0

5

.

1

8

 

c

 

2

.

7

1

.

5

 

0

0

1

 

)

T

j

�

0

.

0

0

3

�

-

0

.

0

-

0

.

0

2

4

c

 

3

.

6

8

2

8

4

0

 

T

d

�

(

a

n

d

 

)

T

0

 

1

0

.

5

 

2

0

1

.

1

4

 

3

3

3

.

3

4

5

�

(

i

s

 

)

T

j

5

7

3

�

/

T

1

_

1

 

1

 

T

1

5

.

2

7

8

 

8

6

.

e

4

5

 

5

 

0

A

0

 

1

1

.

5

 

4

3

1

.

9

7

 

3

6

0

.

1

.

5

5

9

e

 

)

T

j

�

/

T

1

_

2

 

1

1

6

9

 

0

 

T

8

6

.

e

4

5

 

5

 

0

n

t

 

is

2.1

75.2

36 0

 T

.3

9 2

23.0

4 T

m

�(

is

 )

Tj�-

0.0

029 T

 0

 1

9T86.e

45 5

 0

 0

 1

1.5

 4

31.1

4 3

33.3

4�0

.0

1540296�-

0.0

029617 5

.8

8 8

6.e

45 5

 0

resij

�-

0.0

114 T

0.0

1551 1

9�/T

1_1 1

 0

 7

14 6

 8

6.e

45 5

 0

ralk

in

g 1

1.5

 4

31.9

7 3

60.4

909m

�(

The )

Tj�0

.0

102 T

310289T86.e

45 5

 0

dis

ta

nct 



and is well served by existing transit routes. However, two major shortcomings of this 

site are its lack of parking availability, which leads to the possibility of spillover parking 

into nearby residential areas, and the surrounding roadway system, which allows 

vehicular access into these residential areas. 

The Kingston Memorial Centre site is the most attractive location for a spectator 

arena of the four sites that were examined. In fact, the summed concordance score for 

this site is 25% higher than the nearest competitor, Block D. The Kingston Memorial 

Centre site is a suitable location for an arena since no Official Plan or Zoning By-law 

Amendments are required to permit construction. The site is also easily accessed by 

vehicles and pedestrians, well served by public transit, and proximal to hotels, 

restaurants, and shops. 

The intention of this report, however, was not to conclusively determine where to 

locate a spectator arena in Kingston. Instead, its purpose· was to demonstrate the 

application of a site selection method that could be used to inform future decision­

making. This method can easily be adapted by those parties that have an interest in such 

a project, such as the City of Kingston, to account for more and different sites, the 

addition and deletion ofevaluation criteria, and/or the adjustment ofcriteria weight 


