REVISED AGENDA: Joint Special Council Meeting Agenda
Town of The Blue Mountains & Town of Collingwood

Date: Wednesday, July 16, 2025

Time: 5:00 p.m.

Location: Town of The Blue Mountains Town Hall, Council Chambers and Virtual
32 Mill Street, Thornbury, ON
AND

Town of Collingwood Town Hall, Council Chambers and Virtual
97 Hurontario Street, Collingwood, ON

A Joint Special Meeting of Council between the Town of The Blue Mountains and the Town of
Collingwood will be held on Wednesday July 16, 2025 at 5:00 p.m.

This meeting can also be viewed on the Town of Collingwood — Municipal Meeting YouTube
Channel and at https://www.collingwood.ca/council/council-committee-meetings/agendas-minutes-
meetings by click the livestream option and on the Town of The Blue Mountains Livestream at
thebluemountains.ca/livestream for those not able to attend in person.

This meeting is being hosted by the Town of Collingwood on behalf of both participating
municipalities.

Pages

1. National Anthem

Instrumental version credit of the Toronto Symphony Orchestra, conducted by
Peter Oundjan

2. Call of Council to Order

For more than 15,000 years, the First Nations walked upon, and cared for, the
lands we now call home. Anishinaabek, Haudenosaunee, Ojibwe, and many
others who were families, friends, and communities, the way we are today. The
Town of Collingwood acknowledges the Lake Simcoe-Nottawasaga Treaty of
1818 and the relationship it establishes with the original inhabitants of Turtle
Island. We acknowledge the reality of our shared history, and the current
contributions of Indigenous people within our community. We seek to continue
empowering expressions of pride amongst all of the diverse stakeholders in this
area. We seek to do better, and to continue to recognize, learn, and grow, in
friendship and community, Nation-to-Nation.

3.  Adoption of the Agenda


https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCBNhZ82MeZEMKKpGAFHqmGA?view_as=subscriber
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCBNhZ82MeZEMKKpGAFHqmGA?view_as=subscriber
https://www.collingwood.ca/council/council-committee-meetings/agendas-minutes-meetings
https://www.collingwood.ca/council/council-committee-meetings/agendas-minutes-meetings
/Pages/thebluemountains.ca/livestream

Recommendation:
THAT the content of the Special Joint Council Meeting Agenda for Wednesday,
July 16, 2025 be adopted as amended:

*  Addition of the appendices for Item 5.1 Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility
Assessment Results

Declarations of Pecuniary Interest

Note: In accordance with the Council Code of Conflict, Procedural By-law and
the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act, Council members must file with the Clerk a
written statement of the conflict, for inclusion on the Confilict of Interest Registry.

Presentations

*5.1 Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment Results, Colliers Project
Leaders

For more information on the Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment
please visit Engage Collingwood at: https://engage.collingwood.ca/murfa

Confirmatory By-Law

Collingwood Recommendation:

THAT The Town of Collingwood By-law No. 2025-XXX, being a by-law to
confirm the proceedings of the Joint Special Meeting held July 16, 2025, be
enacted and passed this 16th day of July, 2025.

The Town of the Blue Mountains Recommendation:

THAT The Town of the Blue Mountains By-law No. 2025-XXX, being a by-law to
confirm the proceedings of the Joint Special Meeting held July 16, 2025, be
enacted and passed this 16th day of July, 2025.

Adjournment
Recommendation:

THAT this Special Joint Meeting of Council of the Town of The Blue Mountains
and the Town of Collingwood is hereby adjourned at (time) p.m.
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Executive Summary

The Blue Mountains and Collingwood are highly desirable places to live. Both
communities have experienced record growth over the past few years, outpacing most
of the rest of Ontario and Canada. By 2033, the combined population of these
communities will exceed 54,000 residents.! Even at the current population levels,
existing recreational facilities are not meeting community needs. This is already well
documented. The Town of Collingwood’s 2019 Framework for Wellbeing: Parks,
Recreation and Culture Master Plan identified the need for additional recreational
capacity and recommended a multi-use facility, potentially shared with The Blue
Mountains (Recommendation #30).2 The Blue Mountains’ 2020 Leisure Activities Plan
(updated 2021) identifies a multi-use facility as a long-term solution to meet mounting
facility capacity issues.® Importantly, both reports reference opportunities to potentially
partner with neighbouring communities in a shared facility; and, possibilities to integrate
public library services, based on residents’ feedback.

This alignment of needs and interests between two neighbouring communities created
an opportunity for a shared exploration. In June 2024, the Town of The Blue Mountains
and the Town of Collingwood, alongside the Collingwood Public Library and Blue
Mountains Public Library, initiated a Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment
(MURFA). The mandate for this exploration was clear: listen to the public, learn from the
experiences of other communities, and analyze options on a path forward. Colliers
Project Leaders was engaged to support this work.

Through this process, residents in both communities expressed a clear, united and
strong desire for a shared multi-use facility:

e Potential high users of the space including organized sports and
community groups need the capacity that a new multi-use facility could
offer, as they are already experiencing significant capacity issues with

" Based on the 2033 population estimates from the most recent Development Charges studies in
Collingwood and The Blue Mountains (both completed by Hemson) which include population growth
projections. It should be noted that this may be a conservative estimate, as both communities have well
outpaced the projected population growth over the past few years.

2 The Town of Collingwood, A Framework for Wellbeing: Parks, Recreation and Culture Master Plan,
March 2019. Available online:
https://www.collingwood.ca/sites/default/files/uploads/documents/town_of collingwood_final_prc_master_
plan_march_2019 final.pdf

3 The Town of the Blue Mountains, 2020 Leisure Activities Plan (updated April 2021). Available online:
https://www.thebluemountains.ca/sites/default/files/2021-12/Town%200f%20Blue%20Mountians %20-
%20Leisure%20Activities%20Plan%202021%20-%20DEC%20-%20WEB.pdf



current facilities that will only intensify as the communities continue to
grow;

e There is pent up demand for additional capacity (both expressed by
residents and as documented in existing documents in both communities)
in multiple amenity categories including aquatics, ice, indoor and outdoor
courts and turf;

e Ahigh level of awareness of and experience using multi-use facilities in
other communities has established strong resident expectations for a
multi-use facility in their community, which is consistent with resident
perceptions of the recreation and wellness oriented lifestyle offered in
Collingwood and The Blue Mountains; and

e Residents are excited about the opportunity to enjoy many different
offerings in one facility (from accessing the library to going for a swim or
taking a call), particularly for families where family members are engaged
in different kinds of activities.

In sum, residents expressed a clear desire for a multi-use facility. Valued services like
the library coupled with new recreational opportunities both meets community needs but
also creates an exciting gathering space for the community. Residents communicated
an openness a shared facility particularly if it enables the project to materialize faster, to
a larger scale and more cost-efficiently than either municipality may be able to deliver
on their own.

In addition to the views of residents, several other factors make a joint multi-use facility
between Collingwood and The Blue Mountains an exciting possibility:

A collaborative spirit and close geographic proximity, enabling a more efficient
approach where the communities could create something of a more significant
scale by working together;

Well defined and similar capacity needs with a complimentary desire for a multi-
use facility in their existing master plans, development charge studies and more,
reflecting an existing strategic alignment between these communities at this
moment in time;

Population growth being concentrated along the municipal boundary and shared
coastline of Georgian Bay, anticipating that increased population will also
increase need and demand for recreational capacity; and

The catchment area served by existing recreation facilities already spills beyond
municipal borders, establishing norms where current facilities already serve
residents in other municipalities.



The benchmarking data from other facilities includes a precedent of shared multi-use
recreation facilities between municipal partners. Multi-use facilities involve significant
capital and operating costs, and sharing these costs across partners can be a strategy
to distribute the financial resources required. This process involved some outreach to
neighbouring municipalities, many of which are also quickly growing communities. This
report recommends ongoing outreach to neighbouring municipalities should there be
interest in adding an additional municipal partner to the project.

Choosing to build a new multi-use recreation facility, and the choice to do so with a
partner, is a major decision. This report presents data to help inform this decision:
existing data from master plans and studies; public input through the consultation
process; data on multi-use facilities in other communities; and recommendations about
amenities, governance models, sources of financing and location selection.

This report recommends proceeding to the next step by committing to working as
partners towards a new joint multi-use recreation and library facility, empowering
an inter-organizational team to lead the work ahead, and proceeding to a detailed

business case.

The key recommendations emerging from this MURFA study are:

1. That the Councils of the Town of The Blue Mountains and the Town of
Collingwood commit to working together towards a new joint multi-use
recreation facility;

2. That the Councils of the Town of The Blue Mountains and the Town of
Collingwood, together with the Library Boards of the Collingwood Public
Library and Blue Mountains Public Library, direct their respective
Administrations to develop a shared Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
for this project, which would include the following matters:

a. Membership and terms of reference to empower a joint staff-level
MURFA Committee for the project, which would be responsible for
jointly making recommendations to both Councils;

b. How decisions will be made by the MURFA Committee;

c. How costs will be shared between organizations for project planning
activities; and

d. Information sharing protocols related to real estate holdings, long-
term financial plans, facility condition assessments and procurement
processes.



3. That the joint multi-use recreation facility project progress to the next stage
of developing a detailed business case, including:

a.
b. Further exploration of operating and governance models;

C.

d. Development of an operating proforma based on anticipated revenue

S Q@

The definition of a target capital budget for the project;
Determination of capital requirements;

and expenses;

Preliminary outreach to potential facility partners (owners, operators,
and/or tenants);

Development of a facility functional program, preliminary concept
design and Class “D” costing;

Analysis and decision on facility location;

Review and analysis of possible construction methods (design build,
design bid build, construction management, integrated project
delivery, P3, others); and

Preliminary grant funding scan for additional support.

4. That the MURFA Committee responsibilities include the following:

a.

b.

Formal outreach to neighbouring municipalities with an invitation to
partner in the process and project;

Scoping the business case, including a ranked order of preferred
facility amenities and recommending an upset limit budget for
project, for approval of both Councils;

Joint review and analysis of municipal lands and properties as
potential facility sites, creating a short list of preferred site options;
Serving as the principal point of contact for all business case
development activities, including guiding an outreach process to
potential facility partners of the business case;

Jointly leading any future public consultation or engagement efforts
at key decision points in the process;

At the conclusion of the business case process, making a joint
recommendation to both Councils on a preferred option and
operating model emerging from the business case; and

Serving as the principle point of contact to coordinate future
procurement processes, should the Councils decide to ultimately
proceed with a new joint multi-use recreation facility.
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Scope of Work

In June 2024, the Town of The Blue Mountains and the Town of Collingwood, together
with the Collingwood Public Library and Blue Mountains Public Library, initiated a Joint
Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment (MURFA). This process focused on
exploring community interest in and need for a potential multi-use recreation facility. The
scope of work includes:

e Understand market and existing conditions
e Understand user needs

e Facility benchmarking

e Location analysis

e Explore financing options

e Explore governance models

The mandate was clear: start with listening to the public and learn from the experiences
of other communities. Hearing from the public was identified as an important step at this
phase, aiming to build a clear sense of what the public would like to see in a potential
multi-use space. A team from Colliers Project Leaders was engaged to support this
work.

Importantly, this was not a project where the end state was already known. The joint
nature of this exploration, co-led by two municipalities in partnership with two separate
library boards, was an innovative approach rooted in a shared desire to explore a multi-
use facility.

However, it was made clear that the efficiency of a joint MURFA study did not imply that
a joint facility would need to emerge from the process. The consulting team was
instructed to explore all possible options including joint or separate facilities, including
initial outreach to determine if other area municipalities in the South Georgian Bay
Region shared an interest in the project. It was also important to listen to residents in
each community independently from one another: ensuring survey results could be
sorted by municipality; building a presence at events in both communities. This
approach enables learning from each community on their own as well as an ability to
compare perspectives from residents in Collingwood and The Blue Mountains to see
where they align, where they differ, and whether their general interests were similar.



This report captures what was learned through this process. The report is organized into

four substantive sections:

e What We Heard — a summary of what residents shared through the community

engagement process;

e Learning From Other Communities - an examination of what can be learned

from multi-use facilities in comparable communities;

e Options for the Future — a high-level consideration of key options including
amenities, location\, governance models, and financing possibilities; and,

e Recommendations — actionable next steps for the consideration of both
municipalities and library boards emerging from this process.

It is important to note that this is the start of a process, not the end. Should either or
both municipalities decide to proceed with a multi-use recreation facility, the process
generally moves from a high-level feasibility and vision (this current stage, as noted by
the red box in the image below) into a business case; then, with approval, into detailed
design work where architects and engineers are engaged in facility design; then, into

construction and operationalization.

Figure 1: Typical Lifecycle of a project
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Community Context

Collingwood and The Blue Mountains are special parts of Ontario. For millennia, these
lands have been stewarded by First Nations, Métis, and Inuit peoples as the traditional
lands of the Anishinabek, Haudenosaunee, and Wendat-Wyandot-Wyandotte peoples.
This land is part of the Lake Simcoe-Nottawasaga Treaty, or Treaty 18, which was
made between the Chippewa near Lake Simcoe (the current Chippewa of Rama First
Nation, Chippewas of Beausoleil First Nation, and the Chippewas of Georgina Island)
and the colonial government of Upper Canada in 1818.

Today, Collingwood and The Blue Mountains are highly desirable places to live, visit
and enjoy. The two municipalities neighbour along the coastline of the beautiful
southern shores of Georgian Bay within the broader Niagara Escarpment, a UNESCO
World Biosphere Reserve. Both communities are widely known as four-season
recreational communities offering a wide range of landscapes and natural amenities
loved by residents and visitors alike. As communities within a three-hour drive from the
Greater Toronto-Hamilton Area, they are popular tourist destinations for those seeking
an active lifestyle. From award-winning spas to popular ski villages to historic downtown
streets and a growing mix of cultural and business offerings, it is no wonder that
Collingwood and The Blue Mountains have become such popular communities. For
residents, the range of recreational and cultural offerings as well as well-loved amenities
such as public library, gallery, archive and museum services, as well as key municipal
facilities are distinguishing features of life in the communities within The Blue Mountains
and Collingwood.

The 2021 census reported Collingwood’s enumerated population at 24,811 residents,
representing 13.8% growth since the 2016 census (an increase of 3,018 residents). The
average growth for the same period was 5.8% across Ontario, and 5.2% across
Canada. As of 2021, Collingwood is the 71st largest municipality in Ontario and 181st in
Canada. By 2033, Collingwood’s population is expected to reach 32,226 residents.*

4 There are varying estimates of Collingwood’s future population. The 2024 Development Charges
Background Study, completed by Hemson in 2023, estimates Collingwood’s 2033 population to be 31,716
residents. This number has been updated in Collingwood’s community profile, presumably reflecting a
change based on outpacing growth even in the first year, with the forecasted 2033 population listed as
32,226 residents. Either way, the Collingwood population is expected to continue to grow at a significant
pace over the ne


https://www.unesco.org/en/mab/niagara-escarpment

Figure 2: Population change, Collingwood and The Blue Mountains (2016-2021) — expressed in both total
numbers (top map) and percentage change (bottom map)
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The 2021 census reported the enumerated population of The Blue Mountains at 9,390
residents, representing a remarkable 33.7% growth since the 2016 census — making
this community among the fastest growing in Ontario. As of 2021, The Blue Mountains
is the 161st largest municipality in Ontario and 453rd in Canada. By 2033, the
population of The Town of the Blue Mountains is expected to reach 21,909 residents.®

As captured in Figure 2, this population growth has been concentrated in specific parts
of both communities. In a larger geographic context, as captured in Figure 3, the region
is overall experiencing high growth with some parts of Collingwood and The Blue
Mountains in the highest categories of growth even relative to the region.

Figure 3: Population change, communities south of Georgian Bay
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In comparison to the overall population of Ontario and Canada, the communities of
Collingwood and The Blue Mountains share some important characteristics: the
population tends to be older and with a higher-than-average percentage of Canadian-
born residents. Median income levels in The Blue Mountains are higher than the Ontario
and Canadian average.

5 Based on the Development Charges Background Study for the Town of the Blue Mountains, completed
by Hemson in 2023.
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2021 Census Collingwood I\-/Il-tl;]l?n?:ijnes Ontario Canada
:/ZOOI;c;p;ulation Age 0-14 13.3% 9.9% 15.8% 16.3%
‘(’/gol:;p;ulation Age 65+ 30.0% 34.2% 18.5% 19.0%
‘(’/;(;;r;ﬂgrant Population 13.2% 13.1% 30.0% 23.0%
(I\gzgi(?)n After-Tax Income $72.500 $86,000 $79.500 $69,000

In terms of population age, Figure 4 captures how Collingwood and The Blue
Mountains communities have changed over time in terms of age distribution. The
bottom (x-axis) is the number of enumerated residents in each age group as of 2001
(purple), 2011 (green) and 2021 (yellow), with women on the left and men on the right.
The chart captures a particular trend where living in the Collingwood and Blue
Mountains communities has greatly appealed to retirees (with a boom from age 60
upwards) and particularly for women.

Figure 4: Population pyramid, Collingwood and The Blue Mountains (2001-2021)
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Where has this population growth occurred? This population growth has not been
evenly distributed. Figure 5 presents the location of new dwellings constructed between
2011 to 2021, once again demonstrating the concentration of growth in particular parts
of both communities.

A number of notable changes have occurred since the 2021 census — particularly in the
wake of the COVID-19 pandemic. First, housing prices across Ontario and Canada
have risen by significant levels, particularly in larger urban centres. Second, the
increase of work from home (WFH) arrangements — including hybrid work and more
flexible hours of work — have changed the life realities for working aged adults,
particularly in specific sectors. Third, immigration levels have risen in Canada bringing
many new people to communities across the country. The current (2024) immigration
levels of 500,000 per year coming to Canada is among the highest rates in the world.
This is expected to decrease moving forward (planned to drop to 365,000 by 2027) but
still represents an important source of population growth in Canadian communities.
Finally, the aging population is ushering in a retirement wave where seniors and older
adults are shifting their lives and work, sometimes with new opportunities to enjoy
recreational and lifestyle amenities.

Figure 5: Dwellings constructed between 2011 and 2021
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All of this presents an interesting context for the Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility
Assessment (MURFA). How can these neighboring communities best serve their
residents in terms of recreational and library facilities? How are the interests and needs
of residents changing, and what new needs or expectations might new residents be
bringing to the community with them?

Existing Landscape: Strategic Direction & Facilities

Residents in Collingwood and The Blue Mountains are served by a mix of municipal and
private or community facilities. Because of the close geographic proximity of the
communities, it is well known that residents often travel between the communities (and
well beyond, where needed) to access the facilities or programs they wish to enjoy.
Understanding the existing landscape across the four partner organizations of the



MURFA process — including their existing strategic directions and the current mix of
facilities — is an important foundation for this process.

There is already a strong strategic framework in place across all four partner

organizations in the MURFA process to guide decision making — including about current

and future facilities. As outlined below, these frameworks include several important
areas of alignment related to facilities

Organization

Existing Strategic Framework

The Town of the Blue
Mountains

e 2020-2024 Strategic Plan which commits to
consideration of a future multi-use recreational
facility (Recommendation 4.7)

e 2020 Leisure Activities Plan (updated in April
2021), which identifies a need for a multi-use
facility in both the staff and consultant
recommendations.

e Several other important policy developments
including the 2024 Development Charges
Background Study which included an
examination of current recreational and library
amenities

The Town of Collingwood

e Collingwood Community Based Strategic Plan
(2024-2028), which includes a commitment to
add recreational programming and facilities
including exploring a multi-use recreational
facility (Pillar 2, Goal 2)

e 2019 Framework for Wellbeing: Parks,
Recreation and Culture Master Plan which
identified a need for additional recreational
capacity and recommended a multi-use facility.

e Multiple other key strategic and policy
documents including the new 2023 Official Plan
and the 2024 Development Charges Town-wide
Background Study
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Blue Mountains Public e Blue Mountains Public Library 2022-2026
Library Strategic Plan, which includes a commitment to
multi-use spaces and building community hubs

e Gap Analysis and Building Program (2022)
which further identifies space needs to fill gaps
in programs and services, with mention of a
third branch to serve the growing needs of the
East End of the municipality

e Blue Mountains Public Library Master Facilities
Plan (2019), which identifies that library space
does not meet space standards for the Town’s
population forecast (short approximately 11k
square feet) and several specific space-related
recommendations

Collingwood Public Library e Collingwood Public Library 2025-2029 Strategic
Plan, which includes a strategic direction to
explore opportunities for physical expansion

e Other key strategic documents including the
2024 Development Charges Town-wide
Background Study

Three of these four organizations include a direct reference and/or commitment to
additional facility capacity through a multi-use facility. Although these commitments are
future-framed and exploratory, they reflect an existing shared interest between the
partners. The fourth organization, the Collingwood Public Library, does not specifically
name a multi-use facility in strategic documents to date — but, has a strategic plan with
an orientation towards opportunities for physical expansion. Most importantly, all four
organizations express through their strategic plans and directions an obvious focus on
serving residents. The shared commitment to public service and finding innovative ways
to serve their shared residents is an obvious area of alignments between these
organizations.

In terms of current facilities, there is some (albeit uneven) data that already exists about
the mix of facilities, facility condition and estimated value, and capacity issues within the
current facilities. This data is captured in key documents such as official plans,
development charges studies, recreation master plans, and sometimes other facility-
specific studies.
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As an example, Collingwood maintains a list of postal codes for users of Collingwood
recreational facilities (based on 15,775 records from January 2020 to September 2024).
Figure 6 illustrates this data, demonstrating that users of Collingwood facilities already
span well beyond municipal boundaries across Southwestern Ontario.

Figure 6: Collingwood Recreational Facilities — Postal Codes of Users from January 2020 to September 2024
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Existing studies on the current mix of facility offerings also has a common thread: the
rapid pace of population growth and the pressure it places on current facility needs. In
some cases, these studies point to specific facility gaps:

e Limitations of the current offerings — including current facilities being at or past
capacity, as well as the more limited options for year-round recreational activities,
and mentioned in both the Town of Collingwood’s 2019 Framework for Wellbeing:
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Parks, Recreation and Culture Master Plan® and The Blue Mountains’ 2020
Leisure Activities Plan” with important data about the gap between specific
facility and use types and existing recreational space standards; and

e The Blue Mountains Public Library Master Facilities Plan points to an additional
11,201 square feet of usable floor space needed to fulfill its concurrent mandates
as a GLAM (gallery, library, archive, museum), based on current population
projections (Recommendation A).8 The 2022 update to the Gap Analysis report
sets a goal of 1 square foot per resident, identifying a need for 25,000 square
feet by 2028.

e Administrators of Rural and Urban Public Libraries of Ontario (ARUPLO) sets
guidelines for libraries to provide an appropriate level of service for their
community. The best practice for facilities is at least one square foot of
assignable space per population served (this is the standard referenced in the
Blue Mountains Public Library Gap Analysis update in 2022 as well). Based on
current population projections, the Collingwood Public Library will also need to
expand to maintain current service levels.

It will be important that any future investment — in a facility or facilities; multi- or single-
use — include careful consideration of this existing base of knowledge when sizing the
footprint of potential recreational and library uses in a potential future facility.

Established Capacity Gaps

This section outlines: (1) the current inventory of facilities; (2) the known recreational
gaps, based on existing master planning work in both communities; and, (3) gaps based
on industry standards relative to population size.

Current Inventory

Both The Town of the Blue Mountains and the Town of Collingwood are served by a mix
of public and private recreation facilities. The list below includes public facilities only
(including partnerships such as the YMCA).

6 The Town of Collingwood, A Framework for Wellbeing: Parks, Recreation and Culture Master Plan,
March 2019. Available online:

https://www.collingwood.ca/sites/default/files/uploads/documents/town_of collingwood_final_prc_master_
plan_march_2019 final.pdf

7 The Town of the Blue Mountains, 2020 Leisure Activities Plan (updated April 2021). Available online:
https://www.thebluemountains.ca/sites/default/files/2021-12/Town%200f%20Blue%20Mountians%20-
%20Leisure%20Activities%20Plan%202021%20-%20DEC%20-%20WEB.pdf

8 Blue Mountains Public Library, Master Facilities Plan, Available online:
https://www.thebluemountainslibrary.ca/sites/default/files/2022-
12/BMPL%20Feasibility%20Study%20%26%20Space%20Plan%20%20Final%20Report.pdf



In addition to these facilities, there are also several private offerings such as Swing
(pickleball) Courts, Climbers Corner climbing wall, The Lemonade Collective (gym, pool,
squash), Plunge! Aquatics Centre, Pretty River Academy gymnasiums, and many
private spas, gyms (fitness centres), and tennis courts.

19

This table also does not include amenities in schools (for example Our Lady of the Bay,
CCl, and Bever Valley Community School have amenities like gymnasiums, fitness
centres, outdoor tracks and soccer fields). It is also not exhaustive (e.g. it does not
include outdoor washroom facilities, maintenance buildings, offices where there may
also be periodic community-facing uses).

Amenity

Town of Blue Mountain

Town of Collingwood

Fields soccer fields (3)
Tomahawk Municipal
Golf Course
Tomahawk Recreation
Complex pickleball
courts (4)

Tomahawk Recreation
Complex groomed winter
trail

Moreau Park baseball
diamond (1)

Library L.E. Shore Memorial e Collingwood Public Library
Library
Craigleith Heritage Depot
Aquatics None e Centennial Aquatic Centre (25m)
e Collingwood YMCA (20m)
Ice Bever Valley Community e Collingwood Eddie Bush
Centre Arena (1 pad, Memorial Arena (1 pad, 200x85’)
195x90’) e Central Park Arena (outdoor)
o Central Park Arena (indoor, 1
pad)
e Curling Club
Indoor Bever Valley Community « YMCA fitness centre
Centre Gymnasium e YMCA gymnasium
Outdoor Thornbury Tomahawk o Fisher Fields soccer fields (3 full-

size, four non-full size)

Baseball diamonds (5 total,
Central Park 1, Central Park 3,
Legion Park, Large Heritage,
Small Heritage)

Central Park pickleball courts (7)
Princton Shores Tennis Courts

(2)
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Bayview Tennis Courts
(2)
Boyer Tennis Courts (2)

Nipissing Ridge Tennis
Court (2)

Figure 7 presents this data in a more visual way. The dotted lines mark the municipal
boundaries of the Town of Collingwood and The Town of the Blue Mountains. The

shaded areas are isochrones, which represent the catchment area within a 15-minute

drive of key recreational facilities. The blue isochrones are ice pads; the orange
isochrones are aquatic facilities.

Figure 7: Ice Pads and Aquatic Facilities, with 15-minute drive catchment areas

15 minute driving distance to ice pads and aquatics facilities
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As this map demonstrates, the catchment areas of existing recreation facilities extend
well beyond municipal boundaries (and in practice, the catchment area of some types of
facilities may be larger than a 15-minute drive). Existing facilities already serve a cross-
boundary population. For example, the 15-minute catchment area around Centennial
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Pool includes 100% of Collingwood’s population, but also 39.7% of The Blue Mountains’
population, 18.3% of Clearview’s population, and 5.5% of Wasaga Beach’s population.
The Eddie Bush Arena’s 15-minute catchment includes 100% of Collingwood as well as
23.3% of The Blue Mountain’s population. The Beaver Valley Arena’s 15-minute
catchment serves only 62.8% of The Blue Mountain’s population as well as 22.4% of
Grey Highlands population and 29.5% of Meaford’s population.

Thinking about amenities this way makes one point very clear: existing amenities
already serve multiple municipal communities. It also demonstrates that access to
recreation facilities is uneven. There are areas that do not currently have access to an
aquatic facility within a 15-minute drive, for example.

Known Recreational Gaps

The Town of Collingwood’s 2019 Framework for Wellbeing: Parks, Recreation and
Culture Master Plan® and the Town of the Blue Mountains’ 2020 Leisure Activities Plan
(updated 2021) " outline the existing recreational gaps in each respective community
as summarized here.

Town of Blue

Town of Collingwood -

Recommended . Mountains — Future
. . w Future Service Level :
Amenity Service Levels™ - : Service Level
. . Recommendations, !
Amenity: Population 203112 Recommendations,
203113

Soccer 1 field: 5,000 21 soccer fields (7 2 new soccer fields
fields additional)
Ball 1 senior diamond: 6 ball diamonds (1 2 new ball diamonds
Diamonds | 20,000 (lit) new)

1 junior/softball
diamond: 5,000

9 The Town of Collingwood, A Framework for Wellbeing: Parks, Recreation and Culture Master Plan,
March 2019.

0 The Town of the Blue Mountains, 2020 Leisure Activities Plan (updated April 2021).

" The Town of Collingwood, A Framework for Wellbeing: Parks, Recreation and Culture Master Plan,
March 2019.

2 The Town of Collingwood, A Framework for Wellbeing: Parks, Recreation and Culture Master Plan,
March 2019.

3 Based on recommend overall service levels for the Town of Collingwood, per the Framework for
Wellbeing ). These recommendations were made based on Guidelines for Developing Public Recreation
Facility Standards.
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Tennis 1 tennis court: 5,000 10 tennis courts (3 2 new tennis courts
Courts new)
Basketball |1 per school 5 basketball courts (2 | 2 new basketball
Courts new) courts
Volleyball 1 court: 5,000 12 volleyball courts (4 | 2 new volleyball courts
Courts new)
Waterplay 1 facility:5,000 — 2 new splash pads 1 new splash pad
Facilities 1:7,500
Skate 1 skateboard park: Maintain the current 1 new skate park
Parks 20,000 park and consider the

development of small

skateboard parks to

encourage activity

closer to

neighbourhoods
Playgrounds | 1 playground 22 play structures (8 |4 new play structures

apparatus: 5,000 new)

Outdoor Ice |1:5,000 1 new outdoor rink 1 new outdoor rink
Rink
Ice Pads 1 pad:12,000 3 new ice pads 1 new ice pad
Indoor 1 centre:30,000 1.5 new aquatic Not enough added
Aquatic centers, recommend | population for an
Centre considering additional | aquatic centre

aquatic facilities as

part of exploring multi-

use recreational

facilities
Curling 12 sheets: 25,000 9 sheets (3 new) 4 sheets
Rink
Community |1 centre:25,000 There is currently no | Not enough added
Centre/ community centre that | population for a rec
Multi-use provides users with centre
Recreational several recreational
Facility uses (aquatic, fitness

classes, walking track,
etc.)
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Some of these gaps are already being addressed (e.g. Collingwood has opened a new
splash pad, basketball courts and playgrounds have opened). Building condition
assessments are not available for all current facilities, but it is noted that some such as
Collingwood’s Eddie Bush Arena are classified as “very poor” condition.

In sum, the existing strategic and recreation-specific documents point to an
opportunity for alignment: a shared desire to add recreation capacity, and an
overlapping interest in a multi-use recreational facility which can provide a mix of
amenities to residents.
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Approach to Community Consultation

Not all community engagement efforts are the same. The International Association for
Public Participation (IAP2) has established well recognized typology — the “spectrum of
participation” — for categorizing the type and purpose of engagement. The IAP2 model,
as presented in Figure 8, is used by the partner organizations engaged in the MURFA,
as well as by Colliers Project Leaders.

Figure 8: IAP2 Canada’s Spectrum of Public Participation

o o
% INFORM COLLABORATE EMPOWER
2 To provide the public To obtain public To work directly with the To partner with the To place final
& with balanced and feedback on analysis, public throughout the public in each aspect decision-making in
OO _y objective information alternatives andj/or process to ensure that of the decision including the hands of the
= < to assist them in decision. public concerns and the development of public.
[cala4 o understanding the aspirations are alternatives and the
=) < w problem, altematives consistently understood identification of the
oo and/or solutions. and considered. preferred solution.
O We will keep you We will keep you We will work with you fo We will look to you for We will implement
] (_) informed. informed, listen to and ensure that your concerns advice and innovation what you decide.
= acknowledge concems and aspirations are in formulating solutions
‘.’_) g and aspirations, and directly reflected in the and incorporate your
E o provide feedback on altematives developed advice & recommmendations
O w how public input and provide feedback info the decisions to
T influenced the on how public input the maximum extent
o - decision. influenced the decision. possible.

INCREASING IMPACT ON THE DECISION

The MURFA is exploratory in nature, seeking to understand residents’ needs as options
are explored. As a result, the engagement approach driving the MURFA is best
categorized as Consult — to obtain public feedback on analysis, alternatives and/or
decisions. Later in the process, there may be future stages which seek to Involve,
Collaborate and/or Empower residents once foundational exploratory work is complete.
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Figure 9: Public Consultation Process (June to September 2024)

Interviews with Consultation Process
community leaders

(June 2024)

Community Engagement (August-September

2024)

Plan (July 2024)

As outlined in Figure 9, The community consultation began with conversations with key
community leaders to understand their interests in the MURFA process, and what they
wanted to learn through the listening exercise. These interviews included Members of
Council in The Blue Mountains and Collingwood, both Library CEOs and senior
administrators in both municipalities.. From here, a plan was developed which detailed
the consultation process: who would be engaged, in what means, when and by whom.
This plan was then implemented during August and September 2024 — with a
remarkable investment of time, insight and energy from residents in Collingwood and
The Blue Mountains. Figure 10 captures a high-level summary of this level of
engagement.

Figure 10: Consultation Summary by the Numbers

*3370 Survey Responses
3500+ *151 Youth Survey Responses

*In person community event

*1:1 Interviews

*Focus groups with specific recreation and library

community groups

Invited group meetings

*Benchmarking interviews to learn from other
communities

Ongoing
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The centerpiece of the consultation was an online survey. Two surveys were made
available: a general survey, and a shorter version targeted to youth. The surveys were
advertised through earned media, billboards throughout both communities, and
postcards distributed at community events. Print copies were made available, and iPad
stations were provided at the libraries. A total of 3370 responses were received through
the general survey, with an additional 151 youth surveys completed. Almost all survey
respondents live (full or part time) or own property in Collingwood or The Blue
Mountains (save 7.89% of respondents from other nearby communities); about two-
thirds of respondents live in Collingwood with one-third from The Blue Mountains. The
full results from both surveys are attached in the Appendices of this report (see
Question 1 and 2 for more data on responses from each community).

To generate interest in the survey, and to engage in direct conversations with residents,
the Colliers Project Leaders team together with senior officials from both libraries and
municipalities, participated in existing community events where large groups of
residents were already gathering. A MURFA booth was set up at the following events:

e Collingwood’s Sidelaunch Days

e Collingwood Farmers Market

o The Blue Mountains Farmers Market

o Beaver Valley Fall Fair

e Booth at the Blue Mountains Public Library

e Booth at the Collingwood Public Library

e Collingwood Art Crawl

e Seniors Fair at Beaver Valley Community Centre
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In addition to these general outreach opportunities open to all residents, more targeted
efforts were also made to hear from community members and leaders with a particular
expertise or interest in the MURFA study. A total of 19 individual interviews were held
with community leaders, as well as eight group meetings where Colliers Project Leaders
were invited to hear the perspectives of a particular group or club. These conversations
provided an opportunity for in-depth discussions on specific issues, challenges, and
opportunities, offering a detailed and nuanced understanding of stakeholder
perspectives. In short, the objective was to be as open and transparent as possible: any
group with interest in participating in the process were encouraged to be part of the
process with various avenues available to do so.

Finally, to hear from organized sport, library and other community groups a series of
focus groups were held in September 2024. Each of the six focus groups were held
online and open to groups in both Collingwood and The Blue Mountains. The focus
groups were scoped as follows: Community Organizations & Service Clubs; Outdoor
Sports & Recreation; Ice Users; Indoor Sports & Recreation (Non-Ice); Library User
Groups, Health & Social Services; and a general focus group open to those unable to
attend any of the other gatherings.

Across these opportunities, what did we hear from residents? The five main themes
emerging from these discussions are captured on Page 21.



Key Themes

v

3

il

e

1. There is widespread, deep support for adding
recreation amenities in all categories in both
Collingwood and The Blue Mountains — and a high
expectation to deliver.

2. Rapid population growth has produced practical
constraints for facilities and programs, with
concern that continued growth without a long-range
plan to invest will add to the capacity issues.

3. Residents prefer a multi-use space over single-
use solutions — but the location will really matter.

4. Generally, residents support collaborative
efforts - including between municipalities and
other partners - if it means that community needs
can be met faster and more efficiently.

5. Importantly, strategic consideration for what a
future facility (or facilities) are trying to accomplish

will maximize community benefits.

28
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What We Heard: Theme #1

1. There is widespread, deep support for adding

n recreation amenities in all categories in both
Collingwood and The Blue Mountains — and a high
expectation to deliver.

Simply put, recreation is a way of life in Collingwood and The Blue Mountains. In the
words of one resident at a community event, “this is the reason my family and | moved
to this area. We cycle, we swim, we play sports. We wanted to be closer to the outdoors
with more opportunities to do the activities we love than we felt like we had in the city.”
Among survey respondents, ' a whopping 90% of residents report that recreation
facilities are ‘very’ or ‘extremely’ important to them (with ‘extremely important’ being the
most common response at almost 70%). The youth agreed: 84% of youth survey
respondents identify recreation facilities as being ‘very’ or ‘extremely’ important to
them.® This sense of importance was generally shared across age groups.

Figure 11: Importance of recreation facilities, by community and by age

How important are recreation facilities to you?

Collingwood The Blue Mountains

65+
55-64
45-54
35-44
25-34
18-24

Under 18

Importance Not at all important Not so important Somewhat important . Very important . Extremely important

Source: MURFA Survey, Colliers Project Leaders

4 Based on the 3370 responses to the general population MURFA survey conducted in August and
September 2024. Full survey results are included in the Appendix.

5 Based on the 151 responses to the youth-specific MURFA survey conducted in August and September
2024. Full survey results are included in the Appendix.
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Figure 11 below separates the responses by age and by community. Generally,
Collingwood residents (on the left) ranked recreation facilities as being a bit more
important overall than did residents of The Blue Mountains (on the right); and, generally,
younger and middle-aged adults ranked recreation facilities with a higher level of
importance.

Unfortunately, this high identification of importance is paired with a general
dissatisfaction in the current suite of recreational offerings in Collingwood and The Blue
Mountains. A total of 35% of survey respondents indicated that they are not satisfied
with the current facilities, compared to 23% who are satisfied; the youth survey
indicated more satisfaction (37%) but with the balance (40%) indicating
dissatisfaction.®

Figure 12 breaks out the general survey responses by age and community. Generally,
The Blue Mountains residents report a higher satisfaction level with current recreation
facilities than do residents in Collingwood, with some difference by age group.

Figure 12: Satisfaction with recreation facilities, by community and by age

How satisfied are you with the current recreation facilities?

Collingwood The Blue Mountains

65+
55-64
45-54
35-44
25-34
18-24

Under 18

Satisfaction No, not satisfied with the current options Other (please share) . Yes, satisfied with the current offerings

Source: MURFA Survey, Colliers Project Leaders

When asked about whether current recreation facilities were meeting the community’s
needs, the resounding response in all six focus groups and most of the smaller
interviews and conversations was a resounding ‘no.’

16 |t should be noted that the youth survey was condensed to make it more user friendly, and this question
about satisfaction (Q4) included both library and recreation amenities in the youth survey only.
Satisfaction with library and recreation amenities were separated into distinct questions in the general
survey. Full survey results are included in the Appendix.
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What is driving this dissatisfaction? For many, the lack of satisfaction is tied to a specific
capacity issue that they or their family have experienced (these responses are captured
under Theme #2 about specific use capacity issues). However, three broader common
sources of dissatisfaction emerged through the process: (1) a feeling of mismatch
between the recreation-oriented nature of the community and the calibre or range of
current offerings; (2) a feeling that the idea of a multi-use space has been in the works
for a long time without materializing; and (3) a high level of awareness of the facilities
offered in other communities.

The first source of dissatisfaction stems from the brand of Collingwood and The Blue
Mountains as recreation communities and feeling that this is not embodied in the scale,
scope and/or calibre of current recreational facilities. In residents’ own words, this
sentiment was expressed this way:

e “Collingwood and the Blue Mountains is considered a top tier area for homes and
sports. But our facilities currently are sub-standard. We should have the
best hockey/pool/sports facility in the entire region!”

« ‘I believe we are living in the best part of Ontario however missing some
essential things like a smart cohesive recreational building.

o “Not satisfied. Collingwood and The Blue Mountains are a high-sporting area. We
have many athletes from all Canada come here and we do not have a Sports
Rec Plex. We have hockey arenas, indoor tennis courts, etc., but we don't have
indoor basketball courts. Basketball is becoming such a popular sport with the
kids in Elementary school and high school. There aren't any outdoor full
basketball courts for the kids to play a game. They are having to play half court
which is very limiting. [...]. It's also very important for our maturing members of
our community. We have no mall to walk in or get exercise during the winter
months and walking outdoors with ice is dangerous for these older folks”.

e “Our current facilities are a joke. The pop-up tent serving as an ice rink is
embarrassing. Collingwood could be hosting numerous profitable hockey
tournaments every year, but our facilities are inadequate. We need an all-in-one
sport rec facility including at minimum 2 ice pads, 2 swimming pools, library, gym
with indoor walking track, concession stand, green space with a park for kids.
There are many communities smaller or equal size to Collingwood that have
fantastic community-oriented facilities.”

o “A recreation centre is essential especially as the community continues to grow
and attract a younger demographic. Such a facility provides residents with a
year-round space to stay active, particularly during the long winter months when
outdoor activities are limited. [...] . Investing in such infrastructure will not only
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improve public health but also support Collingwood'’s continued growth as a
thriving, active town.”

Second, many residents expressed that a major rec centre or multi use space has been
in the works for a long time without materializing. This sentiment was more commonly
expressed by Collingwood residents.

o “We have been talking about a multi- use facility for close to 40 yrs now in
Collingwood. It is only getting more expensive to build and more and more
people moving to this area want access to a facility that can offer multiple
activities/ sports. It will benefit all.”

o “The people of Collingwood have been saying for many years (50plus) that we
needed a new double ice rink. | was 10 years old when the centennial pool
opened and they said that it a few years they would enclose it,
many years passed and then it got tented along with a second ice surface. In my
opinion as a taxpayer for close to 40 years and renter before that the tented
covers for the pool and arena were a waste of taxpayers money. Do it right like
Wasaga Beach and stop wasting our tax dollars.”

o “We really are long overdue for a major rec centre.”

o “We need a sport centre in Collingwood near fisher fields, which we were
supposed to have years ago.”

o “A proposal over 10 years ago to use the Fisher Fields area to create a multi-use
facility was nixed. This was short-sighted and a missed opportunity. We
participated in the TBM Leisure and Activities committee a couple of years ago.
The information from that committee should be considered as a comprehensive
guide to what is needed here in the region. Unfortunately, we seem to have
countless consultations with a variety of stakeholders and consultants, yet
nothing seems to progress. It has been deferred or ignored. This is frustrating!
Please do something!”

Third, residents seem to have a high level of awareness and exposure to facilities in
other locations and would like to see a similar offering closer to home. Specific facilities
were mentioned in every focus group call, at every community event by residents
passing by, and many mentioned specific facilities in the survey submission (for
example, in the 1272 additional comments written in the question about satisfaction with
recreational facilities, the new facility in Wasaga was mentioned more than 400 times —
including from residents in Collingwood and The Blue Mountains).

e “Have a look at Wasaga Beach’s new facility if you don’t want to drive to
Vaughan and see how it's done. Wasaga beach hit it out of the park. Copy that
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facility but make it even better. Add a gym and a general sports court. Library
that can house activities the entire day for children of all ages!”

“l have travelled extensively with AAA hockey with our son and been able to visit
many multi use complexes in a variety of other cities and towns and would love
to see a public use facility that has a large swimming pool, indoor
running/walking track (often around ice rinks in an upper level), fully equipped
work out room, indoor squash/racquetball courts, rooms for pilates, yoga and
dance. TOBM municipality as well as Grey Highlands is seriously lacking in these
areas. Since the pandemic, it feels like the town has doubled or tripled in size
and most new residents have incomes that expect these services and have
moved from Toronto where these services have existed for years.”

“We need recreation complex for ice rinks, gymnasiums, walking track, meeting
rooms, refreshment outlets, diversity of pools, childcare, excellent change areas,
etc. all integrated. See City of Edmonton's several complexes! A good example is
Terwillegar Recreation Complex (recently renamed "Booster Juice Recreation
Centre) which has 4 ice rinks, a water area with lane swimming, diving pool,
general swimming, water slide, lazy river, toddlers pool, hot tub, steam room and
a variety of changing areas, several gymnasiums, two refreshment areas, several
meeting areas & room, workout area, kids play area, etc. Or go next door 20
minutes away to St Albert's Servus Credit Union Place - look it up!!! We are sadly

“No real gym, no place to play indoor basketball. There is no facility like in Barrie
or even the new facility in Wasaga Beach with multiple ice rinks and a place to
gather for events.”

“Every other community has a centre that is easily accessible to seniors and
families. The senior population is not being served for sports and other activities
except for high priced private facilities (from the YMCA to private clubs).”

“With having children involved in recreational sport teams that travel, we get the
pleasure of seeing what multi-recreational facilities other towns have for their
residents (e.qg. Orillia) and are always in awe of the caliber of the facility there
and wonder why Collingwood doesn't have such a facility, but rather a small pool
(that hosts one of the largest most sought-after swim meets), and have to rely on
school gymnasiums to be able to host practices and games for rep basketball
teams.”

“Need one space where we can visit and accomplish all of our sports,
recreational, educational activities like the new centre in Wasaga Beach.”

“We are constantly travelling to other communities for sporting activities and
compared to other communities such as Orillia, Huntsville, Orangeville, Owen
Sound and Barrie our facilities locally are extremely disappointing and do not
meet the needs of our community.”
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During the focus groups, specific design features of other facilities were a common topic
of discussion. Features that were enjoyed by residents while visiting other facilities were
often shared during the focus groups and met with interest from others in the
discussion: underfloor lighting that allows for a court to be used for multiple sports;
walking tracks which provide visibility into kids lessons and sports below; gathering
places and interesting experiences for family members travelling with an athlete for a
game or event.

So far this discussion has focused on recreation facilities. What did residents share
about the importance and satisfaction with library facilities? Generally, residents value
their libraries, with just under 60% of respondents indicating that library facilities are
‘very’ or ‘extremely’ important to them. Figure 13 breaks this down by age and
community. The data reflects a slight trend towards libraries being more valued by older
residents.

Figure 13: Importance of library facilities, by community and by age

How important are library facilities to you?

Collingwood The Blue Mountains

55-64
4554
35-44
25-34

18-24

Under 18

Importance Not at all important Not so important Somewhat important - Very important - Extremely important

Source: MURFA Survey, Colliers Project Leaders

For most residents, libraries are important — and ‘extremely important’ to about a third of
survey respondents. Happily, residents also report a very high level of satisfaction with
their library facilities. This is captured in Figure 14. More than three in four (78%) of
respondents indicated that the current library facilities are meeting their needs.
Additionally, the youth survey suggests that most young respondents can access a
library easily and conveniently (66%).

The qualitative feedback about the libraries was also overwhelmingly positive — and
sometimes pointed to in contrast to the lower level of satisfaction with recreation
facilities (as one youth respondent put it, “We have a great library in Thornbury but no
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indoor recreational space for swimming, racquet sports, gym etc.”). Generally, the
feedback about library facilities was positive. Those who also indicated a high use of the
library were also much more likely to point to a need for additional capacity and program
space.

e “Current Library needs support to hire more staff and / or financial support to
continue the great programming, events, and services provided to the expanding
community.”

e “Our library is terrific. Staff and programming are really proactive and forward-
thinking.”

e ‘I think the libraries are amazing and | love the programming. | really love the
library outreach initiatives like their visits to camps through the summer. Both
libraries are fabulous. We use the Collingwood one more as we live here but also
use Thornbury periodically too. | think weekend programs and special event and
holiday programming would be nice, and programs that maybe support youth
literacy like a book club for kids and tweens would be really neat too.”

Figure 14: Satisfaction with library facilities, by community and by age

How satisfied are you with the current library facilities?

Collingwood The Blue Mountains

65+
55-64
45-54
35-44
25-34
18-24

Under 18

Satisfaction No, not satisfied with the current options Other (please share): - Yes, satisfied with the current offerings

Source: MURFA Survey, Colliers Project Leaders

o “I am satisfied with what | see in the Blue Mountains in general terms with those
programs offered but not in the size of facilities or the total scope of program
offerings. Larger public space is required - the current space is frequently under
sized for many events and there are many more things a library can do such as
having a makers space with equipment from 3 D printers to wood working etc.”

e “The LE Shore Library is an extremely well used facility. The combination of
physical and virtual resources is excellent. It is also located centrally and is
accessible. The building also has space for seniors exercise, community
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information sessions, children’s program, art exhibitions, and meeting space. It is
a general space well used by the community. Close proximity to the public school
allows classes to visit the library as part of their regular curriculum. With more
space for a variety of programs, more members of the community could
participate. For example, the seniors exercise program is spilling into the
entrance hall and the noise from visiting school classes makes it difficult to hear
the instructor.”

Of course, these views were not unanimous. Some felt the library is less relevant in a
digital age or to younger demographics:

o ‘I believe the idea of a library has become generationally less appealing to the
larger community. Generally, it seems to appeal to an older and specific profile of
interest and has become a somewhat irrelevant institution to the majority of
particularly younger demographics. Perhaps it's time to rethink the idea of a
library in lieu of new ways to access information and experience culture in a
community context.”

The conversations with both library boards reflected a high level of openness,
innovation and creativity in terms of future opportunities for both libraries to serve the
community. Libraries play increasingly diverse roles in the community — from community
hub to educational programming to access to resources to social services — and both
boards had interesting ideas about how potential new offerings could be built into
possible future recreational spaces. How residents perceive the relationship between
recreation and library services and spaces (including gallery, archive and museum
space) was raised by board members as an important curiosity, opening a door to
imaging various roles the library might play in a future faculty.

In sum, the high importance and lower satisfaction levels with recreation facilities reflect
a general public appetite for a new recreation facility (or facilities). In Collingwood
particularly, a feeling that this opportunity has been missed in the past adds a layer of
public expectation. Libraries enjoy a high level of satisfaction from residents but the
urgency for new facilities was heard more for recreation; that said, the libraries may
present exciting possibilities for new programming, space and services as partners in a
potential future recreation facility.
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What We Heard: Theme #2

2. Rapid population growth has produced practical
w constraints for facilities and programs, with
/\/ concern that continued growth without a long-range
plan to invest will add to the capacity issues.

“A new recreation facility should be the top priority right now. We’'re a recreation
community. We’re growing so fast, and we need something that will meet the needs of
this community for the next 50 years. It’s not going to get any cheaper; we're just going
to fall further behind if we don'’t do this. Many families in our community have kids in
multiple sports, or people do different activities. They don’t have time to lobby council,
but they want this — and | think council knows that it’'s important, I'm just not sure they
know how desperate the situation already is.”

The post-pandemic era in Ontario has included significant in-migration with flows of
residents moving to new communities, driven by many concurrent factors: higher
housing prices in larger urban centres; more workers with the flexibility to work remotely
from home, and some needing larger square footage residences to do so; an aging
population who may wish to live their retirement years in a different setting. For the
communities along the southern shore of Georgian Bay, it has been a high growth
period with a particularly strong flow of residents from the Greater Toronto-Hamilton
Area. Figure 15 demonstrates the flow of new residents into Collingwood over just two
of the post-pandemic years (2021-2022) with more than a thousand people moving to
the community from Toronto alone (unfortunately this Statistics Canada data is not
available for The Blue Mountains).

High levels of growth produce new opportunities, but this consultation also revealed two
very practical challenges related to facilities and programs: first, that capacity issues
have become more acute and, in some cases, urgent to continue to meet community
needs; and second, that new residents often bring with them new expectations for
facilities and amenities. Residents from the Greater Toronto-Hamilton Area are familiar
with a much different array of recreational and library offerings. Even in choosing to
relocate — in part or fully — to a smaller community, they may still have urban-scaled
expectations for what they want to see in their community.
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Figure 15: Origins of new residents to Collingwood, 2021-2022

Origins of people moving to Collingwood, 2021/2022

Top 10 Origins
1250

1000

750

250

2021/2022

Kitchener - Cambridge -

Waterloo (CMA), Ontario

Area outside census
origin metropolitan areas and census Essa (CA), Ontario e e

Ottawa - Gatineau (CMA), I otonio (GMA Criaria
agglomerations, Ontario

B serie (oua), Ontario Hamillon (CMA), Ontario  Oshawa (CMA), Ontario [JJlj 5 Saiharines - Niagara

(CMA), Ontario . Wasaga Beach (CA), Ontario

Source: Statistics Canada, Table 17-10-0154-01

Both increased demand and heightened expectations are creating practical challenges
for groups and associations in the community who use recreation facilities.

Figure 16: Word cloud of open text responses
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The survey echoed these pressures. When asked about what amenity or offering
residents would like to see added, the list was extensive — and often paired with an
anecdote or experience about why this amenity or space is needed. For some, they
have a sport or activity of choice and completed the survey to advocate for more
amenities related to that activity (in one resident’s words, “I only filled out this survey to
say we need a disc golf course”). Other experiences and perspectives were much more
common, as captured in this table.

Typ.e. of Sample of Comments
Facility
Aquatics e “Not enough indoor public swimming pool options. Very difficult

and competitive to get into swimming lessons. A fun and
affordable indoor swimming pool option between Collingwood
and Thornbury would be great.”

o “We are big swimmers, and the town could really use an
upgraded facility. A competition grade pool , improved access for
kids (like a kids play zone) with a shallow pool and some slides
and things. Gatineau and Kamloops are great examples of these
types of facilities. Consider diving as a possible additional area to
think about. There are no diving facilities close to us and many of
the youth in this area would likely be interested (very high interest
in gymnastics and aerial sports such as snowboarding and
Skiing).”

e  “Swimming pool 8 lanes for competition (incl para) with decent
viewing area and good changing areas.”

e “There are limited indoor aquatics facilities. Building a second
community pool will provide kids in the community with better
access to swimming lessons (it's an important life skill for
everyone, especially living on a body of water). The athletes on
the local swim teams and triathletes would benefit from access to
an 8-lane pool (standard pool size in similar communities) to host
sizable swim and tri meets. It will also increase the number of
training and recreational lanes available at lane swim times
allowing more people to enjoy the sport and ease current
overcrowding in lanes.”

e “As an active member of Collingwood & Blue Mountains, | am
disappointed with the community aquatic offerings. Although far
from ideal, the Centennial Pool surface covering has marginally
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addressed demand for public, competitive, training and lessons.
Consideration needs to be given towards a 50m competitive pool.
The increased size would address additional use (concurrent
groups) and address a shortage in the province (increased rental
revenues + local swimmers remaining in area). The benefit of a
twin ice pad is apparent given the number of recent provincial
projects allowing for coliseum seating (large groups - 1500-2000)
and stand alone with minimal seating. The WB Star facility will
serve as an ideal sample to consider ROL.”

Ice

“We have major issues with the growth of girls’ hockey and not
enough ice available to have practices to game ratios so an
urgent need to get ice or kids will be missing out as a limit will
have to be put on. That time is coming quicker than we think!”
“More ice. The arenas are so busy it's not even funny.”

“Multiple ice pads for year round skating.”

“l am a senior and live in Christie Beach at the west end of the
TBM. We badly need a swimming pool and a walking track so we
seniors can stay active during bad weather in the winter. Also,
curling is becoming more and more popular with us seniors, and
there is only one day a week curling ice available at the arena.
The Collingwood curling club is full, and Meaford's facility is on its
last legs. We need a dedicated curling facility.”

Courts

“Our Collingwood Trailblazers are all in desperate need of
another facility to train at. The U13 boys last year had to practice
late on a Sunday night because there were no facilities available
for training. Pretty River Academy is currently hosting all the OBL
games. We need another facility to support the growing demand
and need for our large basketball community.”

“Pickleball is one of the fastest growing sports. We need indoor
and outdoor pickleball courts so everyone can enjoy the sport.”

“l am not able to play indoor pickleball because all the courts are
always fully booked.”

“Not enough tennis/pickleball facilities. They should also be in
areas that do not affect neighboring residents with noise issues
(pickleball can be loud for those not playing).”

“Collingwood needs more proper outdoor pickleball courts, not
makeshift courts such as the slippery cement surface of the
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outdoor rink. Plus, the town needs a public indoor facility for
pickleball. We are way behind other communities in respect to
pickleball courts.”

“My qirls play rep basketball and there is a constant battle for
gym time around the area. Having a dedicated multi court venue
for basketball is needed.”

“Collingwood is in dire needs of more tennis courts that are in
good (and safe) condition. We've had pickleball lines painted on 2
of the courts in town, which places further constraints on their
usage by opening them up to a whole new group of player base -
one equally as large (and getting larger every day) as tennis. We
need more tennis courts, as well as the resurfacing of a lot of
them around town. (Side note: new pickleball courts being
created for that sport would be good too, it'll mean we're not
losing more of ours dedicated solely to tennis).”

Indoor Turf
/ Fields

“The need is for indoor sports facilities [...] to cater for sports that
require indoor facilities when the snow flies! We have great
youth soccer, rugby, baseball teams that end up playing in small
halls (a Safety issue) or not at all during the winter months.”

“There is a huge need for indoor turf for year round activities. We
really need this for our town!”

“It's a very active community and another recreation ctr is
necessary due to our winter season to play indoor activities at
this time.”

“Need an indoor soccer type complex. Soccer is a much more
economically accessible sport for most families in comparison to
hockey. A complex would benefit most all families throughout the
severe weather months.”

Fithess
Space

“We are dependent on private businesses for exercise which are
expensive.”

“We do not have a location that offers exercise classes without
being a member. Many of these locations who do are suitable
only for adults, so the children don't have anywhere to go.”

Tracks

“We are missing bike related options for youth including a paved
pump track, mountain bike skills area and beginner mountain bike
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trails accessible from town without having to drive. These are
options in other similar communities in Canada.”

o ‘I would also like to see an indoor track so that we can support a
track club. A track can be added to the outer perimeter of any
indoor field or court.”

Community o “We desperately need more opportunities for students and adults
Space to take classes. For example, having a space for adults to learn
woodworking skills here in Collingwood is not available, and
affordable cooking classes or craft classes, even language
classes like taking Spanish or ASL is completely out of reach. We
need a maker’s space in our area instead of having to drive to
Barrie. There are far too many batrriers in place for adults to
change professions or improve themselves in Collingwood.”

e ‘I would love a maker space - condo living makes maker lifestyle
challenging. Would be great place to connect with people.”

e ‘It would be great to have a soup kitchen that the community
could help with as well.”

o “Would love to see a 55 plus centre with fitness classes, art
classes, etc. A drop-In place for seniors to socialize.”

The general survey asked about future uses residents would like to see. Responses are
broken down by age and response and sorted by community with The Blue Mountains
residents’ responses in Figure 17 and Collingwood residents’ responses in Figure 18.
On whole, the most common responses were quite similar: sports and fitness facilities
(including ice), courts and fields, and aquatics facilities.
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Figure 17: Desired future uses, responses from The Blue Mountains residents
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Figure 18: Desired future uses, responses from Collingwood residents
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One question in the survey was particularly insightful. It asked respondents to use a
“‘magic wand” and imagine whatever they might like to see in a new facility. This avoids
the challenge of defined categories to hear in a more fulsome, qualitative sense what
residents are interested in seeing. The most common word used in response to this
question was “pool” (and even more so if related words such as “swimming” or “pools”
are included). This list shares the frequence of mentioned words, excluding words that
can be associated with multiple uses (e.g. “indoor” was sometimes connected to the
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word pool but sometimes connected to courts or other words). The number of
respondents from youth was much smaller, which is why the number of mentions is also

smaller.

Mention frequency on general survey

e Pool (915 mentions)

Mention frequency on youth survey

Soccer (30 mentions)

e Courts (580) Pool (28)

e Gym (449) Swimming (21)
e Swimming (443) Hockey (16)

e Fitness (336) Basketball (16)
e Ice (361) Gym (16)

e Pickleball (360) Ice (15)

e Library (345) Courts (12)

e Track (335) Tennis (8)

e Tennis (293) Pickleball (5)

e Basketball (233) Trampoline (5)
e Walking (193) Library (4)

e Soccer (185)

e Yoga (159)

e Volleyball (106)
e Skating (77)

e Squash (74)

e Pools (60)

e Dance (49)

e Childcare (15)

During the focus groups, organized recreation and community groups were invited in to
share their perspectives. These were insightful conversations with high-use and high-
knowledge community members. Most of the participants provided advocacy-oriented
perspectives, speaking to why their group or sport needs more facilities. These were
often accompanied by illustrative qualitative examples of how the current mix of facilities
is not meeting their needs.

Several groups shared specific capacity issues. This data should be viewed as
anecdotal only, for a few reasons. First, this is not an exhaustive sample (meaning,
some groups participated, and others did not). Second, each sport has a different
geography and scale (so, one group saying they have X members might sound higher,
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but it more accurately reflects that their geography is larger). Third, there was no
standardized measure used by these groups to speak about their size and rate of
growth; instead, they shared data in whatever format is meaningful for their own
association, club or group (eg. “we’ve experienced X% growth over the past four years”
which may reflect heightened demand or some dynamic of the group itself, such as the
rapid increase that often accompanies a newly formed group or association). Collecting
more standardized growth, demand and utilization data may be a worthwhile exercise
later in this process. On whole, the focus group feedback was unanimous: a worry
about current capacity issues getting worse due to rapid growth; and a strong desire for
added amenities across all categories.

In sum, the public consultation process highlighted how important sports and recreation
are to residents in Collingwood and The Blue Mountains. There is general data in
Canada on participation in sports and recreational activities.'” More than half (55%) of
Canadians participate in some form of sport, although this data is not reported below a
provincial level, this percentage may well be higher in Collingwood and The Blue
Mountains given the centrality of sport and recreational to the lifestyle offerings in these
communities. Across Canada, men (62%) are more likely to participate in sport than
women (49%). The popularity of specific kinds of sports varies widely by age, gender
and cultural or ethnic group. Overall, swimming is the most common (35% of all
Canadians engage in this sport) followed by cycling (33%) and running (27%). Soccer,
ice hockey, skating, skiing, tennis and basketball are also common among specific
demographics. There are also periodic reports citing the ‘fastest growing sports’ in
Canada, often referencing emerging and fast-growing sports such as cricket or
pickleball (which although fast growing, generally show up as a lower percentage of the
overall population in terms of participation compared to more dominant activities such
as swimming or cycling). There is a competitiveness between sporting communities and
groups about which sports overall are gaining the most traction. In practical terms, most
sports vary in popularity depending on the demographic (by age, gender, ethnic or
cultural group, income levels and more) so understanding demographic change and
growth in a community is perhaps just as important as the overall data about sport
activity.

In sum, the rapid pace of population growth in both The Blue Mountains and
Collingwood have created capacity issues with current facilities and very real current
pressures on various sports and community groups. This is consistent with the capacity
issues already identified in the strategic documents of both municipalities with respect to
recreation facilities, as outlined in the first section of this report. These pressures are

17 Statistics Canada’s Survey Series on People and their Communities includes questions about
participation in sports. This series consistently finds that participation in sport is the most common form of
community or civic engagement in Canada, for both men and women and across most cultural and ethic
groups. For more information on this data, see: https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/daily-
quotidien/231010/dq231010b-eng.htm
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expected to continue as the population grows. Adding additional facility capacity will
help address current and future capacity needs.

What We Heard: Theme #3

3. Residents prefer a multi-use space over single-
use solutions — but the location will really matter.

When asked about whether a multi-use facility or a single-use facility are preferred,
most respondents shared the same view: a strong preference for multi-use facilities.
Figure 19 shares this data, sorted by community. On whole, residents have a 5:1 ratio
preference for multi-use facilities. Additionally, when asked “if you had a magic wand
and could create a new recreational space or facility in your community, what would it
offer?” the majority of responses included more than one type of use:

e “My vision of a new space would include a pool, large indoor gym for indoor
soccer/ball hockey/gymnastics, kitchen space for cooking classes, music studio,
lounge-inspired multi-use area for music/events/games nights/creative
programs.”

o “We need a facility with at least 2 hockey rinks a large gym and aquatics centre,
we do not need another library at this facility, it should also have soccer grass
field and artificial turf field along with tennis and pickle ball courts!”

o “Would be great to see a bigger competitive pool as well as a recreational pool
with kid friendly options like a waterslide. The need for a couple of ice pads
would also help hockey teams having to drive into other communities to use their
facilities. The option of developing indoor soccer with turfed fields would be
amazing in Collingwood as well as a space for indoor baseball training.”

e “Our family travels regularly to many other towns and cities that have
unbelievable public rec centres combined with pools, theatre, courts, and
libraries. Combining makes sense for economies-of-scale. Our tarp-covered
facilities are both an embarrassment and uncomfortable. (But PLEASE preserve
Eddie Bush for historic value- other teams love visiting, it's a draw for Blues’
players, and its Main Street location is distinctly special).”

o “All the facilities are extremely busy and getting dated. We need more modern
facilities. We need a bigger Y (i.e., like in Owen Sound) and better swimming
facilities with better viewing areas and changing facilities.”
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“With the growing population and popularity to our area. It is time to start thinking
about the future of this community. Young and aging folks need a multi-functional
facility. Possibly a pool, gymnasium, weight room, pickleball courts. Pickleball is
not a fad. It is here to stay.”

Figure 19: Single or multi use preference, by age and community
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Source: MURFA Survey, Colliers Project Leaders

The ability to have multiple activities or multiple family members engaged under the
same roof was often cited as the reason for the multi-use preference over single use
facilities. This option was generally viewed to be more convenient, family-friendly, and
offered more opportunities to provide a ‘community hub’ gathering place.

“Current facilities are too spread out. My son is at one place and my daughter is
at another and | am just driving them to and from. | wish we had something like
the Owen Sound YMCA.”

“If you are going to build something, make the facility all in one with everything.
Do it once and do it right.”

“Need more arenas and indoor activity, exercise and/or court space as well as
public swims where both kids and parents can be active at the same time!”

“I have grandchildren living here who often drop in at my house with their friends
because they have no place to go, especially on a weekend night. We have a
void in offering places for youth to "hang out”, play games, watch TV, dance to
music, or just listen to music. It would be great to offer a youth centre. | would
also like to see a public pool in Thornbury. Collingwood's YWCA is too far to go.
Thanks for giving us this opportunity to have some input.”

“Need to have a community centre, 1 big place that kids can see all the sports
together, that has everything, swimming, library, rinks, curling rink, basketball,
dog park, fitness centre, a real nice indoor track....etc.”
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o “We have a swimming pool, but public swimming is only at certain times, which
may or may not be convenient. Many activities that have been set up by the town
are outdoor (skate park, volleyball at Sunset, parks etc.). In inclement weather,
these are not good options. Keeping children active and allowing them a variety
of activities is important for their physical and mental health.”

o “We should have a multi-use facility. The fact that we have a YMCA right beside
Central Park and they are not part of one facility is frustrating. This has allowed
for private facilities to be opened up separately to take the place of a basic gym
setup. (beside Giant Gym). Look at all the little businesses around Kidding
Around/GiantGym/Climbers Corner. These should all be part of a mutli-use
facility that can include rock climbing, gymnastics, court sports, gym sports. This
would greatly benefit the entire community both from a monetary perspective and
a use perspective by merging them together in one facility so they can benefit
from sharing all the overhead required to run facilities like these. Plus, we would
have larger gym, bigger climbing wall, etc. Not to mention merging the swimming
pools. There are many examples of beautiful multi-use facilities in these small
towns all around Ontario.”

e “There are 2 bubble buildings in Collingwood- an ice rink and a pool. This is an
embarrassing state of affairs for a town that prides itself on being a recreational
community. I've travelled through numerous towns across the province and most
of them have facilities that far surpass anything in this town. The YMCA and
private business provide most of the recreational opportunities in Collingwood. A
MUREF is key to having a healthy community and should be a top priority for the
town of Collingwood.”

All of these sentiments share an underlying interest: to see various uses co-located in a
single facility. This is a convenient option for couples and families where different
people may wish to do different activities at the same time; and, for individuals seeking
to do multiple kinds of activities. The broader social, economic, environmental and
health benefits of creating an appealing community hub or gathering place are well
documented.

The clear preference for a multi-use facility has one important caveat: the location will
matter. Being able to access the facility within a “reasonable” amount of time was
frequently flagged as an important consideration (noting that individual perceptions
about what is “reasonable” may vary). As described in Figure 20, Blue Mountains
residents generally report travelling further to access recreation and library spaces
today, although in both communities most respondents indicate they can access a
facility within 15 minutes. Importantly, although a general location analysis is in scope
for this project, site selection is not (this requires a clearer and agreed-upon definition of
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facility needs including total square footage and types of amenities — a step which is
usually part of the business case process). As the process progresses, location and
distance — and the sense of whether the proposed location is a “reasonable” distance
away — will be important considerations.

Figure 20: Travel distance to access a recreation or library space, by age and community
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Source: MURFA Survey, Colliers Project Leaders

Finally, residents in both The Blue Mountains and Collingwood would generally prefer to
new investment (59% overall, with the breakdown by community and age provided in
Figure 21) over investing in current facilities. The second highest overall response was
investments in both new and current facilities (18%) with a remarkably small (2.7%)
indicating that no new investment is needed in recreation and library facilities.

Figure 21: Preference for investment in new or existing facilities, by age and community
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Source: MURFA Survey, Colliers Project Leaders
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Interestingly, the preference for investment in new facilities was stronger among
respondents from Collingwood than from The Blue Mountains. Blue Mountains residents
were more likely to say they would prefer investments in current facilities (see light blue
bar in diagram below) or a mix of investments in new and current (green bar), but in
both groups the strong preference overall (teal bar) was for investments in new facilities.
In the qualitative responses, there were references to the need for continued investment
in existing facilities, even in the event of a new multi-use facility. Of course, these
perspectives can change once the project is more well scoped — and costed — but the
initial perspectives suggest that both multi-use and a new facility are the general and
overwhelming interest of residents in both communities.

What We Heard: Theme #4

4. Generally, residents support collaborative
efforts - including between municipalities and
= other partners - if it means that community needs

can be met faster and more efficiently.

The joint nature of this exploration does not necessarily imply municipal or community
support for a joint facility. This question was put to the test particularly in the focus
groups and interviews with potential high users of a new facility. On balance, sentiments
shared were positive or at least open to the idea of a joint facility — although with some
important considerations raised by those who did not support a joint facility.

Focus group respondents shared the following reasons for supporting a joint facility:

e “Having one in the middle - yeah that would just make sense.”

e ‘I mean, of course we want our facilities to be nearby but that depends on your
own location and the affordability financially. Could we get a $20 million facility
instead of a $10 million facility if we did this together? Obviously, that would be
better. | just don’t think we have the population on our own to warrant something
like this. If you based it on population alone, it would have to be in Collingwood.
People in Thornbury would have to drive to Collingwood. But maybe Craigleith
would make sense because people could come from the west and the east and
Share the distance, and you get the opportunity to be part of something bigger. |
think people would like that.”

e “For sure | support a joint facility. | don’t foresee in any shape or form why we
would need two facilities between Collingwood and Blue — and you know, it would
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be wonderful if we could pull in Clearview too. Our club already kind of does this,
with about 50% of the kids coming from Collingwood and the rest coming from
somewhere else — Blue or Clearview or even Wasaga or Meaford. This is already
kind of normal for these families, going to different places for dance or hockey or
even getting bused in for high school — so it’s already kind of normal to share our
facilities between people who live in different places.”

e “I'm all for the joint facility thing. Why not? If it gets us something bigger and
better and faster, let’s do it.”

Generally, the rational for supporting a joint facility were rooted in a sense that a shared
facility could yield a larger venue and more value in terms of uses, and that the burden
of investment would be lessened through working together. Interests in seeing this
facility materialize quickly (as referenced in an earlier theme about the mounting sense
of urgency) were also often cited as reasons for a preference towards a joint facility.

For the few who expressed reservations about a joint facility, the reason was generally
one of three considerations. First, the concerns about municipal dollars subsidizing
residents’ activities from other communities was raised by a few focus group
respondents as an ongoing concern (followed by a discussion about more general
considerations like parking charges and library lending policies as examples of how
challenging this can become in practice). In one person’s words,

o “While | appreciate the efforts to date, it would be great to see more done to
support local residents while balancing the needs and benefits of tourism. With
the increase of visitors to the area, there has been a marked reduction in the
ability for residents to access facilities and to have their needs met (e.g., parking,
competing uses for space). Educating visitors on small town etiquette would be
awesome.”

The worry that those who ultimately have to pay for this facility may not be the same
geography of people who benefit from the facility was raised as an issue, perhaps more
related to the operation of the facility (e.g. user fees, access rights) than the
construction of a shared facility itself. The second concern and consideration that was
raised by a few focus group respondents was about the area becoming overrun with
tourists generally (“if we build something that is so large that it becomes a place for all
of these tournaments and things, what will that mean for residents who want to use it?”).
The third consideration was about the size and scale of the facility if it was pursued as a
joint venture between municipalities — specifically what the environmental and health
impact would be of what was imagined by the focus group participants as a larger
greenfield site rather than adding density to existing areas.

Discussions about joint facilities often also led to questions about how a joint facility
would operate (“who would actually run it, though?”) or questions about the location, as
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also raised in the previous theme (“/ love our connection with Blue Mountains, and |
think this makes sense, but it depends on where it actually goes. I'd be okay with
Craigleith but no further!”). The operating model and site selection are beyond scope of
this initial study but suggest that this stage of work would need to understand the
relationship between these key decision points in the project.

On whole, residents generally seem open to and even supportive of collaborative efforts
if it means that community needs can be met faster, more efficiently and yield a scale
that would not be possible through working alone. Reference to other partners,
particularly the YMCA (given the seemingly high awareness of the partnership between
the YMCA and municipalities in building multi-use facilities in other communities), were
also often made in a positive way. In some cases, a key private or community group
were mentioned specifically as being a potential high value partner in the project given
the expertise they could contribute about the administration or organization of a specific
population group and/or sporting community.

During the MURFA process, there were several outreach efforts from potential facility
partners — both private and nonprofit — which on whole reflected a high level of interest
in a potential future facility. In some cases, these conversations were with partners who
may have significant expertise, resources or capacity to contribute to the project.
Engaging an outside organization(s) to play a key role in the administration and
operation of the facility is an option that has been used in other communities, for
example. As captured in the Executive Summary and the final section of this report,
these partnership possibilities should be explored more fully should the municipalities
opt to proceed with a multi-use facility, either joint or independently.

Finally, initial conversations were held with key administrative leaders in neighbouring
municipalities. These were positive conversations generally met with appreciation for
opening lines of communication between neighbours about a major project being
explored at an early stage. As neighbouring municipalities plan for their futures in terms
of meeting recreational and library facility needs, these preliminary conversations
should continue. Should Collingwood and/or The Blue Mountains proceed with a multi-
use recreation facility and a location is selected, ongoing discussion with the closest
geographic neighbours will be particularly important.
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What We Heard: Theme #5

future facility (or facilities) are trying to accomplish

g 5. Importantly, strategic consideration for what a
will maximize community benefits.

This section has documented a number of important findings from the MURFA listening
exercise, including rather remarkable consistency in the desire for adding facility
capacity and a preference towards a new multi-use space. The seemingly high level of
awareness and exposure to facilities in other locations adds specific expectations of
what a potential facility could look like in Blue Mountains or Collingwood and creates
excitement about the possibilities from this process.

However, this is still early in the process. This section of the report has flagged
questions raised through the process — on the location, or size and scale of the facility,
or the operating model for a possible joint facility — but at a deeper level it seems there
are three strategic considerations that will be important to resolve before making more
specific decisions like square footage, location or specific amenities. Coming to an
agreement early on these strategic matters would be particularly important in the
scenario where a joint facility is being built with two municipal partners.

First, who is this facility really for? The range of perspectives on this varied quite a
bit. For some, this future potential facility should address current gaps for current
residents. Specific examples cited included people with disabilities or the underserved
recreation needs of the seniors population. These perspectives were often expressed in
similar terms to this individual’s contribution focused on the barriers that current
residents experience:

e ‘I would like to see more classes geared towards or including adults with
disabilities such as swimming lessons. Money and having to pay for staff to get
anywhere is a huge barrier for the people | support. Not having the ability to go to
local park without paying is a huge barrier, paying a staff to get there (who does
not live in town then having to pay for parking) is a huge barrier, and when they
live below the poverty line, parks are now not accessible. A simple picnic and
walk at Sunset Park is no longer an option. They also don't have cell
phones/know how to use them to sign up for many things. With everything now
online they are missing opportunities.”
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For others, the big opportunity presented by the MURFA exploration is to build
something of a scale and calibre that will appeal to visitors and attract new people to the
region. This was expressed in terms like this:

o “We see the real value this can bring in so many communities. Let me give you
an example. We host a swim meet every June. It brings in almost 500 athletes
and their families. We’re talking to thousands and thousands of parents staying
overnight, eating, and doing all the things that the area has to offer. The impact of
this is huge. We can only host this meeting when we put everybody outside. The
capacity of the deck is minimal. So, we can'’t really go bigger, and we can’t host
at any time of the year. We could do so much more because we’re so centrally
located. [...] A 50-meter pool is the Olympic sized pool. You have to have one to
host regional qualifiers and to prepare for national championships. There is no
50-meter pool in this area. If we built one, think of the opportunity.”

e “There are so many sports where to get to compete or be really elite you have to
go somewhere else. Why can’t that be here? It seems like such a fit for us to
build something that brings our best athletes here. It's on brand.”

The aspiration of who a potential facility is intended to serve is a key decision. Focusing
on current gaps for current residents would yield a facility that looks and is sized quite
differently from a facility that aims to draw in a larger tourism and economic draw for the
region or augment the area’s brand as a sports and lifestyle community by drawing in
more elite athletes to the area.

Second, what is this facility trying to accomplish? Beyond the uses contained within
a facility — more sport and recreation capacity, providing specific programming and
other offerings, etc. — a public investment of this magnitude can also drive other benefits
in a community. The example that was most often cited of this effect was the Eddie
Bush arena. Across the survey, interviews and focus groups this example was cited as
an example of a recreation facility which benefits the larger community by drawing
residents downtown, adding vibrancy and economic activity to the entire area around it.
Others raised concerns about the potential consequences of a major investment and
facility that brought negative consequences to the community in other areas:

e ‘It all depends on the consequences - will old historical buildings be destroyed to
build new infrastructure? Will mature trees be cut down for pipes to be put in
underground? For every action there is a reaction. | am currently satisfied and
would be interested in adding improvements using existing structures, with the
environment being top priority.”
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Considering site options in particular against a rubric of broader social, economic,
environmental, cultural and even wider health considerations will be important.
Agreement on strategic consideration of larger objectives will be a particularly essential
part of any partnership should a joint facility be pursued.

Finally, although the MURFA consultation reflected generally high support among
residents for a multi-use facility, continued community engagement at every step of the
process will be important — particularly as the project moves to more detailed phases
where location, cost and specific use profiles are known. Answering the strategic
questions identified here (who is the facility for, and what is it trying to accomplish?) are
important considerations where the public will continue to have useful feedback to
inform decisions being made. Although cost did not emerge as a main topic of
discussion (and the survey suggested a general preference for investment over making
no investment) some did raise concerns about the trade-offs that might be involved for
other community priorities:

e “Of course, we would always like more, but you live with what you can afford. It’s
just like a home where you fix your roof before you put in a pool. Our roads are a
mess and should be a priority.”

Ongoing community consultation and engagement as the project unfolds will be
important, consistent with the ethos of this initial phase of work. Residents offered
enormous wisdom and insight to the process and can continue to provide guidance as
the work progresses.

In this spirit, the final word in this What We Heard summary goes to a resident who
wanted to offer a word of advice:

e  “You can't do it all so focus on what the majority would use and what is missing.
This seems to be an aging, retirement town, and staying active/fit outside of the
SKi hills is a big priority for these people. Simple sports that are easy to learn and
safe like indoor cycling, walking, yoga, swimming, pickle ball/tennis, etc. should
be the focus. It is a proven concept that community (i.e., Blue Zones) prevents
aging so consider adding space to enjoy a bite/lunch/BBQs (even if BYOB). So
many of our local facilities ignore this [...]. Look at what this area doesn't have
and build from there. Good luck!”
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With residents having a high awareness of other facilities, it begs the question: what can
be learned by examining multi-use facilities in other communities?

This benchmarking exercise focused on evaluating municipal recreation facilities across
various regions to identify best practices and key amenities that could be incorporated
into the proposed new facility. The selected facilities were chosen based on their ability
to serve similar community sizes, offer a wide range of services, and demonstrate a
strong community impact. The goal was to gather insights on design, operational
efficiency, and community engagement to inform the development of a modern, multi-
use recreational center.

Twelve facilities were examined as comparators: most from Ontario, as well as a few
facilities in other provinces. These facilities serve communities ranging in size from
smaller than Collingwood and The Blue Mountains combined; and a few facilities from
larger urban centres with an emphasis on the Greater Toronto Area (GTA). These GTA
facilities were chosen because of the higher level of awareness expressed by residents
in Collingwood and The Blue Mountains (with many residents moving from or having
ongoing connections to the GTA). Although these facilities may be at a scale that is
larger than what a smaller community would need, they can play an important role in
establishing expectations — as documented in the What We Heard section of this report.

This section presents data on three facilities which are currently in operation, as listed in
this table, all from the past five years (the oldest facility examined here opened in 2000).
The remaining nine facilities are in various states of construction. Contemporary
comparators were chosen given the dramatic change in constructing pricing in the wake
of the pandemic due to supply chain and inflationary pressures. The latest facility
compared here (Pickering) is planned for construction beginning in 2026 with an
opening in 2029. For each facility, the following dimensions were examined:

« Size and Capacity: The overall square footage and the number of amenities.

« Project Cost: Total capital costs of the project, noting the date of construction.

« Services Offered: The range and diversity of programs and services, including
fitness, aquatics, community events, and specialized sports.

« Community Impact: The facility's ability to meet the needs of the population,
including accessibility, programming for diverse age groups, and the integration
of cultural or educational services.

« Operational Efficiency: The effectiveness of governance structures, financial
sustainability, and the ability to adapt to changing community needs.



Comparator Facilities for Benchmarking

Population | Openin Land Aquatic Centre
Facility P P 9 Facility Size Budget Acreage (Lanes x
(2021) Year
(acres) Metres)
1. Wasaga Beach, ON Lane Pool,
Twin Pad Arena & Library 24,862 2024 117,700 sf $59M 50.0 Leisure Pool
2. Cranbrook, BC - -
0K, B 20,499 2000 95,000 sf | $22.6M 9.6 8-Lane, 25
Western Financial Place meters
3. Spruce Grove, AB 10-lane, 25-
TransAlta Tri-Leasure Centre 37,645 2022 226,000 st $28M meters
4. Oakville, ON 2025 6-lane, 25-
Sixteen Mile Sports Complex 221,484 (expansion) 88,000 st $75.5M 49.6 meters
5. Cambridge, ON - -
amporidge 143,245 2026 110,000 sf | $112M 325 10-lane, 25
Recreation Complex meters
6. Vaughan, ON
. g . 333,692 2025 92,000 sf $70M 18.6 25-meters
Carrville Community Centre
7. King City, ON - -
ing -1ty 27333 2025 124000sf | $86M 25 6-lane, 25
Zancor Centre meters
8. Guelph, ON 146,600 2026 160,000 sf $115M 25 L I
South End Community Centre ’ ’ S ap poo
9. Georgina, ON
Georginia Multi-Use Recreation 47,642 2024 85,000 sf $50.2M 6-lane, 25-
meters
Complex
10. Pickering, ON - -
ekering, 99,186 2029 TBD TBD 25 6-8 lane, 25
Seaton Recreation Complex meters
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11. Bracebridge, ON

Muskoka Lumber Community 17,305 2024 114,000 sf $78M None
Centre & Library

12. Toronto, ON

Ethennonnhawahstihnen’ 2.9M 2023 209,000 sf $93M 9.1
Community Centre

6-lane, 25-
meters

Wasaga Beach was unsuccessful in obtaining grant funding from senior levels of government and moved forward using
municipal reserves, long-term financing, and community fundraising from the Wasaga Beach Twin Pad Arena & Library
project. Cambridge sought $25 million from the federal Green and Inclusive Community Buildings (GICB) program to
support the Cambridge Recreation Complex project. The Oakville Sixteen Mile Sports Complex obtained $656,250
through the Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario (FedDev Ontario), under the Canada
Community Revitalization Fund (CCRF) to construct a full-size cricket field at the Complex. Spruce Grove’s TransAlta
Tri-Leisure Centre in partnership with the City of Spruce Grove, received a significant grant to offset the cost of
retrofitting facility lights with new energy-saving LED lighting. Guelph’s South End Community Centre demonstrates the
use of their Parks and Recreation Development Charge Reserve Fund for 95% of its $115.5 million budget, while King
City’s Zancor Centre received over $21.1 million from the federal government and $17.6 million from Ontario through the
Investing in Canada Plan. Vaughan’s Carrville Community Centre also utilized city-wide development charges,
supplemented by a budget amendment from its public library board.

There is no publicly available information confirming provincial or federal grants for several other facilities, including the
Western Financial Place in Cranbrook, the Georgina Multi-Use Recreation Complex, Pickering’'s Seaton Recreation
Complex, Bracebridge’s Muskoka Lumber Community Centre & Library, and Toronto’s Ethennonnhawahstihnen’
Community Centre.



1. Twin Pad Arena & Library (Wasaga Beach, Ontario)

This facility serves a population of about 20,000 permanent residents, with significant
seasonal fluctuations due to tourism. This facility is a key comparator for Collingwood
and The Blue Mountains given its close geographic proximity, high level of resident
awareness of the facility, and similar population change dynamics during peak tourism
seasons. The facility's design and operations, which effectively address the needs of
both year-round residents and seasonal visitors, offer useful insights into managing
similar demands in the proposed recreation centers.

Twin-Pad Arena & Library

Completed? Yes

Location Wasaga Beach, ON

Area (square feet) 117,669

Library Yes
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Aquatics

Lane pool
Leisure pool

Arena - Ice Surface

Twin-pad arena (Two NHL-sized ice pads, 900-seat event
arena, 200-seat community arena)

Fitness walking track

Elevated warm viewing gallery

Outdoor Courts

Outdoor basketball courts

Community Space

Multi-purpose rooms with kitchen and storage facilities

Other Amenities

Electric vehicle charging station

Outdoor reading garden

Stormwater pond

Concession stands

Recplex Community Centre (YMCA Day Care, Wasaga Beach
YMCA)

Construction Start 2021

Opening 2024

Land Acreage 50 acres

Budget $59 Million

Governance The facility is town-run with a partnership between the

Recreation and Fitness department and the Wasaga Beach
Public Library.
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2. Western Financial Place (Cranbrook, BC)

This facility serves approximately 33,000 people within a 20-minute drive, including the
City of Cranbrook and nearby regional districts. This facility is an apt comparison due to
its role as a central hub for a regional population, much like the anticipated role of the
Collingwood and The Blue Mountains potential joint facility. The way Western Financial
Place accommodates both a smaller city and its surrounding rural areas provides a
model for addressing the needs of a dispersed population.

Western Financial Place

Completed? Yes

Location Cranbrook, BC
Area (square feet) 95,500

Library No
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Aquatics

8-lane, 25-meter lap pool
Leisure pool

Water slide

Hot tub

Steam Room

Sauna

Arena - Ice Surface

NHL-sized rink with a seating capacity of 4,268 plus 352
standing room

Indoor Gymnasium

None

Outdoor Courts

Seniors’ Fitness Park with outdoor training circuit

Community Space

Meeting rooms available for rent or lease

Other Amenities

Catered restaurant (145 capacity)

Indoor walking concourse around the perimeter of the arena
Squash court with a moveable wall converting into a
racquetball or wallyball court

Construction Start 1998

Opening 2000

Budget $22.6 Million

Governance Initially started as a P3 project but taken over by the

municipality in 2007. The facility is fully managed by the City of
Cranbrook.
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3. TransAlta Tri-Leisure Centre (Spruce Grove, AB)

This facility serves approximately 100,000 residents across three municipalities—
Spruce Grove, Stony Plain, and Parkland County. Although this facility serves a larger
population, its model of regional cooperation and shared services between multiple
municipalities is highly relevant. This approach aligns with the collaborative efforts
between Collingwood and The Blue Mountains, offering valuable lessons in governance
and operational efficiency that could be adapted to the proposed facilities.

TransAlta Tri-Leisure Centre

Completed? Yes

Location Spruce Grove, Alberta

Area (square feet) 226,000

Library No




64

Aquatics

25-meter pool with 10 lanes

Leisure pool with a play structure and water features
Indoor waterslide

Hot tub

Steam Room

Arena - Ice Surface

Two NHL-sized arenas

Indoor Gymnasium

Gymnasium with sprung flooring for basketball, pickleball,
volleyball

Indoor walking/running track

Group fitness centre

Two indoor fields

Outdoor Courts

Outdoor Community Rink for inline skating, ball games
(summer), skating rink (winter)

Community Space

Multiple meeting and party rooms

Other Amenities

Leased spaces including a physiotherapy clinic and food
concessions, Child minding, personal training

Construction Start 2000

Opening 2022

Budget $28 Million

Governance Operated by a Part 9 corporation, which is a not-for-profit entity

representing the three municipalities. The governance
structure includes a board of directors with representatives
from each municipality. It employs about 35 full-time staff and
up to 185 part-time and casual staff, depending on the season.
The operating cost per square foot has varied over the years,
with $31.05 in 2022, $35.74 in 2023 and $36.95 projected for
2024.
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4. Sixteen Mile Sports Complex (Oakville, Ontario)

This project is built on a 79-hectare community park with three areas: a natural heritage
areas, a parcel under development for the active sports field, and a sports complex with
a community centre, library branch and many outdoor amenities.

Sixteen Mile Sports Complex

Completed? Expansion ongoing

Location Oakville, ON

Area (square feet) 88,000

Library Yes

Aquatics 25-meter,6-lane lap pool
Leisure pool
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Arena - Ice Surface

Olympic-sized ice pad with seating for 1,500 spectators
Three NHL-sized ice pads

Indoor Gymnasium

Fitness/active living centre, flexible multi-use space to
accommodate seniors, youth and cultural programming and
gymnasium

Outdoor Courts

Basketball, pickleball, tennis, and volleyball courts

Community Space

Multi-use spaces

Other Amenities

Two shooter pads

Two community rooms
Pro shop

Restaurant

LEED Gold certification

Construction Start

Expansion - 2022

Opening

2025

Land Acreage

49.6 acres

Budget

Community centre and library addition ~ $75.5 million
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5. Cambridge Recreation Complex (Cambridge, Ontario)

The facility will be located on city-owned lands, adjacent to a new public/catholic
elementary school with a childcare facility and residential development called South
Point. The City of Cambridge, the Waterloo Region District School Board, Waterloo
Catholic District School Board and the Cambridge Public Library undertook a Joint Use
Campus Feasibility Study to explore and identify synergies between all partners and
evaluate various campus and facility space programs. The campus will consist of two
separate buildings that will operate independently but will share the use of key facilities
including a new community park. This model benefits from maximizing amenities while
reducing overall expenditure.

This facility is of particular interest as a comparator given the joint feasibility work and
driver for a collaborative facility and campus. The location of the facility adjacent to
schools and residential development also underscores the inclusivity of the facility within
the community to capitalize on accessibility and ease of use.



Cambridge Recreation Complex

Completed? No

Location Cambridge, ON

Area (square feet) 110,000

Library Yes

Aquatics 10 lane, 25m swimming pool

Warm water leisure pool

Indoor Gymnasium

3 FFIBA-standard gymnasiums suitable for various sports and
activities

Outdoor Courts

None

Community Space

Multi-purpose rooms
Fitness area
Running/walking track

Other Amenities

Concession stands

Construction Start

2023

Opening

2026

Land Acreage

32.5 acres (City Owned)

Budget

$112 Million




6. Carrville Community Centre (Vaughan, Ontario)

The City of Vaughan is developing a new community centre, library and district park on
a parcel of land located between Dufferin and Bathurst streets near Major Mackenzie
Drive on a 7.53-hectare parcel of land. The Carrville Community Centre, Library and
District Park site is defined by Major Mackenzie Drive (to the north), Valley Vista Drive
(to the south), Thomas Cook Avenue (to the west) and Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority-regulated valley lands and associated watercourse (to the

east).

Carrville Community Centre

Completed? No

Location Vaughan, ON
Area (square feet) 92,000
Library Yes

Aquatics 25-meter pool

Leisure pool
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Arena - Ice Surface

Indoor Gymnasium

Double gymnasium with retractable seating

Outdoor Courts

Community Space

Multi-purpose room
Fitness center
Teaching kitchen
Childcare area

Other Amenities

LEED Gold and CaGBC Zero Carbon Building Standard
certifications.

Construction Start

2022

Opening

2025

Land Acreage

7.53 hectare

Budget

$70 Million
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7. Zancor Centre (King City, Ontario)

The $86 million facility sits on 25 acres at the southeast corner of the King Campus of
Seneca College and will be accessible from 15th Sideroad. The Zancor Centre will
include an aquatics centre with a six-lane lap pool and leisure pool, two NHL-sized ice
rinks, spectator seating, an artificial turf fieldhouse with running track, and a multi-use
community space. Outdoor amenities include a large courtyard with direct access to
social and community rooms, with future plans for the site including connections to the
Oak Ridges Moraine trail system and outdoor sports fields.

Zancor Centre

Completed? Yes

Location King City, ON

Area (square feet) 124,000

Library No

Aquatics Six-lane 25-metre lap pool
Leisure pool
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Arena - Ice Surface

Two NHL-sized ice surfaces with change rooms, seating, and
storage

Indoor Gymnasium

Artificial turf fieldhouse
Running track

Outdoor Courts

Future plans for outdoor sports field

Community Space

Multi-purpose community room

Construction Start 2023
Opening 2026

Land Acreage 25 acres
Budget $86 Million
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8. South End Community Centre (Guelph, Ontario)

The South End Community Centre is a 160,000 square foot facility with twin ice pads,
aquatic center with a lap and teaching pool, double gymnasium, walking track and multi-
purpose rooms, all connected by a central lobby. The community centre will be built on
existing City-owned lands. The facility’s green initiatives align with the City’s community
net zero carbon and corporate 100 per cent renewable energy goals, and the Canada
Green Building Council’s Net Zero Carbon design criteria.

South End Community Centre

Completed? No

Location Guelph, ON
Area (square feet) 160,000
Library No
Aquatics Lap pool

Teaching pool

Arena - Ice Surface

Twin ice pads

Indoor Gymnasium

Double gymnasium

Community Space

Multi-purpose rooms




74

Other Amenities

Walking track
Construction Start 2023
Opening 2026
Land Acreage 25 acres
Budget $115 Million
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9. Georgina Multi-Use Recreation Complex (MURC)
(Georgina, Ontario)

The recreation complex is a community destination and includes:
e Six-lane 25-metre pool
e Therapy pool
e Double gymnasium
e Indoor walking track
o Multi-use meeting/activity rooms
« Active living space
« Discovery Library branch offering expanded programs and new technology
options.

The goal of the complex is to create an inclusive environment that offers multi-purpose
and multi-generational spaces to serve as a community living room and hub. The
anticipated project budget for the MURC is $50.2 million. It will be 100 per cent funded
by development charges due to legislative changes at the provincial level. There will be
no tax levy increases relating to the MURC capital and operating costs. The anticipated
annual net operating costs for the MURC will be approximately $2 million. The entire
amount will be funded through assessment growth, which is the new property taxes that
will be collected from new development. As a result, there will be no tax levy increases
relating to the MURC operating costs. The design for the MURC was developed with
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public and stakeholder consultation that included public input sessions, surveys and
outreach throughout the Town at various community events. Information was shared on
social media, in print and online on the dedicated Building Georgina webpage. A video
was also created that highlighted the community involvement in the project.

Georgina Multi Use Recreation Complex

Completed? Yes

Location Keswick, ON

Area (square feet) 85,000

Library Yes

Aquatics 6-lane, 25-meter pool
Two-depth leisure pool

Arena Ice Surface

Indoor Gymnasium | pouple gymnasium

Outdoor Courts

Community Space Multi-use meeting and activity rooms

Other Amenities Indoor walking track

Construction Start 2021

Opening 2024

Land Acreage

Budget $50.2 Million




The Seaton Recreation Complex & Full-Service Library will be Pickering’s first
multipurpose recreation complex built in Pickering since the Pickering Recreation

?
7

10. Seaton Recreation Complex & Library (Pickering, Ontario)

pananaanannananauein

Complex (now the Chestnut Hill Developments Recreation Complex) opened in 1983.
The final amenities and functional programs will be guided by the City's Recreation &

Parks - Ten Year Plan, the Pickering Public Library's Strategic Plan, and community

consultation.
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Seaton Recreation Complex & Library

Completed? No

Location Pickering, ON

Area (square feet) TBD

Library Yes

Aquatics 25-metre, 6-8 lane pool

Warm-water leisure pool

Arena - Ice Surface

Two-pad arena




78

Indoor Gymnasium

Divisible gymnasium to accommodate various sports and
activities

Outdoor Courts

Destination playground
Splash pad
Sport courts

Community Space

Multi-purpose program room for community events and
activities

Other Amenities

Fitness center and studios
Walking track
Support spaces including office space, and storage

Construction Start Spring 2026
Opening Spring 2029
Land Acreage 25 acres
Budget TBD
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11. Muskoka Lumber Community Centre & Library
(Bracebridge, Ontario)

The Muskoka Lumber Community Centre is a state-of-the-art, multi-generational social
hub that consolidates community activities and services under one roof. The facility is
home to an arena, library, multi-sport fieldhouse, outdoor courtyard, and play space,
and includes the option for future expansion, supporting Bracebridge for generations to
come.

Muskoka Lumber Community Centre & Library

Completed? Yes

Location Bracebridge, ON

Area (square feet) 114, 000
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Library

Yes

Aquatics

None

Arena - Ice Surface

Single ice pad with seating for 1,020 spectators

Indoor Gymnasium

Multi-sport fieldhouse suitable for various indoor sports and
activities

Outdoor Courts

Outdoor courtyard
Play space

Community Space

Community hall

Café

Office spaces

Administrative and support areas

Other Amenities Makerspace
Recording studio
Auditorium

Construction Start 2021

Opening 2024

Land Acreage

Budget $78 Million
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12. Ethennonnhawahstihnen’ Community Centre (Toronto,
Ontario)

Completed in 2023, Ethennonnhawahstihnen’ (pronounced Etta-nonna wasti-nuh) is a
multi-use Community Recreation Centre with an Aquatic Centre, Child Care Centre and
a Toronto Public Library branch.

The new 209,000 sq ft Community Centre serves Bayview Village and Concord Park
Place, an area that will host over 10,000 residents. The multi-function facility includes
recreation space comprised of a double gymnasium with change rooms, indoor running
track, fitness studio, weight room, art rooms, pre-school room, games room, community
hall with kitchen, multipurpose rooms, six-lane lap pool, 25m length leisure pool with
water play areas, Toronto Public Library branch, childcare centre with outdoor play
areas, three levels of underground parking.
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Ethennonnhawahstihnen” Community Centre

Completed? Yes

Location Toronto, ON

Area (square feet) 209,000

Library Yes

Aquatics 6-lane, 25-meter lap pool
Leisure pool

Arena - Ice Surface | None

Indoor Gymnasium

Double gymnasium is available for various sports and
recreational activities

Outdoor Courts

None

Community Space

Multiple multi-purpose rooms

Fitness studio

Weight room

Art rooms

Preschool room

Games room

Divisible community hall with a kitchen

Other Amenities

Indoor running/walking track
Childcare center with a capacity for 52 children
Rooftop solar farm

Construction Start 2019
Opening 2023

Land Acreage 9.1 acres
Budget $93 Million
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Comparative Analysis

Twelve facilities were examined as comparator projects in this section: mostly from
Ontario, and all with some or all construction occurring within a recent (or
ongoing/future) time horizon. Some of these facilities serve a smaller or similar
population base as Collingwood and The Blue Mountains together, such as the facilities
in Wasaga Beach, Bracebridge and Cranbrook. The highly seasonal nature and
population changes over the course of the year in communities like Wasaga and
Bracebridge make these facilities particularly important comparators. Some facilities
presented here are from larger urban centres but included given the high level of
influence that these facilities seem to have on residents’ expectations in The Blue
Mountains and Collingwood, as captured in the What We Heard section.

One of the most obvious observations based on this comparison is that multi-use
recreation facilities are not one-size-fits-all. They are not simply a calculation based on
population or other factors; instead, each one takes a slightly different form based on
the mix of existing amenities, the priorities of the community, availability of resources,
mix of partners and uses involved, and other factors. That said, there are some patterns
across these comparator projects which are worth noting:

« Size and Capacity: as captured in the summary table at the beginning of this
section, facility size varies enormously (from under 100,000sf to well over
200,000 sf). Importantly, community size does not emerge as the predictor of
facility size; instead, this tends to be more of a reflection of each community’s
mix of amenities and the capacity desired in each community (which is likely a
decision informed at least in part by existing capacity in other facilities or other
factors).

» Project Cost: the variation in capital cost (from under $30 million to well over
$100 million) is also greater than what may have been expected. The per-
square-foot construction cost varies (for example, $817/sf in the Georgina facility,
$663/sf in the Bracebridge facility, $463 in the Wasaga facility, $778/sf in the
Cambridge facility). These costs are sensitive to many factors: the size and scale
of the facility; timing of construction; the mix of amenities included, with some
amenities such as a pool adding significantly to the per square foot cost; facility-
and site-specific details related to the parcel of land, ownership arrangements;
and more. Facilities with high environmental standards (e.g. LEED Gold) will
have different capital and operating costs. Operating costs also vary widely
depending on the governance and operating model, particularly depending on
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the employer arrangement for staff working in each facility. The next section
provides a deeper look at operating costs in one facility, as a comparator case.

Services Offered: the range and diversity of amenities and services, including
fitness, aquatics, community events, and specialized sport uses, vary by facility.
Most of the facilities (8 of 12) examined here include a library branch. Almost all
of these facility examples include aquatics, but what this means ranges in terms
of the length and number of lanes and other types of aquatics amenities (e.g.
leisure pool, waterslides, hot tubs). Some but not all facilities include arena space
also with variation in ice pads. The mix of courts vary including both indoor and
outdoor offerings. Some of the less common amenities such as recording
studios, maker spaces, childcare and child minding, dining offerings, off leash
dog parks, walking tracks and more add a unique personality and experience in
each facility.

Community Impact: multi-use recreation facilities are being carefully examined,
evaluated and then constructed in communities across the country. This fact on
its own is an important expression of how valued these facilities have become in
Canadian communities, including those examined here. Expansions on current
facilities and planned future expansions is further evidence of this point. Although
collecting residents’ feedback on facilities in other communities was outside of
the scope of this project, the highly positive reviews of other communities’
facilities shared by residents in The Blue Mountains and Collingwood is a
reflection of the impact these facilities have on their users.

Operational Efficiency: the effectiveness of governance structures, financial
sustainability, and the ability to adapt to changing community needs is a shared
objective across all multi-use facilities, particularly those where there are multiple
partners engaged in the space. Should the Collingwood and The Blue Mountains
Councils opt to pursue a joint multi-use facility, a few governance models should
be closely examined — including an option which involves a third-party operator —
which would be a part of the detailed business case. Site visits to facilities which
have a similar governance model would also be well worth the investment as a
way to learn more about the lessons of multi-partner facilities in both construction
and operational phases.
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Comparator Case: Operating Pro Forma

The comparator facilities examined in this section vary in scope and scale. In effort to
add a more nuanced picture of what the financial commitment of a multi-use facility can
involve, this section provides a closer look at the revenues, expenses and municipal
contribution of a comparator facility.

The TransAlta Tri Leisure Centre (Spruce Grove, Alberta) was selected as a good
comparator case (see #3 in the previous section for details about this facility). The
facility serves approximately 100,000 residents across three municipalities—Spruce
Grove, Stony Plain, and Parkland County. Although this facility serves a larger
population (~100k), its model of regional cooperation and shared services between
multiple municipalities is highly relevant. The facility also includes a mix of amenities
desired by residents and in the existing master plans — ice pads, aquatics, indoor and
outdoor courts, and various community spaces including a café, a market and some
retail spaces.

The TransAlta Tri Leisure Centre is run by a corporation jointly established by three
municipalities to oversee the facility. It is led by a Board of Directors that includes a mix
of elected officials and residents from the three municipalities.

The following financial information was modelled from the Centre’s 2024 Financial
Statements.'® The data was reviewed and converted to a cash basis and modelled over
a 10-year period from 2030-2040. The net present value numbers are expressed in both
2025 and 2030 dollars.

The operating pro forma below captures the revenues for TransAlta: recreation fees,
rental revenues, donations, advertising and more. It also captures expenses: chiefly,
salaries and benefits; costs related to repairs, maintenance and utilities, and other
costs.

The most important part for the purposes of this report is likely the partner contribution.
Like most municipal recreation facilities, the facility requires a public contribution to
operate. In this case, the partnership contribution is about $2.1 million per year (or $21
million over 10 years, expressed in 2025 dollars). This cost is shared between the
partner municipalities.

18 Available online: https://www.trileisure.com/uploads/source/2024 TLC Financials web.pdf
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86

TransAlta Tri Leisure Centre

Cash Inflows

Operating Revenues
Pass Fees

Partner Contributions

Rental

Program Fees

Corporate Sponsors and Donations
Lease

Interest

Management Services
Miscellaneous

Advertising

Commissions

Total Revenues

Cash Outflows

Operating Expenses
Salaries, Wages, and Benefits
Repairs and Maintenance
Utilities

Contracted Services

Materials, Goods and Services
Administrative Services
Amortization of Tangible Capital Assets
Other

Marketing and Publications
Total Expenses

Income

Total Revenue
Total Opex

Partnership Contribution

Present Value
Net Present Value (2030)

Net Present Value (2025)

10 Year 1 Year
(2030-2039) (2030)
46.58% | $ 43,260,947 $ 3,725,278
0.00% | $ - $ -
21.48% | $ 19,954,858 $ 1,718,349
15.42% | $ 14,324,228 $ 1,233,485
540% | $ 5,013,016 $ 431,680
3.38% | $ 3,138,908 $ 270,297
219% | $ 2,031,546 $ 174,940
222% | $ 2,064,208 $ 177,753
252% | $ 2,336,685 $ 201,216
0.49% | $ 454,416 $ 39,131
0.33% | $ 304,187 $ 26,194
\ 100% | $ 92,882,998 $ 7,998,322
71.10% 66,041,049 5,686,913
21.37% 19,846,866 1,709,049
15.36% 14,262,542 1,228,173
12.49% 11,597,701 998,699
5.89% 5,474,451 471,415
4.99% 4,632,113 398,880
0.00% = -
1.28% 1,186,610 102,181
0.77% 710,696 61,199
133% 123,752,027 10,656,509
92,882,998 7,998,322
123,752,027 10,656,509
\ (30,869,029) (2,658,187)
(25,264,395) (2,565,075)
(25,264,395)

| (21,138,853)
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As captured in the benchmarking summary, there are many important differences in
multi-use recreation facilities built in different communities. There is no ‘one size fits all’
that works everywhere; instead, these facilities reflect differences in the communities in
terms of what they need and what they want to accomplish through investing in a major
multi-use facility. In other words, form follows function.

This report recommends proceeding with a joint multi-use recreation facility shared
between Collingwood and The Blue Mountains, together with public libraries and
potentially other partners. The report outlines a path forward, starting with Council
commitments in both municipalities to proceed together, empowering a shared decision-
making body to lead the process and make joint decisions about the project, and
developing a business case which costs specific options.

Should these recommendations be supported by both Councils to proceed, there will
likely be (at least) two significant decisions ahead with anticipated high levels of public
interest: first, the specific location where the facility will be located; and second, the mix
of amenities chosen to include in the facility, which will also be a central driver of facility
capital and operating costs. Although the public has been vocally engaged, there may
be a desire to seek additional feedback on some of these key decisions.

The decision to proceed with a joint (vs separate or single individual) facility is a
foundational threshold decision which will shape other decisions including location,
amenities and costs. In the past, elevated expectations for a project which did not
materialize created anger, a heightened sense of urgency and a more challenging
public context for future facility considerations. As such, making decisions to move
forward is best done in a well-planned manner starting with the big picture question: are
we proceeding towards a facility, and are we doing it together?

Addressing this initial question is paramount. This report outlines a collaborative
approach, including empowering a joint decision-making committee which includes
senior leaders from both municipal administrations. This group would have a key role
and make joint recommendations to both municipal councils going forward. Importantly,
they would also establish protocols for sharing otherwise confidential information
including about the financial projections, plans and priorities of each municipality as well
as confidential information about land holdings.

This body should establish key parameters for the project (including upper limit capital
costs) and make important decisions. This section captures important considerations for
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a potential future joint multi-use facility emerging from this process. It offers guidance in
four areas: prioritization of amenities, selection of location, sources of financing and
governance model. The data presented here is aimed to support this decision-making
process.

Prioritizing Amenities

The most significant driver of costs in a multi-use facility is the mix of amenities
included. This will also be a key area of interest for the public, both in terms of the mix
of amenities (what’s included in the facility?) and the scale (what size is the pool? How
many courts of what type?).

Based on the (1) public input about preferred amenities for a new multi-use facility; (2)
capacity gaps as identified in master plans; (3) a comparative examination of peer
groups; and (4) general industry data, a number of priority amenities emerge —
presented here in a ranked order.

Priority Rational

1: Aquatics Aquatics emerge as the top priority amenity for the multi-use facility.
This could be a 25m pool or aim larger for a 50m 8-lane competitive
training facility (a recent paper'® notes that Ontario overall has a
lack of these facilities and there is an industry advocacy campaign
for dedicated provincial funding for Olympic sized aquatics training
facilities). This was the top amenity desired by residents and is the
most common sport of choice in Canada. The proximity of
communities along Georgian Bay was also noted often in the
community consultation as a brand-defining priority — and important
safety investment as well.

2: Ice Given the “very poor” condition of the Eddie Bush arena, the
enthusiasm around hockey in the public consultation, and the
suggested service level not being met by the current number of ice
pads available, the creation of new ice pads takes second priority.
Both municipalities should share condition assessments about their
existing arenas, including plans for repairs/renovations and

19 Building More Aquatic Centres in Ontario.



https://admin.swimontario.com/documents/804/AquaticCouncil_Report01.10.25.pdf
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eventual replacement, in making decisions about how many ice
pads to include.

3: Courts

The public consultation showed great enthusiasm for court sports
including pickleball, tennis, volleyball and more. Given their actual
service level and suggested service level, this category takes third
priority. During the focus groups, there were many animated
discussions about more innovative ways to meet these needs —
including dedicated courts as well as indoor multi-courts with under
floor lighting that can change to regulation lines for various sports
and uses. Court spaces tend to be more affordable per square foot
than uses like aquatics, so adding significant capacity in a new
venue to address multiple sport and recreational needs is an
exciting opportunity.

4: Library &
Community
Space

Community gathering places will be a big part of what brings a new
multi-use recreational facility to life, offering additional experiences
and ‘third space’ opportunities for families and individuals to enjoy
will enhance and animate the venue. Both library partners had
innovative ideas on what a potential space (or spaces) could look
like, such as maker space or gallery opportunities. Add-on
amenities such as indoor walking tracks, open gym space (for
everything from kids programming to yoga studio to other
communal uses), and purpose-built offerings like community
kitchens can provide the unique appeal of this facility.

The question of the scope and scale of each of these amenities (size of pool, number of
courts, total square footage for community space, etc.) should be sensitive to the
collective capital funds available for the project. Additional consultation with the

anticipated high user groups in each amenity category would be a valuable part of the

next stage of this process, once a commitment to proceed has been made (as to not
build expectation before this commitment is in place).
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Location Criteria

Location analysis will be heavily reliant on the building footprint, indoor amenities,
outdoor amenities, and parking considerations. Detailed site analysis is recommended

during business case development to properly assess land availability and facility
requirements.

A driving factor for this multi-use recreation facility exploration and the options in this
report is the pace of growth in The Blue Mountains and Collingwood. To repeat the
diagrams from the first section of this report, this growth has been concentrated in
specific parts of the municipalities. These patterns are presented here in two ways: first
the rate of population change, reflecting the highest rate of growth occurring in The Blue
Mountains in the area bordering Collingwood (see Figure 2, repeated); and, the number
of dwellings being constructed, where the highest number of new units being
constructed is in Collingwood in an area bordering The Blue Mountains (see Figure 5,
repeated).

Figure 6: Population change, Collingwood and The Blue Mountains (2016-2021)
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Figure 7: Dwellings constructed between 2011 and 2021
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These combined patterns are another indication that a joint facility may make sense, as
both communities may have a desire to locate new amenities in places of high growth
and the geographic proximity of these capacity needs can be mutually addressed with a
joint facility.

It will be important for Collingwood and The Blue Mountains to find a location that is
central to both communities and is ideally already municipal owned to reduce overall
project costs. Municipal owned land will reduce the capital expenditure for this project.

At this stage of project exploration location considerations are tied to community impact,
zoning accessibility and land availability. During the community outreach the desire for a
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facility that is located within community as opposed to in industrial areas was
expressed. It was also mentioned that a recreation facility should be accessible whether
that’s by walking, transit, bike or other modes of transportation. Many community
members expressed a desire to stay within a 30-minute radius to access a facility. The
community outreach did not focus on specific location or land, however, the community
of Craigleith was highlighted on numerous engagements as being a community with
need for more services and land potential that would be accessible for both Collingwood
and The Blue Mountains.

From the benchmarking information in the “Lessons from Other Communities” section
above and additional research conducted the range of site acreage to accommodate a
Multi Use Recreation facility can range significantly depending on recreational
programming, future expansion considerations and particulars of the real estate
transaction. At a minimum for 100,000 sq. ft. facility the Towns could anticipate a
requirement for 10 acres to accommodate the facility or as much as 22 acres depending
on programing, landscaping and outdoor uses desired.

Should both municipalities decide to pursue a joint facility, it is recommended that the
site selection process begin with terms established in a memorandum of understanding
that allow for sharing confidential information about municipal land assets; and, where
the focus is on lands which are as close to the boundary between the municipalities as
possible to ensure a central location for residents in both communities. Selecting the
ideal site may influence other considerations such as land and/or facility ownership.



Sources of Funding and Anticipated Cost

Most municipal recreation facilities are funded through some combination of property taxes, development charges, and
funding from other sources. In some cases, this includes funding from other governments. During business case
development the project budget will be developed considering numerous factors such as facility size, location and
amenities. The analysis below provides an overview of current funding opportunities that Collingwood and The Blue
Mountains can explore to assist in the cost of the project.

No.

Program Name

Community Sport and
Recreation Infrastructure
Fund (CSRIF)

Funding
Type
Provincial

Eligibility

Municipaliti
es,
Indigenous
communitie
s and
organizatio
ns, local
service
boards,
not-for-
profits, and
for-profits
managing
spaces for
sport or
recreation
programs

Funding Projects

Funding New builds,
up to transformative
$10 investments, or
million. iconic
Projects  sport/recreation
must be  projects
complet

ed, with

all

eligible

expense

S

incurred,

by

March

31, 2027

Descripti
on

The
Ontario
governme
nt has
launched
the $200M
CSRIF to
build and
revitalize
sport and
recreation
facilities

Due Date

ongoing
until all
funding
has been
allocated
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4

Canada Community-
Building Fund

FCM - Study: New
construction of municipal
and community buildings

Federal

All Ontario
municipaliti
es

Federal/Munic Municipaliti

ipal

es, not-for-
profits,
Indigenous
communitie
S

$358M
allocated
to
Ontario

Up to
$200K
(50-80%
of costs)

Infrastructure
across 19
categories,
including
recreation

Feasibility
studies for
energy-efficient
municipal/comm
unity buildings

This
federal
program
provides
long-term
funding for
various
infrastruct
ure
projects,
including
recreation
al
facilities.
A
feasibility
study that
assesses
in detail
the
approache
s needed
to
implement
a new
constructi
on of an
energy
efficient
communit
y or
municipal
building.

ongoing

Ongoing

94
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5 FCM - Capital project: Federal/Munic Municipaliti Up to New builds, A capital ongoing
Construction of new ipal es, $10M retrofits, and project
sustainable municipal and Indigenous (grant + low-carbon that
community buildings communitie loan) initiatives constructs

S, hon- a new,

profits6 low-
carbon
municipall
y owned
building

6 Community Fundraising Donations N/A $2.5- N/A Reviews

$5.0M of press
releases
across
Canada
indicates
that
similar
projects
have
secured
fund
raising
donations
in excess
of $5M.

At this feasibility stage of the project, it is difficult to determine construction costing with out establishing a footprint of a
building and specifics of the programming/services to be included in the facility. However, the Altus Canada 2025
Costing Guide indicates that the anticipated hard(construction) per square foot costing for multi-recreation facilities would
be in the range of $670 to $1180 per square foot. In addition, project soft costs (architectural/engineering) costs for



infrastructure projects of this nature are generally within a range of 10% to 15% in addition to the hard costs. The
numbers are within the range of most recent projects included in the benchmarking section above.
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Consideration of Governance Models

Facility governance refers to the accountability and responsibility, and the ways this is
organized including across partner organizations. It also includes important practices
and norms: who makes decisions, how decisions including the use of resources get
made, how others are able to contribute to or shape decision making and activities. In
designing the governance model for a facility, there is no ‘one size fits all.” Instead, there
are many different models which have been used in practice to govern multi-partner
recreation and other facilities. Generally, form should follow function. The governance
model will be different depending on key decisions about the function of the facility.
These decisions include:

Ownership: who owns the land and/or the facility? A common model is where
the host municipality owns (purchase or use existing) the land and the facility on
it. There are examples where the landowner and the building owner are not the
same (e.g. the long-term land lease model of the Sports Centre in London,
Ontario). Models where two or more partners may share the ownership,
sometimes through the creation of a new joint body (e.g. a municipal services
corporation or similar) or through an agreement, could also be explored.
Operation: who is responsible for the operation of the facility? Is this a
single entity, or does it function as a partnership — and if the latter, what is the
distribution of responsibilities and/or the vehicle for this partnership to make
decisions? There are many multi-use facilities where a third party — a private or
community entity — plays an important role as the operator of all or part of the
facility, even in municipally-owned facilities. The operator model chosen will
influence the ongoing operating budget of the facility.

Tenants: which organizations have a presence in the facility, and what role
do they play in the overall facility governance? From small cafes to large
anchor tenants, considering the mix of tenants and their role within the broader
facility governance is important. There will be different norms across
organizations involved in the same facility — from hours of operation to parking
practices with staff to larger issues like security and branding — which must be
navigated at the outset and over time.
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The Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment (MURFA), initiated in
partnership by the Town of The Blue Mountains and the Town of Collingwood,
alongside the Collingwood Public Library and Blue Mountains Public Library, to explore
whether a new multi-use recreation facility is desired, needed and warranted

This report has considered various data points to explore this question: a background
context review of growth patterns in both communities over the past few years; an
extensive public consultation listening process to hear perspectives from residents
across various platforms; a review of multi-use facilities in other communities including
lessons learned; and a review of the range of financing and governance options.

Ultimately, the decision on whether a multi-use facility is warranted is not something that
can be calculated using data alone. There are communities with larger and smaller
populations which already have successful, operational multi-use facilities. There are
always trade-offs between major public investments where funds for a large facility
could have also been used elsewhere. The value placed on certain kinds of amenities
and facilities — and the perception of priorities, gaps and future needs — all vary from
place to place.

Instead, the decision rests on an examination of various options against one another,
asking which of these options will best achieve what this community wants and needs
as it is understood today.

For this MURFA report, four scenario options were considered against one another:

e Option 1: No New Facility — no apparent need or justification for major
investment in a new public facility or facilities; low public interest in a multi-use or
joint facility; a better approach may be to consider alternative and more modest
ways to address future recreation and library capacity needs.

e Option 2: Proceed with Separate Single-Use Facility Solutions — no apparent
interest in a shared facility or a critical misalignment between partners where a
successful collaboration seems unlikely; more interest in single-use facilities and
needs of one community and/or type of amenity far outweigh the others where a
single-use solution may be better suited; the option would be for each
municipality and partner organization to proceed with building their own facilities
(multi- or single-use) over time in alignment with their existing recreation master
plans, library facilities plans, etc.
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e Option 3: Proceed Together Towards a Joint Multi-Use Facility — signs of
strategic compatibility between partners, an openness among stakeholders and
potential users for a joint facility, and a general preference towards a multi-use
solution; formalize the partnership (and potentially explore the role of other
partners in a more focused way as potential owners, operators and/or tenants),
create a vehicle for shared decision making and action, and move towards a
business case for a joint multi-use facility

¢ Option 4: Proceed with Separate Multi-Use Facilities — clear interest in multi-
use facility but no apparent interest in a collaboration; no obvious alignment in
interests, timelines and needs between partners; option of separate multi-use
facilities which retain the branding and control of each municipality to be built a
time that is financially feasible in each community on their own.

The first option was discarded quickly. The sheer pace of population growth in both The
Blue Mountains and Collingwood (and, in the region more generally) paired with the
current capacity issues across several different types of facilities and amenities makes
this an unwise option. These issues are already well documented in both municipalities’
master plans. Should the current rate of growth continue (even at a more modest level)
these current capacity issues — which are already acute in some cases — would quickly
become a major problem. This option also seems inconsistent with the existing strategic
direction in both municipalities and public libraries, where the pent-up demand for years
has led to including an explicit reference to a multi-use space being included in strategic
plans and recreation master plans already.

Option 4 was the next option to be discarded. One lesson from other communities in the
process of building multi-use facilities is how dramatically the cost of capital works has
escalated over recent years. One of the many ‘long tails’ of the COVID pandemic is
rising inflation around the world and rapid increases in the cost of materials and labour
related to construction in Canada. The cost of a potential multi-use project will be
significant and is unknown until more detailed plans can be developed through a
business case and facility design. Taking on a significant public facility project in this
environment carries with it financial risk — so recommending that each municipality
pursue this on their own would require a demonstrated capacity to take on this risk in
both municipalities on their own. For reasons related to population size, facility cost, and
risk levels, Option 4 of pursuing separate multi-use facilities is also not recommended.

The consideration between the final two options — Option 2 and Option 3 — was more
difficult. There are differences between the municipalities in terms of population, level of
growth, existing recreational and library capacity, and in a few minor areas in the
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interests expressed by residents. The practicalities of working together should not be
underestimated, from timelines to make political decisions to coordinating planning
activities to the actual operation of a shared facility. The time costs of a joint project
compared to a simpler approach of working alone and scoping smaller projects
(potentially including single or multi-use, or a combination — for example, if Collingwood
opted to build a multi-use facility and The Blue Mountains focused instead on a single-
use aquatics facility, as a fictious scenario). One of the appeals of Option 2 is that a
potential partnership between each municipality and their respective library board might
be easier to navigate than an arrangement where shared efforts between municipalities
could delay progress in both communities — or asking two separate public libraries to
work together in a way that extends beyond what is conventional or fits neatly in the
Public Libraries Act. In other words, both Option 2 and Option 3 have strong pros and
cons — as outline in this table.

Option Pros Cons
Option 2: e Simpler to navigate e Would most likely lead to
Proceed through the decision- either smaller facilities with
Separately making process and less capacity, or more
with Single potentially to operate. capacity at greater
Use Facility e Allows each community to expense by pursuing
Solutions add only amenities that are multiple projects.
most important to their e Limits the opportunity to do
residents. something more significant
e May make the library (e.g., establishing the
partnerships and community as a tourism
involvement easier. designation through a
e More traditional, easy to more elite offering;
understand; clearer lines providing a wider range of
of accountability between amenities in the facility for
who pays and who residents
benefits.
e Easier to integrate into
existing built-up areas.
Option 3: e Adds financial capacity by e More complex; rests on a
Proceed combining resources of strong partnership
Together more than one municipality between municipalities
(likely through which may be difficult to
sustain over time.
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development charges and e Will lead to a predictable

other sources) (and likely heated) debate
e May be more appealing to about location, which may

potential funders (e.g., slow progress and add

federal, and provincial expense to the process.

funding opportunities)

¢ Enables adding higher
caliber recreational
offerings and at a larger
scale than either
municipality may be able
to do on their own.

e Cost of development
(including studies, design
work, construction
contracts)

This report recommends Option 3: proceeding to the next step by committing to
working as partners towards a new joint multi-use recreation and library facility,
empowering an inter-organizational team to lead the work ahead, and proceeding
to a detailed business case.

Residents in both communities expressed a clear, united and strong desire for a multi-
use facility, and potential high users of the space including organized sports and
community groups need the capacity that a new multi-use facility could offer. If the
consultation process had reflected a misalignment in the needs and interests of
residents, this option may not have ranked as well; but, in this case, there was a clear
and shared desire for added capacity across recreation categories and existing norms
of boundary-crossing recreation activities already in place. The collaborative spirit and
close geographic proximity make partnership between the two municipalities an exciting
possibility, enabling a more efficient approach where the communities could create
something of a more significant scale by working together. Residents seem open to a
shared space, particularly if it enables a facility to materialize faster and more efficiently
than either municipality may be able to deliver on their own.

In some cases, these processes highlight specific amenity or facility needs in a
community (for example, if the desire for aquatics facilities far outweighed the need for
other kinds of amenities in both capacity pressures and public interest). This was not
the case in this MURFA review. Instead, a strong demand across several key recreation
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and amenities categories was clearly expressed. Residents want more capacity in all of
the ‘big ticket’ categories — aquatics, ice, indoor turf and courts, and outdoor courts —
and had an impressive range of ideas about other value-add amenities which could add
vibrancy to the community. The shared vision expressed was very much one of a multi-
use facility that operates as a community hub, a gathering place, and an expression of
what these neighbouring municipalities offer in terms of an active, happy and healthy
quality of life. To be more direct, three specific factors led to the strength of Option 3 in
this case: a clear and shared ambition among residents; the strong desire for a wide
breadth of recreational amenities and facilities to be added; and the collaborative spirit
and strategic alignment demonstrated between the partners.

There are several recommendations emerging from this study. The first seeks
commitment from the Councils of the Town of The Blue Mountains and the Town of
Collingwood to working together on a joint multi-use facility. This is an important
threshold decision: it forges a partnership that enables other decisions, progressing this
project towards a business case.

The second creates a governance vehicle for this project to proceed. Specifically, it is
suggested that the municipal and library administrations develop a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) for this project. Importantly, this MOU would establish and
empower a new joint body — a staff-level MURFA Committee — to be responsible for
making decisions and reporting to both Councils and Library Boards from this point
forward. The MOU must include key practical elements such as decision-making model
(including how to handle conflicts when they emerge), how and when key decisions are
reported to Municipal Councils and Library Boards, how costs for project planning will
be shared between the municipalities, and information sharing protocols. It is strongly
recommended that the MOU include provisions which allow for the Committee to openly
share confidential information between municipalities — particularly with respect to real
estate holdings, long-term financial plans, data on facilities and more. This MOU will
empower a key and joint body to act, enabling this process to move forward more
efficiently.

The third reflects the next substantive step in this process: building a business case.
The typical project lifecycle, as captured on Page 7 of this report, moves from this high-
level process into a business case. This step usually involves developing a functional
program (specific uses, square footages, etc.), an operating model, an analysis of
various financial and other considerations based on the operating model and its
assumptions, identifying a construction methodology and more.

It is strongly recommended that an early step of the new Committee is to establish the
parameters of this business case. This will involve a few key decisions. First, the
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Committee should establish an upper upset limit for the project. This will require
information sharing between municipalities about several assumptions built into long-
term capital plans and development charges. This upper limit will provide essential
direction to those engaged in the business case development about the range of
options to present for evaluation. Second, the Committee should rank the amenities
desired for inclusion in the multi-use facility. The MURFA process to date has indicated
that residents want more capacity in all of the ‘big ticket’ categories — aquatics, ice,
indoor turf and courts, and outdoor courts —with interest in several other value-add
amenities. The Committee should examine several data points together: the data
already captured in both municipalities’ recreation master plans; the public input through
the MURFA process; data about existing capacity issues across recreation and sport
categories; data about current facility capacity and lifecycle expectations; and industry
data about changes in recreational and sporting activities more generally. All of this data
already exists. A collaborative effort at the Committee to examine this data and provide
a preferential ranking of amenities for the multi-use facility will also give necessary
direction to the business case.

It is also strongly recommended that the business case scope of work specifically
request that the business case include multiple options — likely ranging from an upper
end scenario which includes all or most of the preferred amenities, and down to a more
modest offering focused on the most important amenities. The process should also
involve more formal invitation to other neighbouring municipalities; and, formal outreach
(potentially through an Expressions of Interest process) for other partners who may wish
to be involved in the MURFA as tenants, owners or operators. Through this initial study,
there was a surprising level of outreach from both community and private partners with
interest in this project. These expressions should be considered more carefully and in a
comparative context. For this reason, it will be important that any potential partners —
tenants, owners, operators or other forms of engagement — are not represented directly
on the Committee. If all proceeds, this process will ultimately lead towards a significant
public procurement process for a major construction project and potentially exciting
opportunities for a few partners. Ensuring this process is objective does not create bias
later in the process is essential.

This report began with a bold claim: The Town of The Blue Mountains and the Town of
Collingwood are highly desirable places to live because they offer an extraordinary
quality of life. Every community wants to be a place with happy, healthy, engaged and
well-connected residents. Population wellbeing is increasingly understood as the
foundation for many other important objectives. The Blue Mountains and Collingwood
already share this reputation as places that support healthy, active lives. The MURFA
represents an exciting next step in this well-established tradition: an opportunity to
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collaborate, to innovate, and to invest in the wellbeing of residents today and in the

future.

The key recommendations emerging from this MURFA study are:

1. That the Councils of the Town of The Blue Mountains and the Town of
Collingwood commit to working together towards a new joint multi-use
recreation facility;

2. That the Councils of the Town of The Blue Mountains and the Town of
Collingwood, together with the Library Boards of the Collingwood Public
Library and Blue Mountains Public Library, direct their respective
Administrations to develop a shared Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
for this project, which would include the following matters:

a.

Membership and terms of reference to empower a joint staff-level
MURFA Committee for the project, which would be responsible for
jointly making recommendations to both Councils;

How decisions will be made by the MURFA Committee;

How costs will be shared between organizations for project planning
activities; and

Information sharing protocols related to real estate holdings, long-
term financial plans, facility condition assessments and procurement
processes.

3. That the joint multi-use recreation facility project progress to the next stage
of developing a detailed business case, including:

ooow

The definition of a target capital budget for the project;

Further exploration of operating and governance models;
Determination of capital requirements;

Development of an operating proforma based on anticipated revenue
and expenses;

Preliminary outreach to potential facility partners (owners, operators,
and/or tenants);

Development of a facility functional program, preliminary concept
design and Class “D” costing;

Analysis and decision on facility location;

Review and analysis of possible construction methods (design build,
design bid build, construction management, integrated project
delivery, P3, others); and

Preliminary grant funding scan for additional support.
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4. That the MURFA Committee responsibilities include the following:

a.

b.

Formal outreach to neighbouring municipalities with an invitation to
partner in the process and project;

Scoping the business case, including a ranked order of preferred
facility amenities and recommending an upset limit budget for
project, for approval of both Councils;

Joint review and analysis of municipal lands and properties as
potential facility sites, creating a short list of preferred site options;
Serving as the principal point of contact for all business case
development activities, including guiding an outreach process to
potential facility partners of the business case;

Jointly leading any future public consultation or engagement efforts
at key decision points in the process;

At the conclusion of the business case process, making a joint
recommendation to both Councils on a preferred option and
operating model emerging from the business case; and

Serving as the principle point of contact to coordinate future
procurement processes, should the Councils decide to ultimately
proceed with a new joint multi-use recreation facility.
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Appendix A: Summary of MURFA Survey Results (All Questions)
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Appendix B: Summary of Youth MURFA Survey Results (All Questions)
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Appendix C: Interview Guide
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Appendix D: Focus Group Discussion Guide



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q1 What best describes you?

Answered: 3,370  Skipped: 0

lam a
resident of...
lam a
part-time I
resident (6-...

lam a
seasonal
resident (un...

but do not live
in the...

lam not a
resident or
property own...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

| own property I

ANSWER CHOICES

| am a full-time resident of Collingwood or The Blue Mountains

| am a part-time resident (6-11 months of the year) of Collingwood or The Blue Mountains

| am a seasonal resident (under 6 months of the year) of Collingwood or The Blue Mountains
| own property but do not live in the Collingwood or The Blue Mountains communities

| am not a resident or property owner in Collingwood or The Blue Mountains, and | live in another community (please

1/27

RESPONSES
84.21%

2,838
4.57% 154
1.99% 67
1.34% 45
7.89% 266

3,370



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q2 Where do you live or own property?

Answered: 3,069  Skipped: 301

ZONE 1:In The
Town of the
Blue Mountai...
ZONE 2:In The
Town of the
Blue Mountai...
ZONE 3:In The
Town of the
Blue Mountai...
ZONE 4:In The
Town of the
Blue Mountai...
ZONE 5:1In
Collingwood, on
or near Hwy ...
ZONE 6: In
Collingwood,
near the...
ZONE 7:In
Collingwood,
east of Ragl...

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1.2k 1.4k 1.6k 1.8k 2k

ANSWER CHOICES

ZONE 1: In The Town of the Blue Mountains, north of Grey Road 119, west of Camperdown Road/6th Line

ZONE 2: In The Town of the Blue Mountains, south of Grey Road 119, west of Camperdown Road/6th Line

ZONE 3: In The Town of the Blue Mountains, north of Grey Road 119, east of 6th Line

ZONE 4: In The Town of the Blue Mountains, south of Grey Road 119, east of 6th Line

ZONE 5: In Collingwood, on or near Hwy 26 West or Mountain Road, west of High street, and north of Sixth Street
ZONE 6: In Collingwood, near the Downtown Heritage District, the hospital or the high schools; north of Poplar
Sideroad, East of High Street and West of Raglan Street

ZONE 7: In Collingwood, east of Raglan Street, on or near Beachwood Road within Collingwood, or Highway 26 East

TOTAL

2/27

RESPONSES
22.03% 676

2.02% 62
10.49% 322
2.74% 84
19.22% 590
38.77%

1,190
4.72% 145

3,069



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q3 How important are recreational facilities to you?

I don't know

Extremely
important

Very important

ANSWER CHOICES

| don't know
Extremely important
Very important
Somewhat important
Not so important

Not at all important

TOTAL

Somewhat
important

Not so
important

Not at all
important

0%

10%

20%

Answered: 3,028

30%

40% 50%

3/27

Skipped: 342

60% 70%

RESPONSES
0.10%

68.92%

20.67%

7.69%

2.05%

0.56%

80%

90% 100%

2,087
626
233

62
17

3,028



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q4 How important are library facilities to you?

Answered: 3,028  Skipped: 342

| don't know

Extremely
important

Very important

Somewhat
important

Not so
important

Not at all
important

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

| don't know 0.20% 6
Extremely important 32.23% 976
Very important 26.22% 794
Somewhat important 22.49% 681
Not so important 12.58% 381
Not at all important 6.27% 190
TOTAL 3,028

427



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q5 In the last six (6) months, what recreational and library facilities have
you and/or your immediate family used? Check all that apply.

Answered: 3,028  Skipped: 342

None of the
above

Eddie Bush
Arena

Central Park
Arena

Centennial
Aquatics Centre

Collingwood
Public Library

Beaver Valley
Community
Centre / Arena

Blue Mountains
Town Hall

The Blue
Mountains
Library
Craigleith
Community
Centre

Ravenna Hall

Craigleith
Heritage Depot

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

ANSWER CHOICES

None of the above

Eddie Bush Arena

Central Park Arena

Centennial Aquatics Centre

Collingwood Public Library

Beaver Valley Community Centre / Arena
Blue Mountains Town Hall

The Blue Mountains Library

Craigleith Community Centre

Ravenna Hall

Craigleith Heritage Depot
Total Respondents: 3,028

6/27

RESPONSES
9.61%

38.51%

36.53%

34.94%

48.94%

29.52%

12.58%

23.91%

2.68%

2.18%

7.63%

291
1,166
1,106
1,058
1,482

894

381

724

81
66

231



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q6 How important are these current facilities to you and/or your immediate
family?

Answered: 3,028  Skipped: 342

Eddie Bush
Arena

Central Park
Arena

Centennial
Aquatics Centre

Collingwood
Public Library

Beaver Valley
Community
Centre / Arena

Blue Mountains
Town Hall

7127



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

The Blue
Mountains

Library

Craigleith
Community
Centre

Ravenna Hall

Craigleith

Heritage Depot _

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

. Very import... . Somewhat i... . Not import...

81/27



Eddie Bush Arena

Central Park Arena

Centennial Aquatics Centre

Collingwood Public Library

Beaver Valley Community Centre /

Arena

Blue Mountains Town Hall

The Blue Mountains Library

Craigleith Community Centre

Ravenna Hall

Craigleith Heritage Depot

Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

VERY
IMPORTANT

44.56%
1,163

42.37%
1,102

46.17%
1,225

47.23%
1,305

34.54%
890

15.60%
382

29.68%
762

6.24%
147

4.95%
116

10.40%
250

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

9/27

28.62%
747

28.68%
746

31.06%
824

31.70%
876

25.07%
646

29.17%
714

25.20%
647

27.33%
644

23.43%
549

29.94%
720

IMPORTANT

26.82%
700

28.95%
753

22.77%
604

21.06%
582

40.40%
1,041

55.23%
1,352

45.11%
1,158

66.43%
1,565

71.62%
1,678

59.67%
1,435

TOTAL

2,610

2,601

2,653

2,763

2,577

2,448

2,567

2,356

2,343

2,405

WEIGHTED
AVERAGE

1.82

1.87

1.77

1.74

2.06

2.40

2.15

2.60

2.67

2.49



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q7 If you wanted to do the following activities on a typical weekend, can
you access them easily and conveniently?

Answered: 3,028  Skipped: 342

Visit a
library,
gallery, or...

Go swimming in
a public pool

Play a court
sport (e.g.
tennis,...

Participate in
a recreational
class (e.g....

Visit a
community
centre

Attend a
cultural event
like an...
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Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Relax in an
outdoor public-
space

Usea
makerspace
equipped wit...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

. Convenient . Not conven... I don't kno...
CONVENIENT NOT | DON'T TOTAL WEIGHTED
CONVENIENT KNOW / NOT AVERAGE

INTERESTED

Visit a library, gallery, or museum 77.61% 9.67% 12.72%
2,295 286 376 2,957 1.35

Go swimming in a public pool 40.56% 41.17% 18.27%
1,201 1,219 541 2,961 1.78

Play a court sport (e.g. tennis, pickleball) 38.09% 41.09% 20.83%
1,130 1,219 618 2,967 1.83

Participate in a recreational class (e.g. yoga, dance) 45.13% 34.37% 20.50%
1,325 1,009 602 2,936 1.75

Visit a community centre 54.76% 26.15% 19.09%
1,583 756 552 2,891 1.64

Attend a cultural event like an historical tour, cultural 57.34% 20.53% 22.13%
ceremony, movie screening, art crawl, or game night 1,684 603 650 2,937 1.65

Relax in an outdoor public space 82.96% 12.82% 4.23%
2,453 379 125 2,957 1.21

Use a makerspace equipped with tools for creative 9.71% 26.18% 64.11%
projects like a 3D printer or photo or video editing 282 760 1,861 2,903 2.54

software
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Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q8 Are the current recreational offerings in your community meeting you
and/or your family’s needs? Why or why not?

Answered: 3,028

Yes, satisfied
with the
current...

Other (please
share):

0% 10% 20% 30%

ANSWER CHOICES
Yes, satisfied with the current offerings
No, not satisfied with the current options

Other (please share):

TOTAL

No, not
satisfied with
the current...

40%

12/27

Skipped: 342

50%

90% 100%

RESPONSES
22.66%

35.34%

42.01%

686
1,070
1,272

3,028



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q9 Are the current library offerings in your community meeting you and/or
your family’s needs? Why or why not?

Answered: 3,028  Skipped: 342

Yes, satisfied
with the
current...

No, not
satisfied with
the current...

Other (please
share):

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES
Yes, satisfied with the current offerings 77.68% 2,352
No, not satisfied with the current options 7.30% 221
Other (please share): 15.03% 455
TOTAL 3,028
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Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q10 What uses would you most like to see in future recreational and
library spaces?

Answered: 2,876  Skipped: 494

Sports and
fitness

Sport fields
and courts

Reading and
borrowing books
and other...

Swimming and
pool activities

Spaces
specifically
for children

Learning and
educational
spaces
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Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Festivals and
celebrations

Community
pantry

Public
gathering
spaces

Museum &
cultural
services

Recreational
class space
(e.g. yoga,...

Art
installations

Recreational
therapy

15727



0%

. #1 Most Im... . #2 Second ...
#1 MOST
IMPORTANT

Sports and fitness 50.84%
880

Sport fields and courts 52.38%
715

Reading and borrowing books and 35.35%
other materials 158
Swimming and pool activities 34.81%
455

Spaces specifically for children 30.08%
117

Learning and educational spaces 19.31%
62

Festivals and celebrations 21.20%
134

Community pantry 22.22%
54

Public gathering spaces 18.09%
68

Museum & cultural services 17.37%
37

Recreational class space (e.g. 15.02%
yoga, dance) 120
Art installations 21.26%
27

Recreational therapy 14.60%
33

Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

10% 20% 30%

40% 50%

60%

#3 Third M...

#2 SECOND MOST

IMPORTANT

16 /27

36.05%
624

32.01%
437

34.00%
152

34.66%
453

30.33%
118

34.89%
112

28.32%
179

25.51%
62

31.38%
118

32.39%
69

36.42%
291

20.47%
26

30.09%
68

70% 80% 90%

#3 THIRD MOST
IMPORTANT

13.11%
227

15.60%
213

30.65%
137

30.53%
399

39.59%
154

45.79%
147

50.47%
319

52.26%
127

50.53%
190

50.23%
107

48.56%
388

58.27%
74

55.31%
125

100%

TOTAL

1,731

1,365

447

1,307

389

321

632

243

376

213

799

127

226

WEIGHTED
AVERAGE

1.62

1.63

1.95

1.96

2.10

2.26

2.29

2.30

2.32

2.33

2.34

2.37

241



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q11 If a new community space were built, what type of facility would you
prefer to see?

Answered: 2,876  Skipped: 494

Single use
facilities:
separate...

Multi-use
facilities:
multiple use...

I don't know

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Single use facilities: separate community centre, pool facility, library, etc. in their own unique spaces 14.95% 430
Multi-use facilities: multiple uses like community centre, pool, library, etc. all in one larger space 76.84% 2,210
I don't know 8.21% 236
TOTAL 2,876

177127



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q12 Which approach do you think makes the most sense in your
community?

Answered: 2,876

I’d prefer we
invest in a new
facility or...

I’d prefer we
invest in
making our...

I’d prefer
smaller
investments ...

I don’t think
any more

investment i...

Other (please
specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

ANSWER CHOICES
I'd prefer we invest in a new facility or facilities
I'd prefer we invest in making our current facilities better

I'd prefer smaller investments in both new and current facilities

| don’t think any more investment is needed in recreation or library facilities

Other (please specify)
TOTAL

18 /27

60%

Skipped: 494

70%

80%

90%

100%

RESPONSES
59.84%

13.70%

18.29%

2.68%

5.49%

1,721
394
526

77
158

2,876



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q13 Which best describes you?

Answered: 2,876  Skipped: 494

If something
isn’t located
within 15...

If  want to
use a facility,
I'd travel t...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

If something isn't located within 15 minutes from me, | probably won't use it 43.25% 1,244
If | want to use a facility, I'd travel to it even if it took me 15 minutes or more 56.75% 1,632
TOTAL

2,876

19727



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q14 If you had a magic wand and could create a new recreational space
or facility in your community, what would it offer?

Answered: 2,323  Skipped: 1,047
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Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q15 Is there anything else you'd like to tell us, related to future
recreational and library spaces?

Answered: 948  Skipped: 2,422

21/ 27



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q16 How long do you currently have to travel to access a library or
recreational space?

Answered: 2,868  Skipped: 502

Under 5 minutes

5-10 minutes

10-15 minutes

15-20 minutes

20 minutes or
more

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Under 5 minutes 24.20% 694
5-10 minutes 42.40% 1,216
10-15 minutes 18.38% 527
15-20 minutes 9.17% 263
20 minutes or more 5.86% 168
TOTAL 2,868

22 /27



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q17 What is your primary means of getting around your community?

Answered: 2,868  Skipped: 502

Walking .
Cycling l

Driving

Taxis

Public
transportation

Other (please
specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES
Walking 9.00% 258
Cycling 5.82% 167
Driving 82.81% 2,375
Taxis 0.03% 1
Public transportation 0.17% 5
Other (please specify) 2.16% 62
TOTAL 2.868
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Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q18 How long have you lived in your community?

Answered: 2,868

Less than 1
year

1-5 years

5-10 years

15 years or
more

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

ANSWER CHOICES

Less than 1 year
1-5 years

5-10 years

10-15 years

15 years or more

TOTAL

24 |27

50%

Skipped: 502

60% 70%

RESPONSES
2.41%

22.59%

22.18%

13.91%

38.91%

90% 100%

69
648
636
399

1,116

2,868



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q19 What is your age?

Answered: 2,868  Skipped: 502

Under 18
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64

65+

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Under 18 0.87% 25
18-24 0.77% 22
25.34 7.36% 211
35-44 20.26% 581
45-54 17.36% 498
55-64 22.07% 633
65+ 31.31% 898
TOTAL 2,868
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Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q20 Which best describes your household?

Answered: 2,868  Skipped: 502

I live on my
own

| live with
one other adult

| live with
one child

I live with
two or more
other people...

I live with
two or more

other people...l
I’d prefer not
to share

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

I live on my own 9.90% 284
I live with one other adult 43.86% 1,258
I live with one child 1.08% 31
I live with two or more other people, including children 39.37% 1,129
I live with two or more other people, not including children 3.56% 102
I'd prefer not to share 2.23% 64
TOTAL 2,868
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Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment

Q21 What is your annual household income?

Under $25,000

Between
$25,000 and
$50,000
Between
$50,000 and
$100,000
Between
$100,000 and
$150,000

Between
$200,000 and
$250,00

Over $250,000

I'd prefer not
to answer

0%

ANSWER CHOICES

Under $25,000

Between $25,000 and $50,000
Between $50,000 and $100,000
Between $100,000 and $150,000
Between $150,000 and $200,00
Between $200,000 and $250,00
Over $250,000

I'd prefer not to answer

TOTAL

Between
$150,000 and
$200,00

Answered: 2,868  Skipped: 502

40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

RESPONSES
1.01%

5.20%
16.63%
18.93%
14.64%
8.02%
11.51%

24.06%

27127

29
149
477
543
420
230
330
690

2,868



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment - Youth Survey

Q1 Where do you go to school?
Answered: 151  Skipped: 0

Admiral
Collingwood

Elementary...

Connaught
Public School

Cameron Street
Public School

Pretty River
Academy

Mountain View
Public School

St. Mary's
Catholic School

Collingwood
Alternative I
Education
Our Lady of
the Bay I
Catholic Hig...
Collingwood
Collegiate -
Institute Hi...
National Ski
Academy
Beaver Valley
School

Georgian Bay
Community
School

Home School

Other (please
specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment - Youth Survey

ANSWER CHOICES

Admiral Collingwood Elementary School
Connaught Public School

Cameron Street Public School

Pretty River Academy

Mountain View Public School

St. Mary's Catholic School

Collingwood Alternative Education

Our Lady of the Bay Catholic High School (OLB)
Collingwood Collegiate Institute High School (CClI)
National Ski Academy

Beaver Valley Community School

Georgian Bay Community School

Home School

Other (please specify)
TOTAL

2/13

RESPONSES
13.91%

0.66%

5.96%

0.66%

6.62%

5.96%

1.32%

1.99%

15.89%

0.00%

29.14%

5.30%

2.65%

9.93%

21

24

44

15

151



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment - Youth Survey

Q2 How important are recreational and library facilities to you?

I don't know I
Extremely
important

Very important

ANSWER CHOICES

| don't know
Extremely important
Very important
Somewhat important
Not so important

Not at all important

TOTAL

Somewhat
important

Not so
important

Not at all
important

0% 10%

20%

Answered: 133

30%

40% 50%

3/13

Skipped: 18

60% 70% 80%

RESPONSES
3.01%

60.15%

24.06%

9.02%

2.26%

1.50%

90% 100%

80

32

12

133



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment - Youth Survey

Q3 If you wanted to do the following activities on a typical weekend, can
you access them easily and conveniently?

Answered: 133  Skipped: 18

Visit a
library,
gallery, or...

Go swimming in
a public pool

Play a court
sport (e.g.
tennis,...

Participate in
a recreational
class (e.g....

Visit a
community
centre

Attend a
cultural event
like an...
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Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment - Youth Survey

Relax in an
outdoor public
space

Usea
makerspace
equipped wit...

0% 10% 20%

. Convenient . Not conven...

Visit a library, gallery, or museum

Go swimming in a public pool

Play a court sport (e.g. tennis, pickleball)
Participate in a recreational class (e.g. yoga, dance)
Visit a community centre

Attend a cultural event like an historical tour, cultural
ceremony, movie screening, art crawl, or game night

Relax in an outdoor public space

Use a makerspace equipped with tools for creative
projects like a 3D printer or photo or video editing
software

40%

CONVENIENT

50%

60% 70%

| don't kno...
NOT
CONVENIENT
66.40% 16.80%
83 21
42.64% 51.16%
55 66
41.73% 46.46%
53 59
30.08% 47.97%
37 59
41.94% 38.71%
52 48
23.20% 42.40%
29 53
76.98% 14.29%
97 18
16.13% 48.39%
20 60

5/13

| DON'T
KNOW /| NOT
INTERESTED

16.80%
21

6.20%
8

11.81%
15

21.95%
27

19.35%
24

34.40%
43

8.73%
11

35.48%
44

80% 90% 100%

TOTAL

125

129

127

123

124

125

126

124

WEIGHTED
AVERAGE

1.50

1.64

1.70

1.92

1.77

2.11

1.32

2.19



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment - Youth Survey

Q4 Are the current recreational and library offerings in your community
meeting your needs? Why or why not?

Answered: 133  Skipped: 18

Yes, satisfied
with the
current...

No, not
satisfied with
the current...

Other (please
share):

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES
Yes, satisfied with the current offerings 36.84%

No, not satisfied with the current options 39.85%

Other (please share): 23.31%
TOTAL

6/13

49

53

31

1183



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment - Youth Survey

Q5 What uses would you most like to see in future recreational spaces?

Answered: 122  Skipped: 29

Festivals and
celebrations

Sports and
fitness

Sport fields
and courts

Recreational
therapy

Swimming and
pool activities

Recreational
class space
(e.g. yoga,...
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Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment - Youth Survey

Public
gathering
spaces

Learning and
educational
spaces

Spaces
specifically
for children

Reading and
borrowing books
and other...

>
=t

installations

Museum &
cultural
services

Community
pantry

no/, 1N0/. nNo/. N0/, ANO/, ENoz, RANO/. 7NO/. QNo/. anoz, 1NNo/L
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Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment - Youth Survey

v v

. #1 Most Im... . #2 Second ...
#1 MOST
IMPORTANT

Festivals and celebrations 13.33%
2

Sports and fitness 52.50%
42

Sport fields and courts 41.03%
32

Recreational therapy 0.00%
0

Swimming and pool activities 26.92%
21

Recreational class space (e.g. 23.53%
yoga, dance) 4
Public gathering spaces 20.00%
1

Learning and educational spaces 33.33%
2

Spaces specifically for children 39.13%
9

Reading and borrowing books and 0.00%
other materials 0
Art installations 30.00%
3

Museum & cultural services 16.67%
1

Community pantry 25.00%
1

v su pAvY (oY)

vy [y

(A

#3 Third M...

#2 SECOND MOST

IMPORTANT
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6.67%
1

33.75%
27

50.00%
39

42.86%
3

21.79%
17

11.76%
2

40.00%
2

33.33%
2

34.78%
8

71.43%
5

40.00%
4

33.33%
2

50.00%
2

Ay [eRvY] AV Y]

#3 THIRD MOST
IMPORTANT

80.00%
12

13.75%
11

8.97%
7

57.14%
4

51.28%
40

64.71%
11

40.00%
2

33.33%
2

26.09%
6

28.57%
2

30.00%
3

50.00%
3

25.00%
1

Vv su

TOTAL

15

80

78

78

17

23

10

WEIGHTED
AVERAGE

2.67

1.61

1.68

2.57

2.24

2.41

2.20

2.00

1.87

2.29

2.00

2.33

2.00



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment - Youth Survey

Q6 If you had a magic wand and could create a new recreational space or
facility in your community, what would it offer?

Answered: 108  Skipped: 43
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Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment - Youth Survey

Q7 Is there anything else you'd like to tell us, related to future recreational
and library spaces?

Answered: 51  Skipped: 100
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Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment - Youth Survey

Q8 What is your primary means of getting around your community?

Answered: 121  Skipped: 30

Driving

Taxis

Public

transportation

Other (please
specify)

ANSWER CHOICES
Walking

Cycling

Driving

Taxis

Public transportation

Other (please specify)
TOTAL

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

RESPONSES
16.53%

26.45%
45.45%
0.00%
0.00%

11.57%
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90% 100%

20

32

55

14

121



Joint Multi-Use Recreation Feasibility Assessment - Youth Survey

Q9 What is your age?

Answered: 121  Skipped: 30

Under 10 years
old

11-14

15-18

18 and older

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Under 10 years old 40.50% 49
11-14 38.84% 47
15-18 15.70% 19
18 and older 4.96% 6
TOTAL 121
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Background

The Town of The Blue Mountains and Town of Collingwood, together with the Blue
Mountains Public Library and Collingwood Public Library, are exploring their future
recreational and library facility needs. Colliers Project Leaders has been engaged to
support this work.

An important part of this process is listening to community leaders like you with high
levels of insight about what the community needs, and how these needs are changing
over time.

We are requesting an opportunity to interview you to hear your perspectives about the
current and future recreational and library facility needs in Collingwood and The Blue
Mountains.

About Your Interview

Your interview will take approximately 30 minutes and will be conducted virtually (via
Zoom or Teams) and will be scheduled at your convenience. The interview will be with a
team from Colliers Project Leaders.

With your consent, we would like to audio record the interview to produce a text
transcript of our discussion for the sole purpose of informing our report. We will discuss
your comfort with this at the beginning of the interview.

Interview Questions

1. Let’s start with the big picture. How important do you think recreational and library
facilities are to residents in your community, and why?

2. Generally, do you feel residents’ current recreational and library needs are being
met? If there are unmet needs, what are they?
3. Your community is growing very quickly! What changes do you anticipate on the
horizon for how recreational and library needs will evolve in the future?
4. When thinking about future investments in recreational facilities, what makes the
most sense to you: (choose one from each option)
a. Investing in single unique use facilities OR investing in multi-use facilities
b. Investing in new facilities OR investing in current facilities
c. Incremental investments over time OR major investment to prepare for future
5. If a multi-use facility was to be built, what uses would you imagine being in this
facility?



6. This process is a joint exploration between the Town of The Blue Mountains and the
Town of Collingwood. Would you be supportive of a shared facility, or do you think
both communities need their own facilities?

7. This work begins with an extensive listening exercise to hear from the community.
What information, data or insights will you be most interested in at the end of this
process?

8. Is there anything else you’d like to share with us?



Multi-Use Recreatio
Feasibility Assessﬁent

Focus Group Discussion Guide

The Town of The Blue Mountains and Town of Collingwood, together with the Blue
Mountains Public Library and Collingwood Public Library, are exploring their future
recreational and library facility needs. Colliers Project Leaders has been engaged to
support this work.

An important part of this process is listening to groups with high levels of insight about
current recreational and library offerings, what the community needs, and how the
community’s needs are changing over time.

The purpose of this focus group is to hear your perspectives about the current and
future recreational and library facility needs in Collingwood and The Blue Mountains.

About the Focus Group

Focus Group conversations will take approximately 120 minutes and will be conducted
virtually via Zoom. If you cannot join for the full two hours, you are welcome to join the
conversation when you can and stay for as long as you wish. The conversation will be
facilitated by a team from Colliers Project Leaders.

The conversation will be audio recorded to produce a text transcript of our discussion
for the sole purpose of informing our report. We will discuss the group’s comfort with
this at the beginning of the conversation. The transcript will not be shared with anyone
beyond the team at Colliers Project Leaders, and no comments will be personally
attributed in the final report.



Focus Group Questions

1. Generally, do you feel residents’ current recreational and library needs are being
met? If there are unmet needs, what are they? Can you share any specific stories or
examples with us?

2. Your community is growing very quickly! What changes do you anticipate on the
horizon for how recreational and library needs will evolve in the future?

3. When thinking about future investments in recreational facilities, what makes the
most sense to you:
a. Investing in single unique use facilities OR investing in multi-use facilities
b. Investing in new facilities OR investing in current facilities
c. Incremental investments over time OR major investment to prepare for future

4. If a multi-use facility was to be built, what uses would you imagine being in this
facility? What would be most important to you when planning and designing a future
facility?

5. This process is a joint exploration between the Town of The Blue Mountains and the
Town of Collingwood. Would you be supportive of a shared facility, or do you think
both communities need their own facilities? Why?

6. Is there anything else you’d like to share with us today to inform this assessment?
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