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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

OVERVIEW AND METHODOLOGY
The Regional District of Nanaimo has developed a new Recreation Services Master Plan to guide the future 

provision of recreation and related services in District 69 for the next 10 years. District 69 encompasses the City 

of Parksville, Town of Qualicum Beach and Electoral Areas E, F, G, and H. The last Recreation Services Master Plan 

was completed in 2006. 

The project included four phases as illustrated by the graphic below. 

P H A S E  O N E

Project  Initiation

COMPLE TED

• Project start-up

• Background review

• Internal interviews and discussions

P H A S E  T W O

Research and 

Consultation

COMPLE TED

• Engagement

• Research 

P H A S E  T H R E E

Analysis

COMPLE TED

• Master Plan content development 

P H A S E  F O U R

Recreation Services 

Master Plan

COMPLE TED

• Draft Master Plan

• Review (internal and external review)

• Final Master Plan

Public and stakeholder input was a critical aspect of the Master Plan. The following chart outlines the broad 

array of methods used to collect this input. 

Consultation Mechanism
Responses/ 

Participants

Resident Survey 1,687

Community Group Questionnaire 60

Stakeholder Interviews/Discussions
29 

(interviews/discussion sessions)
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KEY ENGAGEMENT AND RESEARCH FINDINGS
The findings emerging from the engagement and other forms of research conducted (including trends and leading 

practices, analysis of utilization and financial data, population and demographics, and a review of current services) 

were used to develop the Master Plan. Identified below are key findings from the project engagement and research. 

• There are generally high levels of satisfaction among residents with current recreation services and facilities 

(80% of households are satisfied with RDN provided recreation services and facilities; 28% are “very satisfied”). 

• Recreational opportunities are highly valued and important to residents (97% of households indicated that 

recreation opportunities are important to their quality of life; 99% of households indicated that recreation 

opportunities are important to their community). 

• Among residents in District 69 there is some demand for new or enhanced facilities to be developed (51% 

of households would like to see new or enhanced indoor facilities; 49% of households would like to see 

new or enhanced outdoor facilities and spaces). 

 » Top indoor priorities: indoor swimming pools; health and fitness centre; and a multi-purpose 

recreation centre. 

 » Top outdoor priorities: trails; natural parks and protected areas; picnic areas and passive parks. 

• User groups identified some facility priorities, most often pertaining to their activity type. These priorities 

included enhanced outdoor sport fields (e.g. premium natural surface and artificial turf), track and field 

facilities and a new or enhanced aquatics facility. 

• Stakeholders generally identified that the Ravensong Aquatics Centre is deficient and at capacity (which 

is supported by an analysis of available utilization data). However various perspectives exist on the best 

future course of action for indoor aquatics in District 69. 

• Varying perspectives exist among stakeholders on whether future recreation amenities should be 

centralized or geographically balanced/dispersed.

• A number of community organizations expressed that a lack of youth “critical mass” is a barrier for some 

groups to growing programs.

• District 69 has an older population than provincial averages. However the region has diverse population 

and demographic characteristics.

• The impact and reach of RDN provided recreational programming continues to grow. In 2017, the RDN had 

over 7,000 program registrations and attendance exceeding 32,000. These figures have continued to increase 

over the past 4 – 5 years.

• An analysis of current recreation programming indicates that current offerings are well balanced (diverse offerings). 

• While operational and day to day roles and responsibilities are well understood (among RDN and partners); less 

clarity exists around roles and responsibilities related to future facility planning and potential new development.

• Key trends in recreation: multi-use facilities, physical literacy, evolving nature of volunteerism, importance 

of partnerships, and social inclusion.
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MASTER PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS
The Master Plan provides thirty-four recommendations which have been organized into two areas:

Service Delivery and Programming (Section 4): The overall structure for delivering recreation opportunities 

and potential areas of service enhancement. 

Infrastructure (Section 5): Strategies and priorities for the places and spaces that facilitate recreation activities. 

The recommendations address both specific issues that were identified in the project Terms of Reference 

as well as others that emerged through the project research and engagement. Summarized as follows is an 

overview of the Master Plan recommendations contained herein. 

Service Delivery and Programming Recommendations

The following seventeen Service Delivery and Programming Recommendations (Section 4: Recommendations 

1 – 17) have been developed to provide strategic guidance for how recreation services are delivered in District 69. 

In some instances these recommendations suggest new initiatives or a shift in how services are delivered,  

while others are intended to re-embed or refresh practices that work well.

• Recommendation #1: The RDN should undertake a governance review for recreation service provision 

in District 69. This review should focus on: opportunities to maximize overall efficiency; establishing a 

refreshed mandate for all entities and bodies; and clarifying decision making roles and responsibilities. 

• Recommendation #2: The RDN should sustain the current organizational model and delivery model for 

recreation services in District 69.

• Recommendation #3: RDN Recreation Services should continue delivering recreation opportunities using 

a combination of direct and indirect delivery methods and maintain the current balance of the two delivery 

methods. An updated Recreation Program Rationale Checklist has been developed to help evaluate 

specific program opportunities and identify potential delivery methods. 

• Recommendations #4 and 5: Continue to place a priority on cross-sectoral collaborations and invest 

additional resources in this area.

• Recommendation #6: Work with local municipalities and School District 69 to clarify roles and 

responsibilities pertaining to future recreation planning and capital development.

• Recommendation #7: Allocate additional resources to community group capacity building.
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• Recommendation #8: Develop and implement a more specific engagement framework (to help guide 

future projects).

• Recommendation #9: Continue to strategically utilize project/initiative focused groups such as steering 

committees and “task forces” on an ad-hoc basis.

• Recommendation #10: Continue to prioritize diversity and balance in RDN provided recreation 

programming in District 69.

• Recommendations #11, 12, and 13: RDN provided recreation programming should continue to: prioritize 

diversity and balance of opportunities; focus on key areas including nature interaction and outdoor 

skill development for children and youth, activity camps for children/youth/teens, fitness and wellness 

programming for adults and seniors; continue to offer arts and culture as part of the program mix; and 

(where possible) leverage the expertise of local arts and cultural groups.

• Recommendations #14 and 15: Ensuring accessibility to recreation programming should continue to 

be a priority for the RDN. Suggested initiatives include: sustaining the Financial Assistance Program and 

Inclusion Support Program; increased focused on generating awareness of existing accessibility programs; 

and supporting the start-up of a KidSport chapter. 

• Recommendation #16: Continue to place a priority on the marketing of recreation programs and opportunities 

in District 69. Suggested tactics include sustaining the dedicated staff position; development of a more 

consistent brand; and promoting both specific opportunities as well as the overall benefits of participation. 

• Recommendation #17: Suggested strategic initiatives: Community Events Support Strategy; Older Adults/

Age Friendly; and Youth Recreation Strategic Plan. 

Infrastructure Recommendations
The seventeen Infrastructure Recommendations (Section 5: Recommendations 18 – 34) are intended to both suggest  

approaches and priorities for future capital projects and identify opportunities to make the most optimal use of 

existing facilities and spaces. Provided as follows is a summary of the infrastructure recommendations.

Potential Capital Projects

The following chart summarizes the potential capital facility projects that may be pursued in future years.  

While potential development timing and prioritization has been identified, it is important to note that additional 

planning and refinement of these potential projects will be required before development process.
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Potential Capital Projects (Continued)

The prioritization and timing for the potential projects should also be considered approximate and will be subject 

to partner/stakeholder discussions, resourcing factors and opportunities, market dynamics (e.g. trends) and broader 

strategic priorities of the RDN and partner organizations. 

Please Note: Immediate and short term planning steps (i.e. land acquisition, partner /stakeholder discussion, 

feasibility analysis, etc.) have been identified for all of the projects, including those which are considered medium to 

longer term. Please see Section 6 for further detail on the pre-requisite planning and action steps that are required 

for each project before development can occur. 

C Timing to be clarified through further planning and resourcing discussions.

D Only required if utilization can’t be increased in the existing configuration/use.

Project P
ri

o
ri

ty Potential Development Timing & Costs (2018, $M)

Immediate  

(1 – 2 Years)

Short Term  

(2 – 5 Years)

Medium to Long Term  

(5 – 10 Year)
Undetermined

Future curling facility options.

(Recommendations #20, 21)
1 $1MA $4M – $9M

Upgrades to the track at Ballenas Secondary School.

(Recommendation #24)
2 $0.5M – $1M

Ravensong Aquatic Centre expansion.

(Recommendation #18—Option 1)
T3B $8.6MC

Ravensong Aquatic Centre expansion with 2 lanes  

added to main existing tank. 

(Recommendation #18—Option 2)

T3B $10.9MC

Consider a retrofit to an existing natural surface 

field to artificial turf.

(Recommendation #24)

T3B $1.5M – $3M

Leisure ice repurposing at Oceanside Place 

(only if deemed necessary).

(Recommendation #30)D

T3B $0.100M – $1M

New indoor recreation and fitness space.

(Recommendations #26, 29)
T4B $10M – $20M

Outdoor multi-use sport complex.

(Recommendation #23)
T4B $5M – $10M

A Estimated cost to demolish the existing facility if required.

B The letter “T” in the priority column indicates a tied priority. 
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Additional Infrastructure Recommendations 

Summarized as follows are the infrastructure recommendations that are intended to optimize current facilities 

and spaces, further explore/clarify the previously identified capital projects, or undertake other initiatives that 

do not have a direct or known capital cost. 

• Work collaboratively with the City of Parksville and Town of Qualicum to determine the best long term 

course of action for curling infrastructure in District 69. (Recommendation #21)

• Work with partners in District 69 (City of Parksville, Town of Qualicum Beach, School District 69, and 

community sport organizations) to make better use of underutilized field spaces. (Recommendation #22)

• Identify opportunities to retrofit or upgrade existing outdoor facilities. (Recommendation #24) 

* Upgrades to the track at Ballenas Secondary School and the potential repurposing of a natural surface field to artificial turf are identified in the 

previous capital project chart.

• Identify opportunities to integrate a dedicated medium scale (3,000 ft2 to 5,000 ft2) fitness and wellness 

space into an existing facility. (Recommendation #25)  

* Potentially to occur as part of a Ravensong Aquatic Centre expansion or retrofit of another facility space.

• Continue to place a priority on maximizing the use of current community facilities and spaces and ensuring 

that recreational opportunities are geographically well balanced. (Recommendation #27)

• Should expansion or the re-purposing of spaces occur at the Ravensong Aquatic Centre and/or Oceanside Place,  

opportunities to increase the programming capability and capacity of these facilities should be pursued. 

(Recommendation #28)

• Place a priority on maximizing the use of the leisure ice surface space based on highest and best use 

considerations. (Recommendation #30)  

* As per the previous capital project chart, re-purposing may be considered if utilization cannot be increased.

• RDN Recreation Services should continue to be involved as a key stakeholder in future parks, trails, and open 

space planning. (Recommendation #31)

• Develop a sponsorship and naming policy and strategy. (Recommendation #32)

• Conduct a Recreation Facility Needs Assessment every 5 years and use the information collected to update 

the Recreation Services Master Plan and other pertinent strategic documentation. (Recommendation #33)

• Develop and implement a Facility Project Development Framework to outline a transparent and 

standardized process for evaluating major facility projects and initiatives. (Recommendation #34)

Suggested implementation timing and resource requirements are also identified in Section 6 for the above 

noted recommendations.
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ONE
INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT

PROJECT OVERVIEW
The Regional District of Nanaimo has commissioned this Recreation Services Master Plan document to provide a renewed strategic roadmap 
for the future provision of recreation and related services in District 69 (commonly referred to as Oceanside). The Regional District of Nanaimo 
(RDN) has delivered recreation services in District 69 since 1984. District 69 encompasses the City of Parksville, Town of Qualicum Beach 
and Electoral Areas E, F, G, and H. Guidance and recommendations are provided by the District 69 Recreation Commission which advises 
the RDN Board of Directors. The following chart summarizes areas of responsibility for RDN recreation provision in District 69.

Function Description

Major Facility Operations Operation of Oceanside Place (includes 2 arenas, leisure ice, and program rooms) and the Ravensong 
Aquatic Centre. 

Direct Recreation 
Programming 

Provision of numerous recreation programs for children, youth, adults, and seniors in District 69 (under the 
Northern Community Recreation Program Services). This programming currently utilizes a variety 
of community facilities which includes RDN operated facilities, decommissioned school buildings 
(Craig Street Commons, Qualicum Commons) and not-for-profit operated facilities.

Sports Field Bookings 
and Allocations

The bookings and allocations of sport fields in Parksville and Qualicum Beach.  
* The City of Parksville, Town of Qualicum Beach, and School District 69 are responsible for maintenance.

Facilitation and  
In-Direct Provision

The RDN also facilitates recreation opportunities in a number of other ways, which include:

• Agreements with community organizations to provide programming in their communities.
• Grants for community projects and initiatives
• Provision of subsidized facility time to community organizations and sports associations for 

programming and events (e.g. ice at Oceanside Place, pool time at the Ravensong Aquatic Centre)
• Allocation of resources (staff and financial) to support programming offered by organizations 

(e.g. RDN staff fulfilling bookings and scheduling functions on behalf of community groups)
• Ongoing facility lease arrangements with community organizations (Parksville Curling Club)

INCLUDED IN THIS SECTION:

• Project purpose and process.

• Overview of the Master Plan structure and key questions.

• Summary of the project research and how it informed the Master Plan.



P H A S E  O N E

Project  Initiation
COMPL E T ED

• Project start-up

• Background review

• Internal interviews and discussions

P H A S E  T W O

Research and 

Consultation
COMPL E T ED

• Engagement

• Research 

P H A S E  T H R E E

Analysis
COMPL E T ED

• Master Plan content development 

P H A S E  F O U R

Recreation Services 

Master Plan
COMPL E T ED

• Draft Master Plan

• Review (internal and external review)

• Final Master Plan
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While the RDN plays a leading role in the provision of recreation 

services in District 69 (including major facility operations, 

programming and other aspects as reflected in the previous chart),  

it is important to note that municipalities (City of Parksville and  

the Town of Qualicum Beach), School District 69 and numerous 

other community organizations also play an important role.  

Recreational and leisure amenities such as sport courts 

(e.g. tennis, pickleball, lacrosse), community parks and 

playgrounds, and sport field operations (excluding bookings)  

are examples of spaces that are not currently within the 

primary scope of RDN Recreation Services.

The previous Recreation Services Master Plan was completed in 2006.  

The development of this updated Master Plan included a review of 

the previous plan (as provided in the State of Recreation in District 69  

Research Report). The overall intent of the updated Master Plan 

is to refresh priorities and provide strategic guidance across a 

number of functions and recreation service areas. The project terms 

of reference were approved by the RDN Board in June 2016 and 

made available in the Request for Proposal document. Key project 

deliverables outlined in the terms of reference are identified below. 

• Future roles and responsibilities for the provision  

of recreation (and related) opportunities in District 69.

• The future role of partnerships and collaborations  

in recreation provision.

• Programming focus areas and tactics for addressing  

new and emerging trends.

• Opportunities to optimize efficiency and the overall use  

of existing facilities.

• Strategies to address key infrastructure issues, including:

 » Ravensong Aquatic Centre Expansion: demand  

and feasibility analysis

 » Outdoor Multi-Sport Complex: demand and  

feasibility analysis

 » Future of the District 69 Community Arena  

(curling facility)

The Master Plan project was initiated in the fall of 2016 and has 

consisted of four phases, leading to the development of this 

Master Plan document. The adjacent graphic illustrates the 

approach used to develop the Master Plan.



3

UNDERSTANDING THE MASTER PLAN 
The content provided in this Master Plan document has been organized into six (6) sections. The following chart provides an overview 

of the content in each section of this Master Plan document.

Section Section Purpose

Section 1: Introduction • Overview of the project purpose.

• Study process and methodology.

• Background and overview on the State of Recreation in District 69 Research Report  

(engagement and research findings that informed the Master Plan).

Section 2: The Benefits of Recreation • A rationale for investment in recreation services and opportunities.

• Overview of the National Benefits HUB (and supporting research).

• The value of recreation to District 69 residents (with supporting engagement findings).

Section 3: A Vision and Goals for  

Recreation Services in District 69

• A Vision and Goals for RDN Recreation Services in District 69.

• Alignment with A Framework for Recreation in Canada 2015: Pathways to Wellbeing.

Section 4: Service Delivery and 

Programming Recommendations

• Recommendations pertaining to:

 » Roles and responsibilities for recreation provision in District 69.

 » Current recreation delivery models/approaches.

 » Suggested initiatives and focus areas.

Section 5: Infrastructure Recommendations • Recommendations pertaining to:

 » Key infrastructure issues/questions (indoor aquatics, District 69 Arena,  

sports fields, outdoor multi-sport complex, fitness and wellness spaces).

 » Optimizing existing infrastructure assets.

 » Enhancement opportunities (revenue generation, sport tourism,  

and event hosting).

 » Need identification, prioritization and decision making.

Section 6: Summary and Implementation • Implementation timing for the Master Plan.

• Resource requirements.
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PROJECT RESEARCH:  

INFORMING THE MASTER PLAN 
The strategic directions and recommendations outlined in this 

document are the product of significant research that has been 

conducted as part of the Master Plan project. A critical aspect of 

this project research was consultation with District 69 residents, 

organizations and recreation stakeholders. The following chart 

provides an overview of the project consultation. 

Consultation Mechanism
Responses/ 

Participants

Resident Survey 1,687

Community Group Questionnaire 60

Stakeholder Interviews/Discussions
29 

(interviews/discussion sessions)

In addition to the consultation mechanisms identified in the 

above chart, other forms of research undertaken included a 

review of previous planning and strategic documentation, 

population and demographics analysis, review of trends and 

leading practices, and an analysis of current facility utilization 

and financial data.

The complete research and consultation findings have been 

published under separate cover in the State of Recreation in 

District 69 Research Report (also available in the appendices of 

this Master Plan document). Selected research findings are also 

provided throughout this Master Plan document as pertinent to 

the section and to support specific recommendations provided.
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TWO
THE BENEFITS OF RECREATION

Numerous research sources support the 

benefits that result due to an investment 

in quality and accessible recreation 

opportunities. Furthermore, the benefits 

accrued through the provision of recreation 

programs and facilities are wide ranging and 

positively impact individuals, communities 

and society as a whole. The National Benefits 

HUB is a Canadian research database which 

provides access to numerous resources that 

identify the positive impacts of recreation 

and related activities (e.g. sport, fitness, arts/

culture, heritage, and parks). Identified on 

the following two pages are the eight key 

messages from the National Benefits HUB1, 

with corresponding evidence related to how 

recreation and culture can positively impact 

a community and its residents.

1 For more information on the National Benefits 

Hub visit: www.benefitshub.ca

INCLUDED IN THIS SECTION:

• Supporting research for an ongoing investment in recreation services (National Benefits HUB).

• District 69 residents’ perspectives on the importance of recreation.
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Recreation is essential to personal health and wellbeing

• Increased leisure time and physical activity improves  

life expectancy.2

• Physical activity contributes to improved mental health 

and reduced rates of depression. 3

• Participation in physical activity can reduce workplace 

related stress.4

• The provision of green spaces has been linked with a number 

of health and wellbeing benefits including; increased physical 

activity, reduced risk of obesity, minimized utilization of the 

healthcare system, and stress reduction.5

LOCAL ALIGNMENT WITH THE BENEFIT

The top three reasons the RDN residents participate in 

recreation activities are physical health/exercise, fun/

entertainment and to relax/unwind (2017 Resident 

Survey). District 69 facilities provide crucial space for 

activities that achieve these benefits.

Recreation provides the key to balanced human development

• Regular physical activity is likely to provide children with the 

optimum physiological condition for maximizing learning.6

• Low income students who are involved in arts activities 

have higher academic achievement and are more likely to 

go to college. 7

• The arts and other forms of creativity can have profound 

individual social outcomes and generate a deeper sense of 

place and local community.8

• Individuals that participate in physical activity in a social 

setting have improved psychological and social health, 

and often also benefit from increased self-awareness and 

personal growth.9

LOCAL ALIGNMENT WITH THE BENEFIT

The RDN and its partner organizations offer numerous 

programs that teach physical literacy skills, cognitive 

skills and engage children and youth in nature. 

Examples include the Claytime Creations program 

which teaches introductory arts to children ages 5 to 11 

year olds, interpretive walks through local parks with 

naturalists, and an overall focus on physical literacy in 

youth recreation programming.

Recreation provides a foundation for quality of life

• High quality public spaces can enhance the sense of 

community in new neighbourhoods.10

• Community sport facilities have positive benefits related 

to increased accessibility, exposure, participation, 

perceptions of success, and improved sport experiences.11

Recreation reduces self-destructive and anti-social behavior

• Youth participation in recreational activities such as camps 

increases leadership and social capacities.12

• Participation in recreation and leisure related activities 

by low income and other at risk children and youth 

populations can result in decreased behavioural/

emotional problems, decreased use of emergency 

services, and enhanced physical and psycho-social health 

of families.13

• Teen athletes are less likely to use illicit drugs, smoke,  

or to be suicidal.14

Recreation builds strong families and healthy communities

• People with an active interest in the arts contribute more 

to society than those with little or no such interest.15

• Evidence indicates that adults who attend art museums, 

art galleries, or live arts performances are far more likely 

than non-attendees to vote, volunteer, or take part in 

community events.16

• Structured sport and recreational activities can help  

foster a stronger sense of community among children  

and youth.17

LOCAL ALIGNMENT WITH THE BENEFIT

99% of the RDN residents believe that recreation is 

important to the community in which they live (2017 

Resident Survey). The RDN Board’s Strategic Plan 2016 

– 2020 also recognizes recreation as a core service. The 

continued investment into recreation opportunities 

by the RDN and its partners in District 69 contribute to 

both community and family wellbeing. 

Please see the appendices for a list of the research sources referenced in this section.
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Recreation reduces health care, social service and police/justice costs

• Physical inactivity has a number of direct and indirect 

financial impacts on all levels of government.18

• Parks and recreation programming during non-school 

hours can reduce costs associated with juvenile 

delinquency and obesity.19

• Increased fitness leads to lowered risk factors for 

substance abuse among youth populations.20

LOCAL ALIGNMENT WITH THE BENEFIT

RDN Recreation Services staff continues to place a 

priority on developing cross-sectoral relationships with 

the health, education and protective services sector. 

RDN recreation offerings in District 69 also consist 

of programs that are “preventative” in nature and 

have positive downstream impacts on other sectors. 

Examples include the mini chef/kids in the kitchen 

program for ages 5 to 12 which teaches healthy food 

preparation and seniors programming that focuses 

on active aging and helps reduce chronic preventable 

diseases. 

Recreation is a significant economic generator

• Recent Canadian research indicated that cultural activities 

have the potential to be significant drivers of economic 

outputs and employment.21

• Evidence suggests that creative activity shapes the competitive 

character of a city by enhancing both its innovative capacity 

and the quality of place so crucial to attracting and retaining 

skilled workers.22

Green spaces are essential to environmental and ecological wellbeing

• Sustainable public green spaces provide crucial areas  

for residents of all demographics to be physically and 

socially active.23

• Increasing green spaces in urban centres has a number 

of positive environmental outcomes which can increase 

sustainability and lower long term infrastructure costs.24

• When children and youth have positive experiences with 

parks and green spaces, they are more likely to have 

stronger attitudes towards conservation and preservation 

of the environment as adults.25

Please see the appendices for a list of the research sources referenced in this section.
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THE VALUE OF RECREATION TO DISTRICT 69 RESIDENTS
Findings from the resident survey also reflect that District 69 residents place a high value on recreation opportunities and 

recognize the benefits that recreation has on their community and the overall region. This recognition suggests that residents 

view recreation as an important service and understand that the benefits of recreation are broad based and diverse.

QUESTION:

Overall, how important are  

recreation opportunities  

(facilities and programs) to:

• Your household’s quality of life?

• The community in which you live?

• The attractiveness/appeal of  

the region?
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THREE
A VISION AND GOALS FOR RECREATION 

SERVICES IN DISTRICT 69

Presented on this page is  

a new Vision and Goals for  

Recreation Services in District 69.  

The Vision and Goals have 

been aligned with overarching 

RDN strategic planning 

(including the RDN Board 

Strategic Plan 2016 – 2020) 

and are ultimately intended 

to provide a philosophical 

foundation for the future 

delivery of recreation 

services. The Vision and Goals 

additionally reflect key resident 

and stakeholder values related 

to recreation opportunities 

and the benefits provided by 

these services.

INCLUDED IN THIS SECTION:

• A future Vision for RDN Recreation Services in District 69.

• Goals for future RDN Recreation Services in District 69.

• Alignment with A Framework for Recreation in Canada 2015: Pathways to Wellbeing.

• An introduction to the Master Plan recommendations.

A VISION FOR RECREATION SERVICES IN DISTRICT 69

Residents in District 69 are engaged in quality, diverse, and accessible recreational 
programs and facilities. 

GOALS FOR RECREATION SERVICES IN DISTRICT 69

Recreation services in District 69…

1. … Contribute to personal health and wellbeing. 

2. … Help build strong, vibrant, and attractive communities. 

3. … Provide an array of active living opportunities for residents of all ages and ability levels. 

4. … Ensure access to facilities and spaces that are safe, inclusive, and welcoming.

5. … Provide access to facilities and spaces that support event/competition hosting  
 and attract visitors to the Oceanside area.

6. … Reflect the diversity of the region. 

7. … Are financial sustainable.

8. … Are adaptable to change and aligned with community needs. 

9. … Are collaborative and focused on relationship building. 

10. … Are transparent and accountable to residents and recreation stakeholders.



sportforlife.ca

lin.ca/resources/framework-recreation-canada-2015-

pathways-wellbeing-final

A Framework for Recreation in Canada 2015

Pathways to Wellbeing

A Joint Initiative of the Interprovincial Sport and Recreation Council

and the Canadian Parks and Recreation Association

www.health.gov.bc.ca/library/publications/year/2015/

active-people-active-places-web-2015.pdf

Active People, Active Places
B R I T I S H  CO LU M B I A  P H YS I C A L  A C T I V I T Y  S T R AT E G Y 

N O V E M B E R  2 0 1 5

www.bcrpa.bc.ca/about_bcrpa/documents/

StrategicPlan_complete.pdf

A strategic plan for the 
parks, recreation and culture sector 
of British Columbia          

April 2008

Creating a high quality of life for all British Columbians

the way  

     forward  
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It is also suggested that recreation service provision in District 69 align with key provincial and national frameworks, policies and strategies, 

including: A Framework for Recreation in Canada 2015: Pathways to Wellbeing; Active People, Active Place—BC Physical Activity Strategy (2015);  

The Way Forward—A Strategic Plan for the Parks, Recreation, and Culture Sector of BC; and Canadian Sport for Life (CS4L). Doing so reflects 

and understanding of leading practices in recreation provision and could potentially position the RDN and its partners in a more optimal 

situation should grant funding become available from senior levels of government.

The forthcoming recommendations provided in this Master Plan are built upon the new Vision and Goals for Recreation Services in 

District 69 and, where applicable, align with the identified provincial and national documents.
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FOUR
SERVICE DELIVERY AND  

PROGRAMMING RECOMMENDATIONS

INCLUDED IN THIS SECTION:

• Overview of the current service delivery and programming model.

• Recommendations to guide future service delivery and program provision.

MASTER PLAN TOPICS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Provided in the following two sections are 34 recommendations that are intended to guide the future of RDN provided recreation 

services in District 69 over the next decade. These recommendations provide guidance in the following overall areas of responsibility 

for the RDN recreation services in District 69:

• Service Delivery and Programming

• Infrastructure

The recommendations provided have been organized into a number of Topic areas. These Topic areas reflect key issues, opportunities, 

and questions that the Master Plan has been tasked with providing direction in (as outlined in the Request for Proposal document 

and identified through the project engagement and research). 

It is important to note that while some of the recommendations suggest changes to current practices, others are simply intended 

to further embed those practices and methods that work well. Pertinent research and engagement findings from the State of Recreation 

in District 69 Research Report are provided for each recommendation along with suggested implementation tactics and tools 

(where applicable). Rationale (reasoning and benefits) for the recommendations is also provided in order to provide additional 

context of each recommendation and reflect the enhancements that would be accrued through successful implementation. 

Some of the recommendations will require additional resources (funding and/or staff time) to be procured. The implementation 

charts provided in Section 6 outline potential sources of funding for the recommendations provided.
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OVERVIEW OF SERVICE DELIVERY AND PROGRAMMING
The RDN’s provision of recreation opportunities in District 69 utilizes a combination of direct and indirect provision methods. 

RDN staff directly delivers programming and other activities (e.g. events) in District 69 through its service area called Northern 

Community Recreation Program Services. In 2017, Northern Community Recreation Program Services provided organized programming 

for 7,081 individuals, totalling 32,572 overall program attendances. As reflected in the chart below, program registrations and 

attendance have experienced strong annual growth over the past 4 – 5 years. The RDN also ensures financial accessibility to 

programming through a Financial Assistance Program and physically accessibility through the Inclusion Support Program.

SUMMARY: Northern Community Recreation Program Services 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Program Registrants 3,800 2,841 6,444 5,782 7,081

Total Program Attendance 14,300 16,776 17,000 27,016 32,572

Households supported by the Financial Assistance Program 180 125 116 234 191

The RDN indirectly provides recreational opportunities for residents in a number  

of ways, which include:

• Grants and funding support to community organizations.

• Facility leases to community organizations (e.g. District 69 Arena lease to the 

Parksville Curling Club).

• Allocation of resources (staff and financial) to support programming offered by 

organizations (e.g. RDN staff fulfilling bookings and scheduling functions on 

behalf of community groups).

• Providing subsidized facility time to local sport organizations at Oceanside Place 

and the Ravensong Aquatic Centre.

• Funding agreements with community based providers (Arrowsmith Community 

Recreation Association). 

• Responsibility for sport fields bookings (as per agreement with the Town of 

Qualicum Beach, City of Parksville and the School District 69).

Programming offered by Northern Community Recreation Program Services operates within 

an annual budget of approximately $1.8M. Approximately 23% of this figure ($300,000 – 

$400,000) is recovered from users through program fees. As such, a subsidy of $1.4M – $1.5M 

is required annually to sustain these programming services. Current budget projections 

anticipate that in coming years operating expenditures will require an annual increase to  

keep up with inflation and population growth. Including the operations of Oceanside Place 

and the Ravensong Aquatic Centre, the total budget for RDN Recreation Services in District 69  

was $7.150 M in 2017. Approximately $5.347M of this figure (74%) was required through 

a tax requisition. Note: Additional financial information can be found in the State of 

Recreation in District 69 Research Report and the Appendices. 

The following recommendations are intended to guide future service delivery and 

programming by the RDN in District 69. It is important to note that while some of the 

recommendations provided suggest changes to current delivery methods, others are 

simply intended to further embed and leverage practices that work well. Pertinent research 

and engagement findings from the State of Recreation in District 69 Research Report are 

provided for each recommendation along with suggested implementation tactics 

and tools (where applicable).
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TOPIC: OVERALL STRUCTURE FOR DISTRICT 69 RECREATION SERVICES

Current Situation
The RDN is currently the primary delivery agent for recreation 

programming in District 69 and is responsible for the operation of 

major indoor infrastructure (Oceanside Place and the Ravensong 

Aquatic Centre). The District 69 Recreation Commission consists  

of representation from the City of Parksville, Town of Qualicum 

Beach, School District 69, and Electoral Areas E,F,G, and H.  

The Commission acts as a committee of the RDN Board and  

provides recommendations to the Board for consideration.  

The RDN Board is responsible for the final approval of all  

District 69 recreation facility and programming budgets.

The Recreation and Parks Department is overseen by a General 

Manager who provides direction to two Manager positions 

(Manager, Recreation Services and Manager, Parks Services). Under the  

Manager of Recreation Services are three Superintendent positions 

in the functional areas of Arena Services, Aquatics Services and 

Recreation Program Services. Each Superintendent directs a staff 

unit which include full time, part-time and seasonal positions.  

Note: The Parks functions of the department operate in a similar 

manner with a Parks Manager overseeing a staff group that includes 

a superintendent, coordinators, technicians, and planners.

RDN RECREATION SERVICES IN DISTRICT 69:  

ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

As outlined on pages 1 and 2 of this Master Plan 

document the RDN plays a leading role in the provision of 

recreation services in District 69 (including major facility 

operations, programming and other aspects as reflected 

in the previous chart). However it is important to note that 

municipalities (City of Parksville and the Town of Qualicum 

Beach), School District 69 and numerous other community 

organizations also play an important role. Recreational 

and leisure amenities such as sport courts (e.g. tennis, 

pickleball, lacrosse), community parks and playgrounds, 

and sport field operations (excluding bookings) are 

examples of spaces that are not currently within the 

primary scope of RDN Recreation Services.

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• The majority (80%) of District 69 households expressed 

satisfaction with recreation services. This figure represents 

a 13% improvement from 2006.

• Operational roles and responsibilities between the RDN, 

municipalities within District 69, and community partner 

organizations are generally well understood and seamless; 

however, roles and responsibilities related to future joint 

initiatives and capital projects have less clarity.

• The governance and delivery model for recreation in District 69  

has complexities and includes a number of entities and 

organizations with diverse interests and perspectives. 

• A review of current operations indicates that recreation 

programs and opportunities are well balanced.
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RECOMMENDATION #1
The RDN should undertake a governance review for recreation service provision in District 69. The review should focus on:

• Opportunities to maximize overall efficiency.

• Establishing a refreshed mandate for all involved entities (i.e. Reviewing terms of references for commission/committees,  

advisory groups, project working groups, etc.). 

• Clarifying decision making responsibilities. 

This recommendation is not intended to suggest that the current governance system is flawed or required substantial changes. 

Rather, undertaking a governance review every ten years simply helps ensure that efficiency is maximized within the system and 

that decision making structures and protocols evolve in lockstep with the continually changing nature of the area and resident 

demands for recreation services. The provision of recreation services through the regional district entity has been successful 

in Oceanside (as reflected through the level of resident satisfaction). However the complexity of this system requires that the 

governance model remains strong with a clear understanding of roles and responsibilities.

RECOMMENDATION #2
The RDN should sustain the current organizational model and delivery model for recreation services in District 69.

Resident satisfaction and an analysis of current practices reflect that the current model is successful and well balanced. As such, 

there is no evidence that a change in the current organizational model is needed. Note: However, should the governance review 

outlined in Recommendation #1 suggest changes to the governance model or other approaches to how recreation is delivered 

in District 69 there may be a need to adjust staffing levels and/or roles in order to support these functions.

Reasoning and Benefits 
• Research and engagement findings support that the 

existing staffing structure and model is working well.

• The provision of recreation services in District 69 involves a 

number of organizations and entities (internal and external to 

the RDN). Ensuring continued efficiency and clarity is important.

Suggested Implementation  

Tactics and Strategies
• Review structure every ten years (during Master Plan 

update) or as required should circumstances change. 

• Integrate new positions within the current structure as required  

(several recommendations that follow may require 

incremental staff resources).
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TOPIC: DETERMINING WHEN TO USE DIRECT OR INDIRECT DELIVERY 

METHODS TO PROVIDE RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES

Current Situation
The RDN current uses a combination of direct and indirect delivery 

methods to provide recreation opportunities. In 2017, the RDN 

directly provided recreation programming to 7,081 residents 

utilizing a combination of both RDN operated facilities and rented/

leased spaces operated by other community organizations. The RDN 

also indirectly provides recreation and related opportunities through 

a number of means (e.g. subsidized facility time at Oceanside Place 

at the Ravensong Aquatics Centre and agreements with community 

organizations to provide local programming).

In 2013, a Recreation Program Rationale Checklist was developed 

to help with the evaluation of potential recreation programming. 

The Checklist identifies a number of considerations and is intended 

to help staff determine if a program should be offered directly 

by the RDN. 

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• An analysis of current RDN programming indicates that 

the current “mix” of offerings is generally well balanced 

and extensive. 

• Overall, 57% of residents expressed satisfaction with 

programming offered by the RDN. Only 10% of residents are 

dissatisfied and 32% are unsure/have no opinion. These levels 

of satisfaction are similar to the survey fielded for the Master 

Plan in 2006 and the 2014 RDN Citizen Satisfaction Survey 

fielded in 2014.

• Trends and leading practices in recreation provision suggest that 

partnerships and collaborations will continue to be important 

and can help make optimal use of available resources.

• Recent (2016) Census data reflects that the Oceanside area 

is continuing to experience modest population growth.

RECOMMENDATION #3
RDN Recreation Services should continue delivering recreation opportunities using a combination of direct and indirect 

delivery methods and maintain the current balance of the two delivery methods. 

An updated Recreation Program Rationale Checklist has been developed (see the top of the next page) and should be used to:

• Evaluate specific recreation program opportunities.

• Evaluate categories or types of recreation programming to determine the suitability/appropriateness for the RDN to 

deliver of support.

• Determine the best delivery method to provide the opportunity (direct or indirect delivery).

Reasoning and Benefits 
• Helps identify the most appropriate form of provision for recreation programs and opportunities.

• Ensures that decisions are made in a logical and informed manner. 

• Aligns decision making with key strategic and practical considerations.

• Continued population growth is likely to result in an incremental demand for new/expanded programming opportunities. 

The RDN will need to determine how to best use and align both existing resources and plan for additional resources if required.



Strategic Alignment
( Y E S / N O)

• Considerations:

– Does the program align with the Vision and Goals outlined in the Recreation Services Master Plan?

– Does the program align with the RDN Board Strategic Plan and other strategic planning?  

– Does the program align with RDN partner strategic planning?

– Does the program meet identified priority areas for recreational programming?

Inputs

• RDN Board Strategic Plan 2016 – 2020

• The Recreation Services Master Plan.

• The Youth Strategic Plan.

• Department business and strategic planning.

• Other RDN and partner strategic planning.

Benefit Assessment and Market Positioning
( Y E S / N O)

• Considerations:

– Does the program contribute to the health of local citizens?

– Does the program appropriately align with leading practices in recreation program provision? 

– Does the program offer life skills development? 

– Is the program appropriate and safe for the intended demographic(s)?

– Is the program publically accessible?

Inputs

• Needs assessment and engagement data.

• Research into similar programming locally 

and regionally.

• Leading practices (i.e. Canadian Sport for Life, 

Long Term Athlete Development, and other 

industry sources).

Financial Accessibility and Viability
( S T R O N G / P O O R )

• Considerations:

– Is the program financially accessible?

– Is the program cost consistent with other publically offered programs?

– Do program expenditures and revenues align with requirements pertaining to cost recovery and annual budgeting? 

Inputs

• The Fees and Charges Policy.

• Annual planning and budgets.

• Special project and initiative funding.

Quality of  Provision
( S T R O N G / P O O R )

• Considerations:

– Quality instructors are available.

– Suitable facilities/spaces are available. 

– Suitable promotional and marketing resources can be allocated.

Inputs

• Review of current facility bookings.

• Instructors roster.

• Review of current internal resources.

Assessment and Decision Making

• Determine if:

– The RDN should deliver the program directly.

 … OR …

– The RDN should indirectly support  the program.

 … OR …

– The program should not receive RDN support.
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Suggested Implementation Tactics and Strategies
The following graphic illustrates the updated Recreation Program Rationale Checklist. The considerations identified in each area are intended 
to inform the decision making process but may be more pertinent in some instances than others and have varying levels of subjectivity. 
A future step for refining the Checklist could include the development of a scoring metric for each consideration or area.
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TOPIC: CROSS-SECTORAL COLLABORATIONS

Current Situation
RDN staff currently engages in a number of collaborations with 

various agencies and service providers in District 69. The majority 

of these relationships are related to recreation programming, 

awareness and advocacy and are informal in nature. 

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• Stakeholder interview findings and a review of 

background documentation indicate that the RDN has 

successful and beneficial relationships with a number of 

agencies and service providers in the Oceanside area. 

• Leading practices and trends indicate that the recreation 

sector is becoming increasingly aware of issues such as 

social inclusion, mental health and accessibility issues. 

As such, cross-sectoral collaborations are becoming 

increasingly important for most public sector recreation 

delivery agencies. 

• Trends research indicates that overall physical activity 

and wellness levels remain concerning, especially among 

children, youth and seniors age cohorts. 

• Population and demographic indicators indicate that 

District 69 has a higher proportion of seniors than 

provincial averages. The region is also experiencing 

continued population growth.

RECOMMENDATION #4
RDN Recreation Services should continue to place a priority on developing cross-sectoral collaborations and partnerships 

with a focus on the public health, social service and education sectors.

RECOMMENDATION #5
It is also recommended that the RDN allocate additional resources to the implementation and promotion of cross-sectoral 

partnerships and collaborations undertaken by the RDN in District 69. Doing so will help further highlight the valuable 

connection between recreation and the public health, social service and education sectors.

Reasoning and Benefits 
• Opportunity to continue building on successful cross-

sectoral collaborations and partnerships. 

• Identification and implementation of innovative 

approaches to addressing issues and increasing resident 

health and wellness. 

• May present future grant funding opportunities from 

senior levels of governments and/or the private sector. 

Suggested Implementation  

Tactics and Strategies
• Continued mandate for staff to develop and foster cross-

sectoral partnerships and collaborations. 

• Ensure that sufficient financial and staff resources are allocated  

to the development and promotion of cross-sectoral 

partnerships and collaborations. 
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TOPIC: FUTURE RESPONSIBILITIES

Current Situation
The following chart summarizes the current RDN areas of responsibility for recreation service provision in District 69.

Function Description

Major Facility 

Operations

Operation of Oceanside Place (includes 2 arenas, leisure ice, and program rooms) and the Ravensong 

Aquatic Centre. 

Direct Recreation 

Programming 

Provision of numerous recreation programs for children, youth, adults, and seniors in District 69 

(under the Northern Community Recreation Program Services). This programming currently utilizes 

a variety of community facilities which includes RDN operated facilities, decommissioned school 

buildings (Craig Street Commons, Qualicum Commons) and not-for-profit operated facilities.

Sports Field Bookings 

and Allocations

The bookings and allocations of sport fields in Parksville and Qualicum Beach.  

* The City of Parksville, Town of Qualicum Beach, and School District 69 are responsible for maintenance.

Facilitation and  

In-Direct Provision

The RDN also facilitates recreation opportunities in a number of other ways, which include:

• Agreements with community organizations to provide programming in their communities.

• Grants for community projects and initiatives

• Provision of subsidized facility time to community organizations and sports associations for 

programming and events (e.g. ice at Oceanside Place, pool time at the Ravensong Aquatic Centre)

• Allocation of resources (staff and financial) to support programming offered by organizations  

(e.g. RDN staff fulfilling bookings and scheduling functions on behalf of community groups)

• Ongoing facility lease arrangements with community organizations (Parksville Curling Club)

Research Considerations (from the State of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• While current operational roles and responsibilities between the RDN, municipalities within District 69, and community 

partner organizations are generally well understood; less clarity exists pertaining to future responsibilities for planning and 

capital development.

• There exists demand for new and/or enhanced infrastructure to be developed in District 69 (51% of residents believe there is 

a need for new or enhanced indoor facilities; 49% believe there is a need for new or enhanced outdoor spaces). 

• Trends and stakeholder engagement findings suggest that there continues to be a demand for new types of recreation 

facilities, amenities and programming in the future.
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RECOMMENDATION #6
It is recommended that RDN Recreation Services work with local municipalities and School District 69 to further clarify 

roles and responsibilities relating to future recreation planning and capital development. Specifically, this collaborative 

planning should seek to further clarify:

• Responsibilities for providing new types of recreation facilities and amenities that could be considered in the future. 

• Responsibilities for future planning initiatives (e.g. Role of each partner in future studies and project planning). 

• Funding framework(s) for potential or anticipated recreation facility projects. 

While final decision making may not be possible for some of the above items, initiating these discussions can help improve 

overall regional planning and provide clarity in some key areas that may be beneficial as future projects and initiatives are 

being considered. 

Reasoning and Benefits 
• Suggests a proactive collaborative approach to  

future planning. 

• Increases clarity and understanding of partner 

responsibilities. 

• May help determine the viability of potential projects. 

Suggested Implementation  

Tactics and Strategies
• It is suggested that RDN staff be tasked with undertaking 

these discussions in consultation with the District 69 

Recreation Commission. 

• The end product of these discussions could range from 

an informal understanding of future responsibilities 

to the development of a formalized agreement (e.g. 

memorandum of understanding) with each partner. 
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TOPIC: COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION CAPACITY BUILDING

Current Situation
Community organizations play a significant role in providing 

recreation and related opportunities for residents in District 69.  

Currently, hundreds of groups and organizations operate in the 

Oceanside area ranging from highly structured and mature 

organizations to informal and less structured groups of enthusiasts. 

The RDN currently supports many groups through the Recreation 

Grants Program, which includes two funding categories: Community 

Grants and Youth Grants. Maximum funding amounts per application 

are typically $2,500 (larger amounts are available at the discretion 

of the Commission). The funds dispersed through the grant 

program help support programming, special events or projects. 

RDN Recreation Services has conducted some training and 

volunteer development on a limited scale.

Research Considerations (from the State of 

Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• During the stakeholder interviews, some group representatives 

expressed that their organizations would benefit from increased 

support in areas such as grant writing, volunteer recruitment, 

and promotions and marketing.

• A number of stakeholder interview participants indicated 

that RDN Recreation Services are ideally positioned to play 

an increased role in the facilitation of community group 

and volunteer training opportunities.

• Challenges identified by Community Group Survey respondents 

included: Generating awareness of programs and activities 

and lack of human resources (staff and volunteers). 

• Trends indicate that the nature of volunteerism is evolving 

and has required many service providers to play an 

increased role in providing training and other supports.

RECOMMENDATION #7
The RDN should allocate additional resources to community group capacity building. Outlined as follows is a suggested 

approach to expanding the focus on community group capacity building:

• Immediate Term (1 – 3 Years)

 » Organize regular community group training and success sharing sessions. Potential content areas could include: 

volunteer recruitment and retention; grant writing; sponsorship; social media; and strategic planning.

 » Specifically identify that existing Recreation Grants Program can be used for volunteer/community group 

development initiatives or develop a new grant program specifically branded for this purpose. 

• Short Term (3 – 5 Years)

 » Develop a new “Community Group Liaison” position with a primary focus on supporting community organizations 

with strategic planning, grant writing and identification, promotions and marketing and volunteer recruitment.

Reasoning and Benefits 
• Helps sustain and grow community organizations that 

provide valuable recreation opportunities for residents. 

• Investment in community group capacity building is likely to 

reduce the risk of groups needing emergency support or folding 

in the future. 

• Increases overall recreation capacity and expertise in District 69.

Suggested Implementation  

Tactics and Strategies
It is suggested that the RDN work with groups to identify areas of  

need and priorities for future training and capacity building activities.  

Doing so will position this initiative for success and ensure that 

resources are properly focused. Over the next 1 – 2 years it is 

recommended that the RDN:

• Consult with groups to identify the greatest areas  

of need/support.

• Work with groups to develop a 3 year action plan.
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TOPIC: OVERALL ENGAGEMENT PRACTICES AND PROTOCOLS

Current Situation
The RDN has undertaken numerous studies and planning 

projects to measure recreation services, projects and initiatives 

in District 69. A number of these projects have included 

engagement with the public and recreation stakeholders. 

RDN engagement practices are currently guided by the 

document “A Coordinated Public Consultation/Communication 

Framework (2008)”. While this Framework provides general 

parameters for engagement activities, a structured approach 

for collecting engagement findings and data specific to 

recreation services does not currently exist.

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• RDN planning and engagement initiatives including the 

previous two Recreation Services Master Plan projects 

along with the RDN Citizen Satisfaction Survey and District 

69 Facility Use Analysis Study have allowed for some local 

trending to be conducted. 

• Consultation findings indicate that RDN Recreation 

Services have a strong community presence. 

• Previous engagement conducted for RDN Recreation 

Services initiatives in District 69 have successfully garnered 

public and stakeholder participation; further reflecting 

strong levels of community interest and engagement.

RECOMMENDATION #8
It is recommended that RDN Recreation Services develop and implement a more specific engagement framework.  

Key elements of the Framework should include:

• Engagement requirements and expectations for future planning projects (outline the level of engagement required 

for each type of planning project). 

• Strategies for reporting to the public and stakeholders annually on the state of recreation services (successes, challenges, 

initiatives, etc.). 

• Mechanisms for ongoing data collection and feedback (i.e. annual community group survey, biennial resident web survey). 

• Future use of project/initiative specific groups such as steering committees or “task forces”. The engagement 

framework could include a terms of reference template that outlines roles and expectations for these types of groups. 

• The identification of key stakeholder groups that should be more actively engaged with on an ongoing basis regarding 

recreation and related programs and services in District 69. These groups should include local First Nations communities, 

the arts and cultural community and other groups/organizations that may not have been traditionally engaged in 

recreation in District 69.

Reasoning and Benefits 
• Clarifies internal and external expectations for public  

and stakeholder engagement on a regular and project-

specific basis. 

• Ensures a consistent approach to undertaking 

engagement and tracking trends and issues. 

Suggested Implementation  

Tactics and Strategies
• Allocate appropriate resources to develop the Framework.



22

TOPIC: STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT IN RECREATION PROJECTS  

AND INITIATIVES

Current Situation
The RDN utilizes a number of both standing and temporary 

committees to provide guidance across a variety of service areas, 

including recreation and parks. Strategic planning, such as  

the RDN Board Strategic Plan 2016 – 2020, furthermore reflects 

the importance of involving stakeholders in the decision 

making process. 

RDN Recreation Services in District 69 have also successfully used 

project and initiative focused groups before. One such example 

is the project steering committee that guided the development 

of the Youth Recreation Strategic Plan. 

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• Engagement with stakeholders revealed that overall, 

relationships between the RDN and community 

organizations are positive.

• A number of citizen advocacy groups currently exist 

in District 69 around key issues such as the Ravensong 

Aquatic Centre.

RECOMMENDATION #9
RDN Recreation Services should continue to strategically utilize project/initiative focused groups such as steering committees 

and “task forces” on an ad-hoc basis. The role of these groups should be focused and could include: 

• Providing stakeholder and/or public perspectives on key issues and opportunities.

• Assisting with public engagement and project awareness.

• Providing input into project planning phases as appropriate and required.

The expectations and roles of these groups should be clearly defined (as indicated in Recommendation #8). It is also 

important to note that the suggested role for these type of groups is not to be responsible for final decision making, but 

rather provide a stakeholder and public “lens” that can offer valuable input and create an additional point of contact 

between the RDN, stakeholders, and the community.

Reasoning and Benefits 
• Builds on the successes of previous advisory groups  

(e.g. Youth Recreation Advisors). 

• May help formalize existing citizen and stakeholder advocacy 

groups and provide a more effective mechanism for their 

input to be integrated into ongoing planning. 

• Creates an additional point of contact between RDN 

Recreation Services (including staff and the Commission) 

and key stakeholder groups. 

Suggested Implementation  

Tactics and Strategies
• It is suggested that RDN Recreation Services staff undertake 

an assessment of current project and service areas and 

determine where the formation of additional project/

initiative committees or “task forces” may be beneficial. 

• Develop a terms of reference template as suggested in 

Recommendation #8.
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TOPIC: PROGRAMMING FOCUS AREAS

Current Situation
RDN programming offered in District 69 through Northern 

Community Recreation Program Services is diverse and 

includes a variety of program types, levels and locations. 

Current decision making on the programming mix offered is 

based on the availability of instructors, facilities and takes into 

account the considerations outlined in the Recreation Program 

Rationale Checklist.

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• Nature interaction and activity camps were the top two 

resident priorities for child (0-5 years) programming.  

These were also identified as high priorities among 

households that reported having children. 

• Outdoor skill development and activity camps were the 

top two resident priorities for youth (6-12 years) and teen 

(13 to 18 years) programming. These were also identified 

as the top two priorities among households that reported 

having children.

• Wellness and fitness programming were identified as high 

priorities among adult age cohorts. 

• Trend indicators suggest that children and youth are 

increasingly disconnected from nature and that outdoor 

education programming should be a focus to combat 

“nature deficit disorder”. 

• Physical activity levels remain concerning for many age 

and demographic cohorts.
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RECOMMENDATION #10
RDN Recreation Services should continue to prioritize diversity and balance in its program offerings. Outlined as follows 

are key principles that should drive RDN provided recreation programming in District 69.

• Ensure that opportunities exist for all ages and ability levels. 

• Ensure that programming is financially and physically accessible. 

• Focus on physical literacy and fundamental skill development (ensure residents have the necessary skills to be active 

and healthy throughout their lives). 

• Provide a balance of programming that includes various levels of commitment and structure. 

• Prioritize making use of existing facilities, amenities and spaces. 

RECOMMENDATION #11
In the short term, it is also suggested that the RDN identify opportunities to expand programming in the following areas:

• Nature interaction and outdoor skill development for children, youth and teens.

• Activity camps for children, youth and teens.

• Fitness and wellness programming for adults and seniors (“active aging” focus).

The priority areas identified above have been identified based on the engagement and research findings (as presented in the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report). However it is important to note that recreation programming needs and priorities are 

constantly evolving, and are likely to do so numerous times within the lifespan of this Master Plan document. As such, the RDN will 

need to continue monitoring trends and local demands in order to set ongoing program priorities and focus areas.

Reasoning and Benefits 
• The overall mix of programming offered in District 69 

is diverse; sustaining the current mix while focusing on 

expanded programming in some key areas will help 

sustain an enhance a model that is successful. 

• Expanded programming in these areas will help address 

identified demands. 

• Numerous opportunities exist to utilize the regions 

abundant outdoor assets to provide expanded nature and 

outdoor programming.

Suggested Implementation  

Tactics and Strategies
• Continue to sustain the current mix while focusing on 

expanded programming in the identified areas. 

• Identify opportunities to utilize parks, trails and open 

spaces for nature and outdoor education programming. 

• Identify specific gaps pertaining to fitness and wellness 

programming and identify opportunities to further 

provide programming in those areas.

• Continue to monitor trends and local programming demands.
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TOPIC: ROLE OF RDN RECREATION SERVICES IN PROVIDING ARTS  

AND CULTURAL OPPORTUNITIES 

Current Situation
RDN Recreation Services provides arts and cultural opportunities 

at locations throughout District 69. These opportunities are 

promoted in the Active Living Guide and on the RDN website. 

Similar to recreation programming, decision making on the program 

types offered are based on the availability of instructors, facilities 

and takes into account the considerations outlined in the Recreation 

Program Rationale Checklist.

The Town of Qualicum Beach and City of Parksville have also 

undertaken initiatives to explore arts and cultural needs and 

priorities in their communities. Through this planning, both 

municipalities have identified the arts and cultural sectors are being 

important to resident quality of life and community vibrancy.

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• Trends and leading practices reflect that there is increased 

collaboration between the recreation and cultural sectors 

(culture is recognized as a recreation pursuit in the 

refreshed National Recreation Framework). 

• The RDN has successfully offered introductory arts and 

cultural programming in District 69.

• There exists numerous arts and cultural organizations in 

District 69. 

RECOMMENDATION #12
RDN Recreation Services should continue to offer arts and cultural opportunities as part of its programming mix. Arts and 

cultural programming offered by the RDN should be primarily introductory level and focused on skill development and 

building arts and cultural capacity in Oceanside. 

RECOMMENDATION #13
Wherever possible, it is suggested that the RDN leverage the expertise of existing arts and cultural resources in the community 

and create alignment between RDN programming and community organization programming. It is also suggested that the RDN 

further engage with the Town of Qualicum Beach and City of Parksville to gain a further understanding of the previous planning 

that both municipalities have undertaken related to arts and culture.

Reasoning and Benefits 
• Sustains a valuable program offering. 

• Ensures that diversity of programming exists in the region.

• Fosters cultural capacity. 

• Leverages existing skills sets and passions.

• Creates increased alignment between all arts and cultural 

providers in the Oceanside area.

Suggested Implementation  

Tactics and Strategies
• Continue to offer arts and cultural programming as part  

of the District 69 Recreation Services programming mix. 

• Engage with the Town of Qualicum Beach, City of Parksville 

and arts and cultural groups to gain a better understanding 

of previous programming and overall needs and gaps in 

the area.
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TOPIC: REDUCING BARRIERS TO PARTICIPATION

Current Situation
RDN Recreation Services currently provides access to recreation 

programs for individuals facing financial barriers through a 

Financial Assistance Program offered in collaboration with the 

Society of Organized Services (S.O.S). The RDN also helps promote 

KidSport, a not for profit program available to children and youth 

18 and under. 

The Inclusive Support Program is available to individuals facing 

physical and/or cognitive barriers to participation. Support workers 

are available to assist individuals with swimming and skating at no 

charge. The RDN also has relationships with numerous organizations 

and agencies in District 69 that provide services to individuals 

facing physical, social or cognitive barriers to participation.

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• Age/health issues and cost of programs were both 

identified as barriers to participation by approximately 

one-quarter of District 69 households. 

• Northern Community Recreation Services assisted 234 

households in 2016 through the Fee Assistance Program. 

This figure was higher than in previous years. 

• Trends and leading practices reflect that service providers 

are placing an increased emphasis on reducing financial 

barriers and social inclusion.
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RECOMMENDATION #14
RDN Recreation Services should sustain the Financial Assistance Program and Inclusion Support Program. Where possible, 

further engagement should be undertaken with community partners and other organizations to increase the awareness of 

these support programs.

RECOMMENDATION #15
Consider supporting the start-up of a local KidSport chapter.

KidSport is an established and respected organization with brand awareness and a successful model for facilitating participating in 

sport programs for youth facing financial barriers. The success of a local chapter will be dependent upon support and involvement 

from the local community, including sport organizations. The RDN is ideally suited to play a key role in the start-up of a local 

chapter, which could include the following roles:

• Recruitment of chapter committee members. 

• Seed funding. 

• Capacity building (e.g. providing training and other supports).

• Promotions and awareness (e.g. signage, brochures and application forms in facilities and on the RDN website). 

• Administrative support (e.g. assistance with processing application forms). 

Should it be determined that the start-up of a local chapter is not currently viable, an alternative could be to provide funding 

to the KidSport B.C. provincial fund. Doing so would potentially allow for increased promotion of the provincial fund 

locally in Oceanside.

Reasoning and Benefits 
• Sustains existing supports that provide recreation 

opportunities for residents facing barriers to participation. 

• An increased focus on promotion can help expand the 

reach and benefits of existing support programs.

• The start-up of a KidSport chapter would provide a locally 

based organization that can more effectively facilitate sport 

participation for youth facing financial barriers. 

Suggested Implementation  

Tactics and Strategies
• Sustain existing programs. 

• Collaborate with content experts (local agencies and service 

providers) to identify opportunities and methods to enhance 

awareness and promotions.

• Continue to monitor program uptake for the Financial Assistance 

and Inclusion Support programs and be prepared to increase 

funding amounts as awareness of the programs expands.

• Investigate the start-up of a local KidSport chapter.
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RECOMMENDATION #16
RDN Recreation Services should continue to place a priority on the marketing of recreation programs and opportunities  

in District 69.

Key marketing tactics and approaches that should be sustained or prioritized are outlined as follows:

• Continue to sustain a dedicated marketing position for District 69 recreation. 

• Development of more consistent branding materials and messaging that communicate both specific opportunities 

(programs and events) and the overall benefits of participating.

Reasoning and Benefits 
• Successful marketing and promotions of recreation 

opportunities is a critical given the dynamics of the region. 

• There is a high level of satisfaction with current marketing 

and promotions methods; sustaining these methods 

while integrating new methods will continue to maximize 

awareness of recreational opportunities. 

Suggested Implementation  

Tactics and Strategies
• Balance traditional methods that remain popular (Active 

Living Guide and local newspapers) with new media/ 

social media.

• Continue to utilize engagement and research data when 

developing marketing campaigns and materials.

TOPIC: MARKETING AND AWARENESS

Current Situation
Programming and events offered by the RDN are currently 

promoted in the Active Living Guide (published twice annually) 

as well as local media (newspapers, radio) and the RDN website. 

Promotional materials such as posters and brochures are also 

developed and posted in RDN and partner facilities. RDN Recreation 

Services has a dedicated part-time marketing position that develops 

these materials and plays an important role in the creation of 

the Active Living Guide.

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• 56% of households in District 69 are satisfied with the 

overall promotions and marketing of RDN Recreation Serives. 

• 70% of households in District 69 are satisfied with the 

Active Living Guide.

• The top two ways that households in District 69 prefer to 

get information about recreation opportunities are local 

newspapers (67%) and the Active Living Guide (54%). 



Photo Courtesy of PQB News.
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TOPIC: FUTURE STRATEGIC INITIATIVES

Current Situation
RDN Recreation Services has a strong track record of 

undertaking planning exercises and executing on the strategies 

and recommendations provided. The Youth Strategic Plan 

is an example of a planning exercise focused on a specific 

demographic subset of the population that has helped drive 

actions and priorities for RDN staff. The RDN has also developed 

a Recreation Services Master Plan approximately every ten 

years which provides overarching strategic level guidance for 

the provision of recreation opportunities in District 69. The RDN 

does not currently have specific strategic planning pertaining 

to older adult recreation and community events in District 69.

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• The RDN developed a Youth Recreation Strategic Plan in 

2011 through a process that involved input from youth 

stakeholders, community organizations and RDN staff. 

• Some asset mapping for sport tourism has been conducted.

• Findings from the household survey indicate that demand 

for a youth centre decreased significantly from 2006 to 

2017 (40% to 23%).

• Community and social events were identified by households 

as a top five programming priority for all age groups. 

• District 69 has an older population in comparison to 

provincial averages and senior’s recreational opportunities 

are a key appeal of the region. 
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RECOMMENDATION #17
It is recommended that RDN Recreation Services undertake the following strategic planning initiatives in the next 2 –5 years:

Recommended Strategic Planning Initiative Potential Topics to Explore

Development of a Community Events Support Strategy • Opportunities to expand the awareness of existing events.

• Issues and challenges facing existing events (and the groups 

that organize them). 

• Event gaps and emerging demand. 

• Opportunities for expanded partnerships and collaborations. 

• Sport tourism approaches and opportunities. 

Development of an Older Adults/Age Friendly Strategy • Specific program and activity needs and demands. 

• Barriers to participation and ways to mitigate them. 

• Key considerations and factors that influence participation. 

Update of the Youth Recreation Strategic Plan • Revisit and refresh priorities from the previous Plan. 

• Identify trends and changes over the past five years. 

• Identify implementation successes from the previous plan. 

• Further explore related Master Plan research and engagement 

findings (e.g. why has demand for a youth centre decreased?). 

Continue to Conduct Regular Fees and Charges Reviews • Appropriate balance between cost recovery and affordability.

• Refresh (as/if necessary) how fees and charges are determined.

Reasoning and Benefits 
• Will provide specific and strategic guidance in important 

areas that may also help inform future initiatives and projects. 

• Provides the opportunity to further explore specific key 

areas of recreation service provision.

• Provides the opportunity to engage stakeholders in a 

focused conversation around issues and opportunities. 

• Likely to identify increased opportunities for collaboration 

among stakeholder groups and the RDN. 

Suggested Implementation  

Tactics and Strategies
• Allocate the required financial and staff resources to 

undertake the suggested planning. 

• Ensure that the Engagement Framework (see 

Recommendation #8) is integrated into the  

project terms of reference.
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FIVE
INFRASTRUCTURE RECOMMENDATIONS

OVERVIEW
RDN Recreation Services are responsible for the operations of Oceanside Place (Parksville) and the Ravensong Aquatic Centre (Qualicum Beach).  

Excluding tax support (annual subsidy), revenues from Oceanside Place in 2017 were $639,000 (28% cost recovery). Revenues for the 

Ravensong Aquatic Centre were $667,370 in 2017 (25% cost recovery). Budget projections indicate that cost recovery will increase 

slightly in coming years. 

INCLUDED IN THIS SECTION:

• Overview of current infrastructure provision and identified issues that require guidance.

• Recommendations pertaining to future infrastructure priorities and planning.



Need for New/Enhanced Indoor Recreation Spaces

51%
Yes

30%
Unsure

19%
No

QUESTION:

Do you or members of your household 

feel that new or enhanced indoor 

recreation facilities are needed in 

District 69 (Oceanside)?

Need for New/Enhanced Parks and Outdoor Recreation Spaces

49%
Yes

29%
Unsure

22%
No

QUESTION:

Do you or members of your household 

feel that new or enhanced parks and 

outdoor recreation facilities are needed 

in District 69 (Oceanside)?
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Northern Community Recreation Services also utilizes a number of community spaces for the direct delivery of recreation programs 

and activities. Two of these spaces, Craig Street Commons (formerly the Parksville Elementary School) and Qualicum Commons,  

are decommissioned school buildings where the RDN leases space from the School District 69. In addition to these spaces, 

Northern Community Recreation Services rents community spaces as required at facilities throughout District 69. 

A number of facility initiatives have been identified in District 69 as potential future projects. These initiatives include the expansion 

of the Ravensong Aquatic Centre and the development of an outdoor multi-sport facility. In coming years, a decision will also need to be 

made on the future of the District 69 Arena (curling facility). As illustrated by the graphs below, the Resident Survey confirmed that there 

is demand for new or enhanced facility development in District 69 (approximately half of households believe development is needed).
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Provided as follows in this section are recommendations 

pertaining to the specific infrastructure issues identified 

for the Master Plan project as well as additional issues and 

opportunities that have emerged through the research.

The recommendations have been based on the engagement 

and research findings and present a suggested approach 

to addressing the future provision of recreation facilities. 

Provided in Section 6 is an implementation framework 

which provides additional detail and requirements 

pertaining to timing, next steps, and required resources. 

Estimated capital and operating cost impacts are also 

identified in Section 6 to help guide future actions and 

planning.

Resident Priorities from the Resident Survey

Indoor Facility Priorities

# Type
Want 

New

Want Existing 

Enhanced

1 Indoor Swimming Pool 39% 26%

2 Health and Wellness/

Fitness Centre

35% 19%

3 Multi-purpose 

Recreation Facility

33% 14%

4 Performing Arts Centre 18% 16%

5 Teen/Youth Centre 22% 11%

6 Seniors Centre 14% 18%

7 Ice Arena 2% 17%

Outdoor Facility Priorities

# Type
Want 

New

Want Existing 

Enhanced

1 Walking/Hiking Trails 45% 39%

2 Natural Parks and 

Protected Areas

36% 32%

3 Picnic Areas and 

Passive Parks

27% 30%

4 Bicycle/Roller Blade Paths 31% 20%

5 Playgrounds 14% 20%

6 Track and Field Facility 13% 13%

7 Sport Fields 8% 15%
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TOPIC: RAVENSONG AQUATIC CENTRE—FUTURE EXPANSION 

FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS

Historical Context and Current Situation
The Ravensong Aquatic Centre was constructed in 1995. The original debenture debt associated with constructing the facility was paid 

off in 2015. In 2010, approximately $4.8M in remediation work was completed to the facility. The debt required to conduct this 

work was paid off in 2016. The 2010 remediation work did not increase the programming space or amenities at the facility and was 

simply required to address structural and mechanical issues. 

A study was commissioned in 2009 to explore options for expanding the facility. Two options were identified for expansion of the 

facility with an estimated capital cost at the time of $6.4M and $7.1M. The floor plans (test fit concept plans) for these two options 

are provided in Appendix B of this document. The costs associated with both options were updated in 2013 and again in 2016.  

The following chart provides an overview of the anticipated capital cost escalation for the two options that were identified in the 

original study and subsequent updates.

Estimated Cost of Expansion: Ravensong Aquatic Centre

Year Cost Estimate ($) Change ($) Change (%)*

2010 $6,400,000 – $7,100,000 N/A N/A

2013 $7,200,000 – $7,900,000 $752,000 – $785,000 12% (average)

2017 $7,850,000 – $8,360,000 $630,000 – $534,600 8%

2018 $8,635,000 – $9,196,000 $785,000 – $836,000 10%

2019  $9,498,500 – $10,115,600  $863,500 – $919,600 10%

2020  $10,448,350 – $11,127,160  $949,850 – $1,011,560 10%

Total Cost Escalation (2010 to 2020)  $4,048,350 – $4,027,160 ~40%

As part of the study update in 2013, David Hewko Planning and Project Management was also retained to further explore the 

operating implications of the potential expansion project. This sub-study identified a number of operational implications that 

should be taken into account if an expanded Ravensong Aquatic Centre is pursued, including:

• Leisure aquatics will experience a higher density of use, consequently increasing the revenue generated per square foot of 

water surface area. However the leisure aquatics marketplace and level of utilization is less predictable than for traditional  

25 metre program tanks. 

• Despite an increase of 80% in built space and 60% in water area, the operating deficit should only increase by 25% – 50% annually. 

Currently, the facility remains the most used indoor recreation facility in District 69. As reflected in the following chart, swim 

visits and program attendance have continued to increase over the past five years of operation. It can be reasonably stated that the 

facility is at capacity during many peak operating hours.

Ravensong Aquatic Centre 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Percentage of Hours Used 98% 93% 93% 93% 95% 95%

Program Registrants 2,412 2,700 2,539 2,539 2,550 2,833

Total Program Attendance 23,242 22,650 21,427 21,427 25,500 28,330

Total Public Swim Admissions 89,713 88,803 90,578 93,724 98,993 95,562

* Recent cost analysis undertaken by the 

RDN and other public sector entities across 

B.C. suggests that annual escalation for 

major infrastructure projects could range 

between 8 – 10% from 2018 and 2020. 
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Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• Consultation findings show that improved indoor aquatics 

provision is a high priority for residents and user groups. 

However varying viewpoints exist on the best way to 

move forward.

• Current operations for the Ravensong Aquatics Centre require  

an annual subsidy of approximately $1.9M (~25% cost recovery).

• Trends in recreation support a continue preference for 

spontaneous recreation opportunities, such as leisure 

aquatics and lane swimming. 

• Sub segment analysis of the resident survey findings 

indicate that residents in the Qualicum Beach and 

surrounding areas prefer to see the existing facility 

sustained, while residents in other areas of District 69 

prefer that a new facility be constructed. 

• Fifty-three percent (53%) of households would support 

an annual increase in taxation in order to provide new 

or improved services. Regular users of the Ravensong 

Aquatic Centre are more likely to support an increase as 

opposed to non-users.

• District 69 is experiencing moderate levels of growth. 

Population projections indicate that in 2026 the population 

of District 69 could be between 51,536 and 55,767 residents.
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Potential Options 
Outlined in the following chart are three potential approaches to enhance the provision of indoor aquatics in District 69. These three 
approaches reflect a change of potential options and investment levels that could be considered and used to inform future decision making. 
All three options reflect a significant capital investment into the enhanced provision of aquatics in District 69. Capital funding will need 
to be procured before this investment can occur and is likely to require funds from a combination of sources including the RDN (through an  
increased tax requisition) and grants from senior levels of government. It is important to note that the dollar figures presented in the 
following chart reflect estimated 2018 costs. As reflected on page 34, it is anticipated that annual cost escalation could range between 
8 – 10%. Should this occur, Option 1 could escalate to ~$9.6M by 2020/2021; Option 2 could escalate to ~$12.02M by 2020/2021; 
and Option 3 could escalate to ~$22.03M by 2020/2021.

Option Description
Capital Cost 

(2018, $M)A

Option 1: Aquatics Expansion  

and Wellness Centre Addition

* Reflects the optimal option as identified in the 2010 expansion study (Approach #2).

Expansion of the building envelop resulting in a new aquatics space. 
Primary elements of this space will include: 

• A leisure aquatics focused area (example amenities could include a 
shallow depth entry, lazy river, slide(s), play features, etc.). 

• Small lap pool (2 – 3 lane capacity, depth to allow for program use). 

** Specific amenities and features to be further refined through detailed design if the project moves 
forward to that stage of planning. 

In addition to the aquatics enhancements, a key component to this 
option is the development of a medium scale fitness/wellness facility 
(~400 m2). Upgrades will also occur to enhance support spaces in the 
facility (change rooms, flow spaces, and washrooms). 

$8,676,752 

Option 2: Option 1 With the 

Addition of Two (2) Lanes to the 

Existing Program Tank

Same enhancements as Option 1 plus the addition of 2 lanes to the 
existing main tank. 

* The addition of two lanes will require the removal of the existing shallow tank and relocation of the hot pool. 

$10,931,002

Option 3: Replacement New 

Facility Development

A replacement new facility would be constructed using the general 
parameters outlined in Option 2, including:

• 8 lane x 25 metre program tank

• Dedicated leisure aquatics area

• ~4,500 ft2 fitness/wellness facility

• Multi-purpose room

$20,030,124  

(excluding site 

purchase and costs)

A Additional detail (cost charts) for each option is provided in Appendix C.

The chart below identifies the incremental space added by each of the renovation options outlined above (Option 1 and 2).

Component

Existing  

Area  

(ft2)

Additional Area: 

Option 1 

(ft2)

Additional Area: 

Option 2  

(ft2)

Total Area: 

Option 1 

(ft2)

Total Area:  

Option 2 

(ft2)

Wet Areas

Natatorium (Leisure aquatics areas and small lap pool) 9,042 5,597 6,781 14,639 15,823

Change Rooms (320 m2 – 80 m2 to be converted to office space) 2,583 1,722 1,722 4,305 4,305

Pool Mechanical and Storage 2,799 753 753 3,552 3,552

Total Wet Areas 14,423 8,072 9,256 22,496 23,680

Dry Areas

Administration and Reception 861 0 0 861 861

Administration (Repurposed from family change) 861 0 0 861 861

Lobby/WC 1,722 430 430 2,153 2,153

Wellness Centre 0 4,305 4,305 4,305 4,305

Multipurpose Room 0 1,076 1,076 1,076 1,076

Total Dry Areas  3,444  5,811  5,811  9,256  9,256 

Facility Totals 17,867 13,883 15,067 31,752 32,936
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Options Context and Considerations 
The provision of aquatics opportunities (operations of the Ravensong Aquatic Centre) 

is the single largest operational aspect of recreation service provision by the RDN 

in District 69 (subsidy of approximately $1.9M annually). All three of the potential 

options presented on page 36 will require a significant and ongoing financial 

investment. While the facility is well utilized and the benefits of providing aquatics 

opportunities are undeniable, it is important that future investment be “right sized” 

to the market area. Identified below are a number of additional considerations that 

were taken into account in the identification of the three potential options. 

• In British Columbia, the provision ratio for 50 metre pools is approximately 

150,000 – 200,000 residents per facility. While a few exceptions exist, typically 

only communities exceeding 100,000 residents are in a position to provide a 

50 metre pool facility. This level of provision can generally be attributed to a 

number of limiting factors, including:

 » The operational cost associated with a 50 metre pool;

 » The lifecycle replacement cost required to sustain a 50 metre pool; and 

 » Market demand (i.e. sport tourism potential, swim club size and needs, etc.). 

• 50 metre pool facilities present a number of programming and functional challenges.  

These include:

 » Large quantity of buffer space is required between leisure aquatics spaces 

and 50 metre pool tanks to manage different uses and tank capacities; 

 » Bulkhead systems, while able to divide the tank, have some access 

limitations and potential hazards for stationary types of aquatics 

programming (e.g. aquasize); and 

 » The depth required for 50 metre tanks to accommodate sport based 

swimming often limits the ability to create access points for individuals with 

physical or skill limitations (e.g. zero depth entry points, shallow swimming 

areas and progressive levels of pool depth). 

• The current Ravensong Aquatic Centre site is constricted and the expansion 

potential is likely limited to what is proposed in Options 1 and 2. 

• The development of a new facility on a new site would require significant 

financial resources and the acquisition of a major land parcel. The cost outlined 

for Option 3 (~$20M) does not include land and servicing costs and only reflects 

a facility of the same scale as outlined in Option 2. 

 » The costs associated with developing a larger scale aquatics centre (e.g. 

50 metre pool and large scale leisure aquatics area) is estimated in the 

magnitude of $60M – $90M and could require an operational subsidy that is 

double what is currently required. 

• Finding qualified lifeguards is currently a challenge for the RDN. An expanded 

facility will require additional guards and could limit operational hours and 

programming opportunities. 
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Options Analysis
The following chart provides a high level analysis of the strengths and challenges of each potential option.

Option Strengths Challenges

Option 1: Aquatics Expansion 

and Wellness Centre Addition

• Meets needs for expanded leisure aquatics and 

enhanced amenity spaces and at the lowest 

investment level of the options identified. 

• Least potential for impact on existing facility 

operations during renovation and expansion.

• Expanded leisure aquatics area would take 

some pressure off of the existing program tank.

• Sustains the existing small leisure pool area.

• Does not fully address capacity issues with 

the existing program tank.

• The renovation and expansion of an older 

facility could bring about unknown challenges 

or potential costs (however the probability of 

these challenges is believed to be minimal).

Option 2: Option 1 With the 

Addition of Two (2) Lanes to 

the Existing Program Tank

• Fully addresses capacity issues with the 

existing program tank along with the 

enhancements identified in Option 1. 

• Better positions the facility to meet both 

program and competition hosting needs. 

• Opportunity to refresh deck space as part of 

the renovation.

• Would require the removal of the existing 

small leisure pool area. 

• Likely to require complete facility shutdown 

during renovations. 

• Incremental investment required to add two 

lanes of program tank capacity is ~$2.3M.

• The renovation and expansion of an older 

facility could bring about unknown challenges 

or potential costs (however the probability of 

these challenges is believed to be minimal).

Option 3: Replacement New 

Facility Development

• A “from scratch” approach would create 

optimal design and functionality for the 

program tank and leisure aquatics. 

• A new facility would be unlikely to require 

capital upgrades for a number of years.

• Highest cost option (approximately double 

the cost of Option 2). 

• District 69 would be challenged financially 

to sustain two indoor aquatics facilities; 

re-purposing or decommissioning of the 

Ravensong Aquatic Centre would likely be 

required at an additional cost. 

Given the program similarities, it can be reasonably assumed that the operating impacts and assumptions outlined in the 2013 

report developed by David Hewko Planning & Program Management would remain valid for all three options. 
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Options Scoring
The three potential approaches have been scored using the following considerations and criteria. As reflected in the chart, Options 1 
and 2 tied for the highest score. 

Consideration Scoring Criteria

Options Scoring

Scoring RationaleOption 1 Option 2 Option 3

Project  

Capital Cost

2 Points: The capital cost of the project is <$10M.

1 Point: The capital cost of the project is between $10 – $15M.

0 Points: The capital cost of the project >$15M.

2 1 0 As per the projected capital costs outlined in the options 
chart on the previous page.

Operating Costs 2 Points: Cost recovery may improve (potentially requiring less of 
a requisition than current).

1 Points: Cost recovery would likely remain the same or have a 
small incremental increase (requiring a similar or moderately 
higher requisition than current).

0 Points: Cost recovery is likely to worsen significantly (requiring 
a higher requisition than current).

1 1 0 The addition of a fitness/wellness facility and leisure aquatics 
are likely to enhance revenues, but would be offset by 
the need for additional staffing and the expanded spatial 
areas of the building.

Leisure  

Aquatics Impact

2 Points: The option would significantly enhance leisure aquatics 
opportunities for residents.

1 Point: The option would moderately enhance leisure aquatics 
opportunities for residents.

0 Points: Leisure aquatics opportunities would not be enhanced.

2 2 2 All options would significantly increase access to leisure 
aquatics amenities in District 69. 

Sport and Lane 

Swimming Impact

2 Points: The option would significantly expand lane swimming capacity.

1 Point: The option would moderately expand lane swimming capacity.

0 Points: The option does not expand lane swimming capacity.

1 2 2 The addition of a new, dedicated leisure aquatics area 
would reduce some of the pressure on the existing lane 
swimming tank in Option 1 (by creating another area that 
can be used for some swimming lessons and programs) 
but would not physically add increased lane capacity. 
Options 2 and 3 would add additional lane capacity. 

Programming 

Impact

2 Points: The option would add significant incremental 
programming capacity.

1 Point: The option would add modest incremental  
programming capacity.

0 Points: The option would add no incremental programming capacity.

1 2 2 The addition of a new dedicated leisure aquatics area 
would include a small program space and alleviate some 
pressure from the existing main tank. As such, Option 1 
receives 1 point. Option 2 would additionally expand the 
main tank and create significantly more program space 
and is awarded 2 points. 

Impacts on Existing 

Infrastructure

2 Points: The option sustains and enhances existing RDN 
recreation infrastructure.

0 Points: The option could require the RDN to decommission or retrofit 
of an existing facility (likely to have additional cost implications).

2 2 0 Options 1 and 2 would sustain and enhance the existing 
Ravensong Aquatic Centre. As two aquatics facilities may 
not be feasible, Option 3 may require the RDN to incur 
costs associated with the retrofit or decommissioning of 
the Ravensong Aquatic Centre. 

Other Recreation 

Opportunities and 

Synergies

2 Points: The option would provide opportunities to meet other 
community recreation needs (e.g. program spaces, fitness/
wellness rooms).

0 Points: The option would not include any other recreational spaces.

2 2 2 All options would provide additional space that could be 
used for fitness/wellness/dryland programming. 

Impact on 

Operations During 

Construction

2 Points: The current aquatics facility could remain open during 
construction with minimal disruption.

1 Point: The current aquatics facility could remain open during 
part of the construction period, with some level of disruption 
and/or patron convenience.

0 Points: The current aquatics facility would need to be closed 
during most of the construction period.

1 0 2 Option 1 does not involve any direct work to the program tank 
and thus could potentially remain open during some of 
the construction period. However, construction on amenity 
areas and building systems would likely result in 
some disruption or closure. Option 2 is likely to require 
closure during most of the construction period due to the 
expansion of the existing program tank and amenity area 
renovations. Option 3 would not impact operations at the 
Ravensong Aquatic Centre. 

Total Points 12 12 10 —

Rank 1 1 3 —

Note: Other considerations that could be added to the metric and scored for each option include: project time frames and the 
expected incremental annual tax requisition required. However, in order to accurately score these considerations additional 
information is required. 
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RECOMMENDATION #18
Should the RDN move forward with a major expansion of the Ravensong Aquatics Centre, it is recommended that either Option 1  

or 2 be pursued (renovation of the Ravensong Aquatics Centre). The development of a new facility is not recommended 

at this time.

RECOMMENDATION #19
Based on current population and demand indicators, it is recommended that the RDN maintain the provision level of one 

indoor aquatics facility in District 69. The investigation of a second indoor aquatics facility is not likely warranted until the 

population of District 69 is nearing or exceeds at least 60,000 – 70,000 residents. Based on current population growth 

projections, it is not anticipated that District 69 will reach this population level until at least 2030. 
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TOPIC: CURLING DEMAND AND FUTURE OPTIONS

Historical Context and Current Situation
When Oceanside Place was opened in 2003, the District 69 Arena 

was retrofitted into a 5 sheet curling facility to provide a home 

for the new Parksville Curling Club. The Club has continued to 

experience growth and has a current membership in excess of 600 

participants. As one of a small number of facilities in the region and 

province with “arena ice”, the facility has developed a niche as a 

desired training location for a number of high level teams. 

The Qualicum and District Curling Club operates a 4 sheet facility 

and has approximately 250 members. Overall, membership has 

experienced some levels of decline in recent years. The facility 

is owned by the Town of Qualicum Beach and operated by the 

Club. The facility also requires short term upgrades to building 

systems and structural components. 

The District 69 Arena is owned by the RDN and located on the 

Parksville Community Park site. The land on which the facility 

is located is owned by the City of Parksville and leased to the 

RDN at no cost. The RDN sub-leases the facility to the Parksville 

Curling Club. Of significance, the lease agreement between the 

City and the RDN expired in March of 2018 and was renewed 

for another five year term. The City is currently undertaking a 

planning project to create a future vision and long term plan for 

the park site. The results of this planning project are currently 

unknown and may impact the future of the facility. 

An assessment of the facility (completed in 2014) identified that 

upgrades in the range of $350,000 to $500,000 were required 

within five years (by 2020) to sustain the facilities mechanical 

systems and key structural components. Over $1M of work is likely 

required in the next five to ten years to sustain the facility for the 

long term. The procurement of these funds is the responsibility of 

the Curling Club and will likely be raised through a combination of 

public and private sources. Should demolition of the facility occur 

in the future it is estimated that approximately $1M would be 

required to remove the facility and properly remediate the land. 

These costs are the responsibility of the RDN.

Financial Considerations
The exploration of potential options for the District 69 Arena needs 

to take into account a variety of potential cost implications and 

regional curling facility needs in the context of other recreation 

facility priorities. The following chart summarizes a range of 

potential curling facility options and associated costs.

Potential Option
Estimated Cost  

(2018 Dollars)

Sustaining the existing District 

69 Arena as a curling facility  

(for 10+)

$350,000 – $500,000  

(within 5 years)

$1,000,000+  

(5 to 10 years)

Demolition ~$1,000,000

New Local Curling Facility  

(4 – 5 sheets)

$4,000,000 – $6,000,000

New Regional Curling Facility  

(6 – 8 sheets)

$7,000,000 – $9,000,000

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• There are currently 9 sheets of curling ice in District 69. 

• The Parksville Curling Club is experiencing growth while 

the Qualicum and District Curling Club has experienced 

slight decline.

• There are approximately 800-900 registered curlers in 

District 69.

• Demographics in the region suggest that curling 

participation levels may be sustainable. 

• There is a need for multi-purpose recreation program 

space in District 69 (the District 69 Arena has been used for 

some programming during non-operational seasons).

• Despite the stability of curling activity in the local area, 

curling provincially and nationally is in decline. There are 

currently many fewer curling rinks in BC than existed 20 

years ago.
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RECOMMENDATION #20
It is recommended that District 69 Arena continue to operate as a curling facility for as long as the facility is available.  

The growth of the Parksville Curling Club and popularity of the sport in District 69 indicates that the facility provides  

the greatest benefit in its current use. 

RECOMMENDATION #21
The RDN should work collaboratively with the City of Parksville, the Town of Qualicum Beach, and curling stakeholders  

to determine the best long term course of action for curling infrastructure in District 69. 

As indicated on the previous page, the City is currently developing a master plan for the Parksville Community Park site which 

may provide further clarity on the future of the District 69 Arena site (the RDN’s lease of the Arena site expires in March 2018). 

The future state of the curling facility in Qualicum Beach will also impact the curling landscape and needs in District 69. 

Ongoing communication between all stakeholders (City, Town, RDN and curling clubs) should occur to determine the most 

suitable future approach.

Suggested Implementation Tactics and Strategies
• Continue to support the use of the facility in its current use.

• If possible, provide input into the City of Parksville’s Community Park master plan process. Remain current on the status  

of the project and potential impacts.

• Collaborate with curling stakeholders to determine long term options and associated costs to sustain sufficient curling 

opportunities in District 69.

• Work with the local curling clubs to identify and pursue provincial and national grant funding for major facility renovations 

and capital improvements.
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TOPIC: OUTDOOR SPORT FIELD AND SPORT SURFACES

Current Situation
Sport field user groups in District 69 currently have access to three main outdoor sport field sites located at the Parksville Community Park, 
Qualicum Beach Community Park, and Springwood Park. An additional 13 school sites of varying quality and amenities are available 
in District 69.

Facility/Amenity Type Location(s)
# of Facility/Amenity  

Type in District 69

Sports Field Sites (playfields and ball diamonds) • Parksville (Community Park, Springwood Park,  
Ballenas Secondary, Craig Street Commons,  
Winchelsea Elementary)

• Qualicum Beach (Community Park, Kwalikum Secondary, 
Arrowview Elementary, Qualicum Beach Elementary)

• Area E (Jack Bagley Field)
• Area F (Errington Elementary, Former French Creek 

Community School)
• Area G (Oceanside Elementary School)
• Area H (Bowser Elementary)

16 total sites:

3 major/multi-field 
sport field sites 

(Parksville Community Park, 
Qualicum Beach Community 

Park, Sringwood Park)

13 school sites  
with sport fields 

(including the Jack  
Bagley Field)B

Lacrosse Boxes • Parksville (Community Park) 1

Skateboard Parks • Parksville (Community Park)
• Qualicum Beach (Community Park)

2

Tennis Courts • Parksville (Springwood Park: 6 courts; Community Park: 2 courts)C

• Qualicum Beach (3 courts)
• Area H (Bowser: 4 courts)

14

Track and Field Spaces • Parksville (Ballenas Secondary School) 1D

Note: The Lacrosse Box in the Parksville Community Park is used for pickleball and a number of the tennis court sites identified in 
the chart above now have pickleball lines on selected courts.

B School fields have varying levels of public use due to size of field, condition or lack of amenities.

C The court spaces at Ballenas Secondary School have been re-surfaced for multi-use and are no longer available for tennis (lines and nets have been removed).

D While included in the inventory, it is notable that the track is not rubberized or of regulation size.

In recent years, an indoor turf field facility has become available at Arbutus Meadows for community groups to rent time during the 
winter months. The facility is privately operated and consists of two field surfaces. The nearest outdoor artificial turf field is located 
in the City of Nanaimo.

There is not currently a rubberized outdoor running track available in District 69. The school field at Ballenas Secondary School in 
Parksville has a dirt track that is not regulation sized. 

Research Considerations (from the State of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
Smaller non-regionally significant outdoor play fields and sport surfaces that are of a magnitude that can be accommodated both in 
size and cost (capital and operating) in local smaller community areas of both electoral areas and municipalities should continue to 
be considered. Enhancements to community park areas or improvements to existing play fields and sport courts (tennis, pickleball, 
basketball court, etc.) provide valuable local recreation amenities to neighborhood areas.

• Although overall resident demand for a multi-purpose outdoor sport complex (e.g. rubberized track, artificial turf field) is lower 
than some other facility/amenity types, demand for this type of facility among potential primary user groups is high. 

• Stakeholders indicated that benefits of a multi-purpose outdoor sport complex could include expanded seasons of outdoor play, 
enhanced ability to host tournaments and provincial competition and improved user experience.

• Organized sport field use is concentrated at a few major sites.
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RECOMMENDATION #22
It is recommended that the RDN work with its partners in District 69 (City of Parksville, Town of Qualicum Beach, School District 69,  

and community sport organizations) to make better use of underutilized field spaces. 

Currently, organized groups are primarily using major sport field sites (Parksville Community Park, Qualicum Beach Community Park,  

Springwood Park). Use of fields at school sites during evenings and weekends is minimal. In order to make these sites for suitable  

for sport organization bookings, the following actions may be required:

• Field assessments (to determine those fields that are of a high enough quality to support more structured and regular use)

• Enhanced maintenance 

• Amenity additions 

• Assessment of impact of existing uses/functions (e.g. ensure that an adequate supply of spontaneous use fields exist)

RECOMMENDATION #23
The development of a full scale outdoor multi-use sport complex should be revisited in the medium term (~5 years). While this 

type of facility would benefit user groups and enhance the sport tourism capacity of the area, further public need and financial 

viability will need to be demonstrated in order to justify moving forward with the development of a full scale outdoor multi-use 

sport complex in the near term. However, while this recommendation suggests that the development of a facility of this scale is 

a medium to long term priority, the RDN should begin to explore potential future partnerships and identify land requirements 

(see Rationale and Next Steps on the next page).

* A full scale outdoor multi-sport complex as referred to here could include amenities such as a synthetic turf field with event capable 

spectator seating (e.g. ~2,000 capacity) and support amenities, a regulation running/walking track, track and field amenities, and a 

field house building (i.e. change facilities, concession, etc.). 

RECOMMENDATION #24
To meet short to medium terms needs of outdoor sport groups, the RDN should work with partner organizations to 

explore the following potential initiatives:

• Upgrades to the existing track at Ballenas Secondary School. 

• Potential retrofit of an existing natural surface field to artificial turf. 

However, before these initiatives proceed it is recommended that the RDN further clarify:

• The capital and operating costs associated with each of the potential initiatives. 

• Potential funding partnerships and grant opportunities. 

• Ability of the user groups to pay for access to the upgraded spaces. 

• The future status of Arbutus Meadows (privately operated facility). 

• The impacts and benefits of each of the potential initiatives (i.e. further quantify the impacts on capacity, seasons of play,  
sport tourism, etc.). 

• The future status of current private sector synthetic turf facilities (Arbutus Meadows).

• Other potential synthetic turf field initiatives in the region (private and public sector). 

• The extent to which the development of a synthetic turf field would extend seasons of play and the overall user 
experience (further quantify and qualify the benefits of a synthetic turf field). 

• Impacts on RDN programming capacity and opportunities. 
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Rationale and Suggested Next Steps
While a new outdoor multi-sport outdoor complex would benefit a number of sport field 

and athletics user groups, the RDN is faced with a number of infrastructure priorities over 

the next five years in District 69. The capital cost associated with the development of a 

full scale outdoor multi-use sport complex consisting of a synthetic turf field, rubberized 

track and support amenities could range between $5M and $10M. Annual operating 

expenditures for this type of facility typically range between $75,000 – $200,000 depending 

on factors such as the amount of on-site staff needed, lighting requirements, support 

amenities and the level of user group involvement in facility operations. In most like-sized 

markets, $100 to $150 per hour is generally required in revenues during prime hours of 

use to achieve cost recovery (break-even). 

Although the recommendations provided for sport fields (and related outdoor sport 

facilities) suggest that major capital development should be a medium to long term 

priority, there are a number of steps that the RDN can undertake in the short term to 

prepare for future development. These steps include:

• Investigate opportunities to acquire the land required for a major outdoor multi-use 

sport complex. Ideally this land parcel would also be sufficient to accommodate 

future indoor facility development (as outlined in Recommendation #26). 

• Work with sport field user groups, local governments and other stakeholders to 

identify potential sources of capital and operating funding which could include 

grants from senior levels of government, user group fundraising/contributions 

and user fees.

• Identify opportunities to enhance the quality of existing spaces.

• Continue to monitor trends and leading practices.

• Identify other revenue generating opportunities such as Development Cost 

Charges (DCC) for sport and play field development
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RECOMMENDATION #25
The RDN should identify opportunities to integrate a dedicated medium scale (3,000 ft2 to 5,000 ft2) fitness and wellness 

space into an existing facility. This space should include a mix of equipment and program space. Preliminary options to 

explore should include:

• As part of a potential expansion to the Ravensong Aquatic Centre (see Recommendation #18).

• Re-purposing of the leisure ice surface at Oceanside Place if required (see Recommendation #30).

RECOMMENDATION #26
The development of a larger scale fitness and wellness space (>5,000 ft2) should be revisited and further analyzed in 5 – 10 years.  

This facility would ideally be developed as part of a new multi-purpose recreation facility project or major expansion in 

order to capitalize on development and operational synergies and efficiencies.

While this recommendation suggests that a major new indoor facility in a longer term priority, the RDN should continue to 

identify opportunities to acquire appropriately sized land parcels for future development. As suggested on the previous 

page (Sport Field recommendations) it would be ideal for this type of facility to be developed in conjunction with an 

outdoor sport complex. Doing so provides the opportunity to achieve operational efficiencies and create a destination 

sport and recreation complex that can be used during all seasons

TOPIC: FITNESS AND WELLNESS FACILITY

Current Situation
Currently, there are private fitness and wellness gyms and studios 

located in District 69. RDN Recreation Services in District 69 offer 

registered and drop-in programming but do not operate a fitness 

facility with equipment or dedicated studio space. Previous expansion 

studies developed for the Ravensong Aquatic Centre have identified 

options for the inclusion of a fitness and wellness space that would 

encompass approximately 4,500 ft2 of usable fitness space.

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• Over one-third (35%) of residents identified that they 

would like to see a new health and wellness centre/fitness 
centre in District 69 (second highest priority for new or 
enhanced indoor facility development). 

• Trends support an increased demand for spontaneous 
fitness and wellness opportunities. 

• Physical health/exercise was identified as the most 
prevalent motivating factor for participation in recreation 

and related opportunities.
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Rationale and Suggested Next Steps
There is a clear demand for increased fitness and wellness opportunities in District 69. As a key provider of registered and drop-in 

programming, RDN Recreation Services are ideally positioned to meet this need due to an in-depth understanding of the physical 

activity wellness marketplace in the District 69.

Offering a fitness facility also can provide a number of financial and operational benefits and synergies, including:

• Cross promotion with existing programs fitness classes and programs

• Ability to capitalize on the sale of fitness memberships.

• Ability to offset facility costs through the addition of a fitness/wellness facility component.

• Increases the variety of recreational opportunities at existing facilities.

The intent of providing fitness opportunities would not be to undermine or negatively impact private fitness operators. An RDN 

provided fitness and wellness facility in District 69 would instead largely target a different customer base, ensure public access 

and increase the overall number of fitness and wellness facility users in the area. The existence of a public facility is likely to have a 

positive downstream impact on private fitness providers. 

As indicated in Recommendations #25 and #26, it is suggested that the RDN explore opportunities to integrate a medium scale 

fitness/wellness facility into an existing facility (as part of a retrofit or expansion). The exploration of larger scale facility should be 

revisited in ten years. It is also suggested that the RDN continue to work with its partners and stakeholders to monitor potential 

funding opportunities such as grants from seniors levels of government and land acquisition opportunities.
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RECOMMENDATION #27
The RDN should continue to place a priority on maximizing the use of current facilities and spaces and ensuring that recreational 

opportunities are geographically well balanced.

RECOMMENDATION #28
Should expansion or the re-purposing of spaces occur at the Ravensong Aquatic Centre and/or Oceanside Place, opportunities to 

increase the programming capability and capacity of these facilities should be pursued. 

RECOMMENDATION #29
The development of a new indoor multi-purpose recreation facility for recreation programming should be revisited in 5 – 10 years.  

As suggested in the previous two recommendations, the RDN should first look to maximize the use of existing facilities and spaces 

in District 69 before contemplating the significant capital expenditure associated with developing a new indoor multi-

purpose facility.

However the RDN may need to revisit the need for indoor programming space within an earlier time frame should supply 

or demand circumstances change in the future (i.e. inability to renew lease agreements for Craig Street Commons and/or 

Qualicum Commons, population growth, spike in program participation, etc.). If the development of new indoor multi-purpose 

recreation facility is pursued in the future, the appropriate scale of the facility should likely be in the range of 25,000 ft2 to 

35,000 ft2 of usable space and include amenities such as gymnasium space, multi-purpose program rooms, a fitness centre 

and specialized program spaces (i.e. arts and cultural spaces, workshop space, youth/senior rooms, child play areas, etc.).  

As previously suggested for Recommendations 23 and 26 it is suggested that the RDN continue to investigate opportunities 

to acquire land parcels to accommodate a major recreation development in the future that could include a mix of indoor 

and outdoor components. 

TOPIC: COMMUNITY PROGRAMMING SPACE REQUIREMENTS

Current Situation
RDN programming offered through Northern Community 

Recreation Program Services utilizes a number of community 

spaces for its program offerings. Included among these spaces 

are Craig Street Commons (formerly the Parksville Elementary 

School) and Qualicum Commons; both decommissioned 

school buildings that the RDN leases space at from the District 

69 School Division. The RDN also rents space at a variety of 

community halls and facilities throughout District 69.

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• There are relatively high levels of satisfaction with current 

programming and recreational opportunities.

• While consultation findings revealed that there is a 

demand for a “hub” facility, residents and stakeholders 

also value opportunities to access programs and activities 

in their local communities.

• Financial accessibility and transportation limitations are 

barriers to participation for some residents.
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Rationale and Suggested Next Steps
While some limitations exist with community spaces used by Northern Community Recreation Program Services, these spaces 

remain cost effective and generally are sufficient for the majority of programming offerings. Should expansion of the Ravensong 

Aquatic Centre or other potential facility initiatives proceed it is also likely that new multi-purpose spaces will become available 

for programming. 

However, current programming offered by the RDN through Northern Community Recreation Program Services is highly reliant on the 

availability of space at Craig Street Commons and Qualicum Commons and the future of these spaces is dependent upon the renewal of 

lease agreements between the RDN and the School District 69. The lease agreement for Qualicum Commons was initiated in January 2015 

with a term of 5 years (ending in December 2020). The lease agreement for use of Craig Street Commons was renewed in January 2017 for 

a term of 12 months. Both agreements provide an option for renewal subject to agreement from both parties. RDN Recreation Services 

will need to continue communicating on a regular basis with the School District 69 to stay current on future plans for both buildings.
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RECOMMENDATION #30
Given its primary location in Oceanside Place, RDN Recreation Services should place a priority on maximizing the use of the 

leisure ice surface space based on highest and best use considerations. Re-purposing of the space to meet other recreation 

needs may be warranted if utilization of the space cannot be increased.

Potential Course of Action 
The following course of action is suggested to help identify the best long term use for the space:

Step 1: Attempt to increase utilization within the current nature of use (winter ice, summer dry floor space).

• Place an increased focus on the development of programming geared towards using the leisure ice surface during “ice-in” months.

• Work with ice user groups to increase utilization of the space during community offered programming. 

• Further promote rental and group use opportunities.

• Prioritize using the space for fitness classes during “ice out” months. * May require an investment in facility equipment or some minor aesthetic 

enhancements to the space.

If Step 1 initiatives prove successful, maintain the current nature of use. If Step 1 initiatives are not successful after a reasonable 

period of time (2 – 3 years), it is suggested that the RDN explore alternative uses of the space. These uses could include:

• Dedicated fitness and wellness facility (e.g. combination of equipment and studio space)

• Year-round multi-purpose program space

• Suitable space to meet needs for new or emerging activities

It is important to note that potential re-purposing options for the space will be dependent upon other factors including the potential 

expansion of the Ravensong Aquatic Centre, the availability of current programming spaces used by the RDN and other market conditions. 

Final decision making on re-purposing the leisure ice or any other space should also follow the Facility Project Development 

Framework outlined in Recommendation #35.

TOPIC: OPTIMIZING THE LEISURE ICE SPACE AT OCEANSIDE PLACE

Current Situation
The leisure ice surface at Oceanside Place (also referred to as 

the Oceanside Pond) sits in a prime location in the facility near 

the main entrance. The space is circular in shape with high ceilings 

and is glassed in, making it viewable from the facility lobby. 

Currently, the ice is left in from September through April and 

the facility is converted to multi-purpose dry floor space from 

May to August. 

While the space is valued by many users in its primary use as a 

leisure ice facility, the full potential of the amenity has not been 

fully realized and ice utilization does not approach capacity.  

As demand for other types or program space continue to emerge, 

it will be incumbent upon RDN Recreation Services to ensure 

that available spaces are maximized.

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• Consultation findings reflect high levels of demand for 

fitness, wellness and multi-purpose programming space 

while also suggesting that indoor ice is suitably provided. 

• On average, Oceanside Place accommodates over 20,000 

public skate visits annually. The majority of public skating 

occurs on the boarded ice surfaces. 

• The percentage of ice booked on the boarded surfaces has 

ranged from 62% to 85% since 2012.
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RECOMMENDATION #31
RDN Recreation Services should continued to be involved as a key stakeholder in future parks, trails and open space planning 

wherever possible to provide a recreation “lens” to decision making and identify synergies with recreation facilities and programming.

Reasoning and Benefits
• Ensures that active and passive recreation is considered in the planning of parks, trails and open spaces. 

• Reflects the importance of outdoor spaces as valued recreation assets. 

• Identifies opportunities for integration between indoor and outdoor spaces and amenities. 

• Further embeds strong internal collaboration within the Recreation and Parks department.

TOPIC: TRAILS, PARKS, AND OPEN SPACE AS IMPORTANT  

RECREATION AMENITIES

Current Situation
The RDN Recreation and Parks Department branches off into 

two areas of focus: Recreation Services and Parks Services. 

Parks Services is responsible for the planning, development 

and maintenance of trails, parks and open space in District 69.

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• The top 9 most participated in recreation activities take 

place outdoors.

• Parks, trails/pathways, and open spaces were the most 

utilized recreation amenities in all communities and 

Electoral Areas within in District 69. 

• The top five resident priorities for new or enhanced 

outdoor recreation facilities on District 69 are: walking/

hiking trails, natural parks and protected areas, bicycle/

roller blade paths, picnic areas and passive parks, and 

playground (track and field facility and sports fields were 

#6 and #7).

• Outdoor skill development and nature education for 

children, youth and teens were identified by residents as 

priority areas for enhanced recreation programming.
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RECOMMENDATION #32
RDN Recreation Services should develop a sponsorship and naming policy and strategy. This planning and policy 

development exercise should:

• Outline a clear philosophic approach to sponsorship and naming (e.g. what types of facilities and amenities are 

appropriate/suitable for naming and which are not).

• Inventory all existing sponsorship assets and assign an estimated value. 

• Inventory all future/planned potential sponsorship assets and assign an estimated value

• Outline clear roles and responsibilities for sponsorship recruitment and retention. 

• Identify incremental resources that may be required to maximize sponsorship potential. 

Reasoning and Benefits
• Identifies opportunities to maximize revenues and thus 

make the best use of available public funds.

• Provides information on potential future revenue sources 

that can inform future facility planning and initiatives. 

Suggested Implementation  

Tactics and Strategies
• Allocate adequate staff and financial resources to the 

development of the sponsorship and naming strategy.

TOPIC: FUNDING SOURCES AND OPPORTUNITIES

Current Situation
The funding of RDN provided recreation services in District 69 

is relies heavily on an annual tax requisition to support both 

programming and facility operations. Current RDN operated 

recreation facilities in District 69 have limited sponsorship and 

corporate branding associated with major components and 

amenities. As increased demand for new recreation amenities 

and facilities arises, it will be incumbent upon the RDN and its 

partner organizations to explore all revenue sources.

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• Fifty-three percent (53%) of respondent households would 

support an annual increase in taxation in order to provide 

new or improved services

• Cost recovery for the Ravensong Aquatic Centre and 

Oceanside Pace is less than 30% when factoring out the 

current tax subsidy.

• Affordability of access to recreation programs and spaces 

are barriers for some residents in District 69.
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RECOMMENDATION #33
It is recommended that RDN Recreation Services conduct a Recreation Facility Needs Assessment every 5 years and use the 

information collected to update the Recreation Services Master Plan and other pertinent strategic documentation.

The intent of this recommendation is not to replace or require a significant overhaul the standing Master Plan, but rather ensure 

that the Master Plan remains current and useful for RDN staff, elected officials, and community partners and stakeholders.  

The research and engagement methodology used to develop the “State of Recreation in District 69 Research Report” (developed 

for this 2017 Recreation Services Master Plan) could be efficiently replicated and used to update key areas of the Master Plan. 

TOPIC: FACILITY NEED IDENTIFICATION AND PLANNING UPDATES

Current Situation
The RDN currently refreshes its Recreation Services Master Plan 

for District 69 approximately every ten years. RDN Recreation 

Services also conducts project specific planning, utilization 

analysis studies and other strategies as required and as 

resources warrant.

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• The Ravensong Aquatic Centre expansion study was 

originally updated in 2009/10 and updated in 2013 and 2016.

• Similar survey methodology used for the 2006 and 2017 

Recreation Services Master Plan resident surveys has 

allowed for some local trending or participation patters 

and facility priorities.

Reasoning and Benefits
• Maximizes the lifespan and relevancy of the Recreation 

Services Master Plan.

• Provides updated data that can inform project and facility 

specific planning.

• May result in future cost savings by creating a structure 

that allows for the internal updating of some strategic 

planning documents.

• Provides data that can further enhance the ability to 

analyze local trends. 

Suggested Implementation  

Tactics and Strategies
• Plan to conduct a Recreation Facility Needs Assessment  

in 2022. 

• Replicate the survey methodology and format of the State of  

Recreation in District 69 Research Report to allow for local 

trending and the ability to efficiently update the Master Plan 

using similar research and engagement inputs.
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RECOMMENDATION #34
RDN Recreation Services should develop and implement a Facility Project Development Framework to outline a 
transparent and standardized process for evaluating major facility projects and initiatives.

Potential projects that be explored using aspects of this Framework include:

• Pickleball facility needs;

• Future needs for sport courts and multi-purpose sport surfaces;

• Major enhancement/renovation projects for existing facilities; and 

• Other projects and initiatives brought forth by community organizations.

It is also suggested that the RDN utilize the Framework when undertaking further analysis of the capital projects identified 
in the aforementioned Infrastructure recommendations.

* See Implementation Tactics and Strategies below for an example of a potential Framework process

TOPIC: FACILITY PLANNING PROCESS AND DECISION MAKING

Current Situation
Ultimate decision making related to capital investment in 
recreation infrastructure involves the RDN Board of Directors, 
District 69 Recreation Commission and may be subject to a 
referendum process for major capital projects. These decisions are 
most often informed by project specific studies and overarching 
strategic planning, including the Recreation Services Master Plan. 

In the future, finite resources will require the RDN to make 
difficult decisions and prioritize a number of worthwhile 
projects and initiatives.

Research Considerations (from the State 

of Recreation in District 69 Research Report)
• Over half of residents in District 69 (51%) would like to see 

the development of new or enhanced facilities.

• Trends and leading practices reinforce the importance 

of partnerships and collaborations in the provision of 

recreation opportunities (including infrastructure).

Reasoning and Benefits
• Outlines a standardized planning process to follow when evaluating potential major investment in recreation infrastructure. 

• Increases transparency and clarifies the pre-requisites that are required before decision making can occur. 

• Identifies the inputs needed to inform each stage of facility planning.

Suggested Implementation Tactics and Strategies

Example Facility Project Development Framework

Resource

Development

• Resource detailed design

• Detailed business planning

• Fundraising * If required

• Construction

24 – 36 MONTHS

Feasibility

Analysis

• Explore impacts/resource development including options for?

– Primary and secondary components

– Potential sites

– Expansion (if existing)/building new

• Impacts on existing resources

• Capital and operating financial implications/resource provision

• Recommended course(s) of action

6 – 12 MONTHS

Needs

Assessment

• Conduct needs assessment including:

– Resource provision in the market area

– Demographics and growth

– Trends

– Public consultation

6 – 12 MONTHS

Preliminary

Need Identified

• Identified for further exploration by RDN or 

partner strategic planning or other demand 

indicators (e.g. ongoing engagement with 

residents and stakeholders)

• Alignment needs to be demonstrated 

with the Recreation Services Master Plan 

Vision and Goals
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SIX
MASTER PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

INCLUDED IN THIS SECTION:

• Recommendations timing and resourcing. 

• Example Infrastructure Prioritization Framework. 

SERVICE DELIVERY AND PROGRAMMING RECOMMENDATIONS

CHART TERMS AND REFERENCES

Recommended Timeframe

• Immediate: 1 – 2 years.

• Short Term: 2 – 5 years.

• Medium to Long Term: 5 – 10 years.

• Undetermined: Not defined due to unknowns or the 

expectation that project/initiative is likely to occur 

beyond the timeframe of 10 years.

• Ongoing: No defined term.

Financial Requirements

• Operating: Incremental (beyond existing) funds 

required to implement the project/initiative

• Project Based: One time funds required to implement 

the project/initiative

• Staff: Will require use of RDN staff time. 

Funding Sources

• Potential sources of funding for the recommendation.

Parties Involved

• Identification of the internal (RDN) and external parties 

required to implement the recommendation. 
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Recommendation  
(Summarized*)

* See recommendations in Sections 4 and 5 
for full text/description. Timing 

Resource Requirements 

Funding Sources 
(Anticipated  
or Required) Parties Involved

Operating 
(Annual)

Project Based 
(Estimated  

“One-Time” $)

Staffing 
Resources

Assumption

Undertake a governance review for 
recreation service provision in District 69. 

(Recommendation #1)

Short Term 
(2 – 5 Years)

$10,000 Y  
(existing staff 

levels)

May require external 
expertise to facilitate 

discussions and 
undertake research 

(benchmarking, 
trends, etc.). 

RDN RDN Board 

Required RDN 
committees and 
advisory groups

RDN staff 

Sustain the current organizational 
model and delivery model for 
recreation services in District 69.

(Recommendation #2)

Ongoing As per 
the 5 Year 
Financial 

Plan

Y  
(existing staff 

levels)

RDN RDN Staff

District 69 
Recreation 
Commission  
RDN Board

Continue delivering recreation 
opportunities using a combination of 
direct and indirect delivery methods 
and maintain the current balance 
of the two delivery methods (and 
use the recommended Recreation 
Program Rationale Checklist).

(Recommendation #3)

Ongoing Varies 
depending 
on service 

function as 
per 5 Year 
Financial 

Plan

Y  
(existing staff 

levels)

Staff time required 
to assess potential 

programs using the 
Program Rationale 

Checklist. 

RDN

Other grant 
opportunities as 
available

RDN staff

Continue to place a priority 
on developing cross-sectoral 
collaborations and partnerships with 
a focus on the public health, social 
service and education sectors.

(Recommendation #4)

Ongoing $70,000 $70,000 Y  
(existing 

staff levels, 
may require 
increase on 

a project 
specific basis)

Staff time 
required to foster 
relationships (e.g. 

host meetings, 
attend inter-agency 

discussions, etc.). 

May require annual 
funds for promotion 

of initiatives, 
conference 

attendance, etc.

RDN

Grants from senior 
levels of government

Other grant 
opportunities as 
available

RDN staff

Community partners

Allocate additional resources to the 
implementation and promotion 
of cross-sectoral partnerships and 
collaborations undertaken by the RDN 
in District 69.

(Recommendation #5)

Immediate Term  
(1 – 2 Years)

$10,000 $25,000 Y  
(increase staff 

levels)

Annual funds for the 
promotion of cross-

sectoral partnerships 
(e.g. ads, materials, 

attendance at 
conferences/

events hosted 
by cross-sectoral 

partnerships).

RDN

Grants from senior 
levels of government

Other grant 
opportunities as 
available

RDN staff

Community partners

It is recommended that RDN 
Recreation Services work with local 
municipalities and School District 69 to 
further clarify roles and responsibilities 
relating to future recreation planning 
and capital development.

(Recommendation #6)

Immediate Term  
(1 – 2 Years)

$5,000 Y  
(existing staff 

levels)

Incremental staff 
time likely required.

$10,000 allocated for 
external expertise 

(e.g. facilitator, 
leading practices/

benchmarking 
research support).

RDN

Grants from senior 
levels of government

School District 69

RDN staff

Community partners

Local government

School District 69

SERVICE DELIVERY AND PROGRAMMING RECOMMENDATIONS (CONTINUED)
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Recommendation  
(Summarized*)

* See recommendations in Sections 4 and 5 
for full text/description. Timing 

Resource Requirements 

Funding Sources 
(Anticipated  
or Required) Parties Involved

Operating 
(Annual)

Project Based 
(Estimated  

“One-Time” $)

Staffing 
Resources

Assumption

The RDN should allocate additional 
resources to community group 
capacity building.

(Recommendation #7)

Immediate Term  
(1 – 2 Years)

Short Term  
(2– 5 Years)

$10,000 
(immediate 

term)

$75,000  
(short term)

Y  
(existing 

staff levels in 
immediate 

term, 
incremental in 

short term) 

Immediate term: 
additional funds 
($10,000) to host 

group training and 
success sharing 
sessions (room 
rentals, guest 

speakers, materials, 
etc.). 

Short term: $75,000 
for new internal 

staff position 
or alternative 

approach based 
on best available 

option at the time 
of implementation 

(i.e. contracted 
position, funding to 
community partner 

organization to 
deliver initiative, 

etc.).

RDN

Grants from senior 
levels of government

Other grant 
opportunities as 
available

RDN staff

Community 
organizations

It is recommended that RDN 
Recreation Services develop 
and implement a more specific 
engagement framework.

(Recommendation #8)

Immediate Term  
(1 – 2 Years)

$15,000 Y  
(existing staff 

levels)

Staff time required 
to developed and 

implement the 
framework. 

One-time project 
based funds may 

be required for 
external expertise 
(e.g. engagement 
expert to review 

framework), hosting 
of staff training, etc.

RDN

Other grant 
opportunities as 
available

RDN staff

RDN Board of 
Directors (approval)

District 69 
Recreation 
Commission

RDN Recreation Services should 
continue to strategically utilize 
project/initiative focused groups such 
as steering committees and “task 
forces” on an ad-hoc basis.

(Recommendation #9)

Ongoing Y  
(existing staff 

levels)

Staff time required 
to support these 

groups. 

RDN RDN staff

RDN Board of 
Directors 

District 69 
Recreation 
Commission

RDN Recreation Services should 
continue to prioritize diversity and 
balance in its program offerings.

(Recommendation #10)

Ongoing Varies 
depending 
on service 

function as 
per 5 year 
Financial 

Plan

Y  
(existing staff 

levels)

RDN RDN staff

Community partners

District 69 
Recreation 
Commission

SERVICE DELIVERY AND PROGRAMMING RECOMMENDATIONS (CONTINUED)
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Recommendation  
(Summarized*)

* See recommendations in Sections 4 and 5 
for full text/description. Timing 

Resource Requirements 

Funding Sources 
(Anticipated  
or Required) Parties Involved

Operating 
(Annual)

Project Based 
(Estimated  

“One-Time” $)

Staffing 
Resources

Assumption

Recommendation identifies 
programming focus areas (Nature 
interaction and outdoor skill 
development for children, youth and 
teens; Activity camps for children, 
youth and teens; and Fitness and 
wellness programming for adults  
and seniors).

(Recommendation #11)

Ongoing TBD as per 
fees and 
charges 
bylaw

Y  
(existing staff 

levels)

Staff time required 
to monitor trends, 

data and use 
decision making 
tools (Program 

Rationale Checklist).

RDN

Other grant 
opportunities as 
available

RDN staff

Community partners

RDN Recreation Services should 
continue to offer arts and cultural 
opportunities as part of its 
programming mix. Arts and cultural 
programming offered by the RDN 
should be primarily introductory level 
and focused on skill development and 
building arts and cultural capacity in 
Oceanside. 

(Recommendation #12)

Ongoing TBD as per 
fees and 
charges 
bylaw

Y  
(existing staff 

levels)

Staff time required 
to monitor trends, 

data and use 
decision making 
tools (Program 

Rationale Checklist).

RDN

Other grant 
opportunities as 
available

RDN staff

Community partners

Leverage the expertise of existing 
arts and cultural resources in the 
community and create alignment 
between RDN programming 
and community organization 
programming. 

Engage with the Town of Qualicum 
Beach and City of Parksville to gain a 
further understanding of the previous 
planning that both municipalities 
have undertaken related to arts  
and culture.

(Recommendation #13)

Immediate Term  
(1 – 2 Years)/ 

Ongoing

$15,000 Y  
(existing 

staff levels 
depending on 
prioritization)

Staff time to increase 
collaborations and 
monitor program 
trends, needs and 

successes.

RDN

Local governments

Grants

RDN staff

Local governments

Sustain the Financial Assistance 
Program and Inclusion Support 
Program and engage with community 
partners and other organizations to 
increase the awareness of these  
support programs.

(Recommendation #14)

Immediate Term  
(1 – 2 Years)

$23,000 Y  
(existing staff 

levels)

RDN

Grants from senior 
levels of government

Other grant 
opportunities as 
available

RDN Staff

District 69 
Recreation 
Commission 

RDN Board

Local Community 
Organizations and 
Partners

SERVICE DELIVERY AND PROGRAMMING RECOMMENDATIONS (CONTINUED)
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Recommendation  
(Summarized*)

* See recommendations in Sections 4 and 5 
for full text/description. Timing 

Resource Requirements 

Funding Sources 
(Anticipated  
or Required) Parties Involved

Operating 
(Annual)

Project Based 
(Estimated  

“One-Time” $)

Staffing 
Resources

Assumption

Consider supporting the start-up of a 
local KidSport chapter.

(Recommendation #15)

Short Term 
(2 – 5 Years)

TBD $10,000 Y  
(existing 

staff levels 
depending on 
prioritization)

Seed funding will 
likely be required 

from the RDN. 

The RDN's ongoing 
contribution 

could be support 
staff to assist 

with processing 
applications, 
organizing 

meetings, events 
support.

RDN

Grants from senior 
levels of government

Other grant 
opportunities as 
available

RDN staff

Community partners

Sport organizations

Continue to place a priority on the 
marketing of recreation programs and 
opportunities in District 69.

(Recommendation #16)

Ongoing $93,000 Y  
(existing staff 

levels)

Assumes current 
p/t staff position 

sustained. 

RDN RDN staff

Undertake the following strategic 
planning initiatives in the next three 
to five years: Community Events 
Support Strategy, Older Adults/ 
Age Friendly Strategy, update of  
the Youth Recreation Strategic Plan,  
and continued regular fees and 
charges review.

(Recommendation #17)

Immediate Term  
(1 – 2 Years)/ 
Short Term  
(2– 5 Years)

$100,000 Y  
(existing 

staff levels 
depending on 
prioritization)

Assumes $25,000 
required per 

study for external 
expertise. *Could 

be less if some 
or all aspects of 
these projects 
are completed 

internally. 

Staff resources 
required to support 

these planning 
initiatives.

RDN

Grants from senior 
levels of government

Other grant 
opportunities as 
available

RDN staff

Community partners

Stakeholders in each 
study area

District 69 
Recreation 
Commission

RDB Board of 
Directors (approval)

SERVICE DELIVERY AND PROGRAMMING RECOMMENDATIONS (CONTINUED)
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INFRASTRUCTURE RECOMMENDATIONS: POTENTIAL CAPITAL PROJECTS
While demand exists for a number of capital projects, financial resource limitations will require priorities to be set. The RDN and its partner 

organizations will also need to further explore funding mechanisms, responsibilities and undertake additional planning steps before new 

capital development occurs. Capital cost escalation is anticipated to range between 8-10% annually and will require updating of these 

costs on an ongoing basis. 

Presented in the following chart is additional detail and implementation requirements pertaining to each potential capital project.  

A prioritization level has also been identified, however it is important to note that this level of prioritization may not be aligned with 

development timing due to other factors and requirements (e.g. need to undertake partner/stakeholder discussions, land considerations, 

project resourcing). 

Project Priority 
Required Next Steps  
and Timing 

Estimated 
Capital Cost 
(2018, $M)

Potential Annual 
Operating Impact  

(Incremental  
to Current)

Additional Considerations and 
Potential Funding Sources

Future curling facility options.

(Recommendations #20, 21)

1 1. Clarify lifespan/availability 
of the District 69 Arena. 
(Immediate)

2. Initiate discussions with 
the City, Town and curling 
stakeholders to clarify 
long-term curling needs. 
(Immediate)

3. Conduct feasibility analysis 
to determine the scale of 
facility that is required. 
(Short Term)

4. Develop a business case to 
determine an operational 
and capital funding model. 
(Short Term)

5. Detailed design 
(Undetermined)

6. Development 
(Undetermined)

$4M – $9M TBD • Demolition costs for the District 69 
Arena are estimated at $1M (likely 
to be required in the Short Term).

•  Funding sources to be 
determined through feasibility 
analysis and a business case.

• Operational impact will be 
dependent upon the model and 
scale (size of facility). 

Upgrades to the track at Ballenas Secondary School.

(Recommendation #24)

2 1. Confirm project scope and 
approvals with School 
District 69 (Immediate)

2. Initiate discussions with 
stakeholders to determine 
ability to pay and confirm 
levels of use. Develop a 
business plan if needed 
(Immediate)

3. Determine operational 
and capital funding model 
(Immediate)

4. Further refine costs and 
select a supplier/installer 
(Short Term)

5. Development (Short Term)

$0.5M – $1M TBD • Operational budget should 
include a capital reserve for future 
track replacement.

• Grants.

• Operational impact will be 
dependent upon the ability of 
users to pay for track time.

Timing Legend
Immediate: 1 – 2 Years • Short Term: 2 – 5 Years • Medium/Long Term: 5 – 10 Years • Undetermined: Unknown

Priority Legend
The letter “T” in the priority column indicates a tied priority.
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Project Priority 
Required Next Steps  
and Timing 

Estimated 
Capital Cost 
(2018, $M)

Potential Annual 
Operating Impact  

(Incremental  
to Current)

Additional Considerations and 
Potential Funding Sources

Ravensong Aquatic Centre expansion.

(Recommendation #18—Option 1)

Ravensong Aquatic Centre expansion with 2 lanes 
added to main existing tank.

(Recommendation #18—Option 2)

T3 1. Confirm preferred option 
(Immediate)

2. Determine a funding model 
and procure capital funds 
accordingly (Immediate – 
Short Term)

3. Develop a business case to 
further clarify operational 
impacts and determine the 
best model for the potential 
wellness centre (Short Term) 

4. Detailed design (Short Term)

5. Development (Short Term to 
Medium/Long Term)

$8.6M

$10.9M

Similar to current or 
moderate increase in 

net expenditures

• Capital funding may require 
additional taxpayer support as 
validated through a referendum 
process.

• Grants from all levels of 
government.

•  Consider Amenity Contributions.

• It is suggested that the RDN 
develop a sponsorship and 
naming policy to further 
clarify opportunities (see 
Recommendation #32). 

• It is assumed that the inclusion of 
a wellness centre will offset some 
incremental aquatics operational 
costs that will be accrued due to 
expansion.

Consider a retrofit to an existing natural surface  
field to artificial turf.

(Recommendation #24)

T3 1. Optimize use of existing 
field to further clarify need 
as per Recommendation #24 
(Immediate)

2. Conduct feasibility analysis 
to determine the operational 
viability, capital costs, 
stakeholder support, 
potential funding model and 
location for a retrofit project 
(Short Term)

3. Proceed with vendor 
selection and development if 
warranted (Short Term)

$1.5M – $3M $0.075M – $0.200M • Operational impact will be 
dependent upon the ability of 
users to pay for field time and 
location factors (e.g. economies 
of scale with other adjacent 
facilities).

• Capital funding sources to be 
determined.

Timing Legend
Immediate: 1 – 2 Years • Short Term: 2 – 5 Years • Medium/Long Term: 5 – 10 Years • Undetermined: Unknown

Priority Legend
The letter “T” in the priority column indicates a tied priority.

INFRASTRUCTURE RECOMMENDATIONS: POTENTIAL CAPITAL PROJECTS 
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Project Priority 
Required Next Steps  
and Timing 

Estimated 
Capital Cost 
(2018, $M)

Potential Annual 
Operating Impact  

(Incremental  
to Current)

Additional Considerations and 
Potential Funding Sources

Leisure ice repurposing at Oceanside Place  
(only if deemed necessary).

(Recommendation #30)

T3 1. Analyze efforts to increase 
utilization within its current 
use (Immediate)

2. If repurposing if necessary, 
determine best future use 
(Short Term) 

3. Conduct cost and operational 
analysis of potential new 
uses (Short Term)

4. Detailed design 
(Undetermined)

5. Development 
(Undetermined)

$0.100M – $1M TBD • Capital and operating costs will be 
dependent on the targeted use of 
the space. 

New indoor recreation and fitness space.

(Recommendations #26, 29)

T4 1. Identify opportunities to 
acquire land (Immediate – 
Short Term)

2. Revisit need, feasibility, 
potential scale and financial 
impacts in 5+ years 
(Medium/Long Term)

3. Detailed design 
(Undetermined)

4. Potential development 
(Undetermined)

$10M – $20M $0.500M – $1M • Capital and operational funding 
models will require further 
exploration through feasibility 
analysis.

• The need for, and viability of, 
this project will be impacted by 
other projects (i.e. inclusion of a 
wellness facility in the Ravensong 
Aquatic Centre, availability of 
decommissioned schools,  
trends, etc.)

Outdoor multi-use sport complex.

(Recommendation #23)

T4 1. Identify opportunities to 
acquire land (Immediate – 
Short Term)

2. Revisit need, feasibility, 
potential scale and financial 
impacts in 5+ years 
(Medium/Long Term)

3. Detailed design 
(Undetermined)

4. Potential development 
(Undetermined)

$5M – $10M $0.200M – $0.400M • Capital and operational funding 
models will require further 
exploration through feasibility 
analysis.

• The need for, and viability of, 
this project will be impacted by 
other projects (i.e. optimization of 
existing fields, potential artificial 
turf retrofit of an existing field).

• Development Cost Charges/
Amenity Contributions may 
be potential funding sources 
depending on facilities and 
amenities.

Timing Legend
Immediate: 1 – 2 Years • Short Term: 2 – 5 Years • Medium/Long Term: 5 – 10 Years • Undetermined: Unknown

Priority Legend
The letter “T” in the priority column indicates a tied priority.
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SUMMARY OF CAPITAL PROJECTS
The following chart provides a further summary of the steps and impacts identified in the previous chart. 

Project Pr
io

ri
ty

 
Planning Pre-Requisites Capital Costs and Timing

Estimated 

Operating 

Impact 

(Incremental 

to Current)
Pa

rt
ne

r/
St

ak
eh

ol
de

r  

D
is

cu
ss

io
ns

La
nd

 A
cq

ui
si

ti
on

Ad
di

ti
on

al
 P

la
nn

in
g 

 

(F
ea

si
bi

lit
y 

An
al

ys
is

  

an
d/

or
 B

us
in

es
s C

as
e)

Re
so

ur
ci

ng
  

(F
un

di
ng

 M
od

el
)

De
ta

ile
d 

De
si

gn
/ 

Ve
nd

or
 P

ro
cu

re
m

en
t

Im
m

ed
ia

te
  

(1
 –

 2
 Y

ea
rs

)

Sh
or

t T
er

m
  

(2
 –

 5
 Y

ea
rs

)

M
ed

iu
m

 to
 L

on
g 

Te
rm

  

(5
 –

 1
0 

Ye
ar

s)

U
nd

et
er

m
in

ed

TB
D

Future curling facility options.

(Recommendations #20, 21)

1 Immediate TBD Short Term Short Term Undetermined $1MA $4M – 

$9M

TBD

Upgrades to the track at  

Ballenas Secondary School.

(Recommendation #24)

2 Immediate N/A Immediate Immediate Immediate 

Term

$0.5M 

– $1M

Similar to 

current or 

moderate 

increase in net 

expenditures

Ravensong Aquatic Centre 

expansion.

(Recommendation #18—

Option 1)

Ravensong Aquatic Centre 

expansion with 2 lanes added to 

main existing tank.

(Recommendation #18—

Option 2)

T3B Ongoing N/A Short Term Immediate Short Term – 

Medium/ 

Long Term

$8.6MC

$10.9MC

$0.075M – 

$0.200M

Consider a retrofit to an existing 

natural surface  

field to artificial turf.

(Recommendation #24)

T3B Short Term N/A Short Term Short Term Short Term – 

Medium/ 

Long Term

$1.5M – 

$3M

TBD

Leisure ice repurposing at 

Oceanside Place (only if deemed 

necessary).

(Recommendation #30)D

T3B TBD N/A TBD TBD TBD $0.100M – 

$1M

$0.500M – 

$1M

New indoor recreation and  

fitness space.

(Recommendations #26, 29)

T4B TBD TBD Medium/ 

Long Term

TBD TBD $10M – 

$20M

$0.200M – 

$0.400M

Outdoor multi-use sport complex.

(Recommendation #23)

T4B TBD TBD Medium/ 

Long Term

TBD TBD $5M – 

$10M

A Estimated cost to demolish the existing facility if required.

B The letter “T” in the priority column indicates a tied priority.

C Timing to be clarified through further planning and resourcing discussions.

D Only required if utilization can’t be increased in the existing configuration/use.
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INFRASTRUCTURE RECOMMENDATIONS: PLANNING AND 

OPTIMIZATION INITIATIVES 
Outlined as follows are required implementation actions and resources for the infrastructure recommendations that are intended to 

optimize current facilities and spaces, further explore/clarify the previously identified capital projects, or undertake other initiatives 

that do not have a direct or known capital cost. 

Recommendation  
(Summarized*)

* See recommendations in Sections 4 and 5 
for full text/description.

Timing Resource Requirements 

Funding Sources 
(Anticipated  
or Required)

Parties 
Involved

Recommended 
Timeframe

Timeframe 
Rationale

Project Based 
(Estimated  

“One-Time” $)

Staffing 
Resources

Assumption

Work collaboratively with the City of 

Parksville and Town of Qualicum to 

determine the best long term course 

of action for curling infrastructure in 

District 69.

(Recommendation #21)

Immediate Term 
(1 – 2 Years)

Short Term  
(2 – 5 Years)

Medium/ 
Long Term  

(5 – 10 Years)

The lease for the 
land between 

the RDN and City 
ends in March, 

2023. 

All involved 
groups and 

stakeholders 
will need to 

work together to 
determine the 
best course of 

action for curling 
infrastructure in 

District 69. 

Depending on 
the outcome of 
discussions, the 

RDN should then 
allocate resources 
for their level of 
participation.

$20,000

TBD

Y Will require some 
RDN staff time to 

participate in and/
or facilitate these 

discussions. 

Retain external 
professionals for 

review.

Grants from 
senior levels of 
government 
(continue to work 
with stakeholders 
to identify 
opportunities to 
leverage capital 
grants)

Capital 
sponsorships

User group 
fundraising/
contributions

Parksville 
Curling Club

City of Parksville 

Town of 
Qualicum Beach

Qualicum Beach 
Curling Club 

RDN Board, staff 
and District 
69 Recreation 
Commission 

Other regional 
curling 
stakeholders

Work with partners in District 69 (City 

of Parksville, Town of Qualicum Beach, 

School District 69, and community sport 

organizations) to make better use of 

underutilized field spaces.

(Recommendation #22)

Immediate  
(1 – 2 Years)

To occur on an 
ongoing basis. 

$30,000 Y Will require 
some RDN staff 
time to identify 

opportunities and 
work with partners. 

May require external 
expertise to assist 
with assessment 
and identification 
of enhancement 
opportunities.

RDN 

User groups and 
stakeholders

RDN staff

Town of 
Qualicum Beach

City of Parksville

School District 69

Sport field  
user groups
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Recommendation  
(Summarized*)

* See recommendations in Sections 4 and 5 
for full text/description.

Timing Resource Requirements 

Funding Sources 
(Anticipated  
or Required)

Parties 
Involved

Recommended 
Timeframe

Timeframe 
Rationale

Project Based 
(Estimated  

“One-Time” $)

Staffing 
Resources

Assumption

Identify opportunities to retrofit or 

upgrade existing outdoor facilities  

(i.e. Track at Ballenas Secondary School 

and retrofit of a natural surface field to 

artificial turf.

(Recommendation #24)

Short Term  
(2 – 5 Years)

Required to 
explore needs  
and viability. 

$25,000 Y  
(TBD)

Estimated capital 
cost range (in 2017 

dollars).

$25,000 allocated 
for future feasibility 

analysis. 

RDN (additional  
tax requisition)

Grants from 
seniors levels of 
government

Capital 
sponsorships

User group 
fundraising/
contributions/fees

RDN Board  
of Directors

District 69 
Recreation 
Commission

Local 
government 

Sport field 
stakeholder 
groups

Identify opportunities to integrate a 

dedicated medium scale (3,000 ft2 to 

5,000 ft2) fitness and wellness space 

into an existing facility.

(Recommendation #25)

Short Term  
(2 – 5 Years)

Timing 
dependent on 
other potential 

projects and 
initiatives  

(e.g. Ravensong 
Aquatic Centre 

expansion)

$20,000 Y  
(TBD)

Included in the 
estimated cost for 

the Ravensong 
Aquatic Centre 

expansion. 

Other opportunities 
that require further 

exploration are 
the retrofit of the 
leisure ice area at 

Oceanside Place and 
future new facility 

development.

RDN (additional  
tax requisition)

Grants from 
seniors levels of 
government

Capital 
sponsorships

RDN Board  
of Directors

District 69 
Recreation 
Commission

RDN staff

Stakeholders

Continue to place a priority on 

maximizing the use of current 

facilities and spaces and ensuring 

that recreational opportunities are 

geographically well balanced.

(Recommendation #27)

Ongoing To occur on an 
ongoing basis. 

Y  
(existing staff 

levels)

RDN staff time 
required to assess 

current state 
and identify 

opportunities on a 
regular basis. 

RDN RDN staff

Should expansion or the re-purposing 

of spaces occur at the Ravensong 

Aquatic Centre and/or Oceanside 

Place, opportunities to increase the 

programming capability and capacity 

of these facilities should be pursued.

(Recommendation #28)

Ongoing As required based 
on projects that 

occur. 

$25,000 Y  
(existing 

staff levels 
depending on 
prioritization)

RDN staff time 
to assess current 

state and identify 
opportunities on an 

ongoing basis.

RDN (additional  
tax requisition)

Grants from 
seniors levels of 
government

Capital 
sponsorships

User group 
fundraising/
contributions/fees

RDN staff

Community 
partners

User groups and 
stakeholders

INFRASTRUCTURE RECOMMENDATIONS: PLANNING AND 

OPTIMIZATION INITIATIVES (CONTINUED)
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Recommendation  
(Summarized*)

* See recommendations in Sections 4 and 5 
for full text/description.

Timing Resource Requirements 

Funding Sources 
(Anticipated  
or Required)

Parties 
Involved

Recommended 
Timeframe

Timeframe 
Rationale

Project Based 
(Estimated  

“One-Time” $)

Staffing 
Resources

Assumption

Place a priority on maximizing the use 

of the leisure ice surface space based on 

highest and best use considerations.

(Recommendation #30)

Immediate Term  
(1 – 2 Years) for 
maximizing the 
space in current 

use.

Short Term  
(2 – 5 Years) 

to determine if 
retrofit is needed.

Immediate 
term focus on 
increasing use 
as a leisure ice 

space. 

Consider retrofit if 
utilization cannot 

be increased.

Y  
(existing staff 

levels)

Capital cost 
identifies range of 
potential retrofit 

cost. 

Net operations 
assumed to be the 
same or better for 

all potential options 
(use as leisure ice or 

retrofit).

RDN

Potential user 
groups (depending 
on type of retrofit if 
pursued)

RDN staff 

RDN Board  
of Directors

District 69 
Recreation 
Commission

Oceanside Place 
facility users

RDN Recreation Services should 

continued to be involved as a key 

stakeholder in future parks, trails,  

and open space planning.

(Recommendation #31)

Ongoing To occur on an 
ongoing basis. 

Y  
(existing staff 

levels)

N/A

Develop a sponsorship and naming  

policy and strategy.

(Recommendation #32)

Immediate Term  
(1 – 2 Years)

Conducting this 
project in the 

immediate term 
can help clarify 

potential revenue 
sources for future 
capital projects. 

$25,000 Y  
(existing staff 

levels)

$25,000 allocated for 
external review.

RDN RDN staff

District 69 
Recreation 
Commission

Stakeholders

Conduct a Recreation Facility Needs 

Assessment every 5 years and use 

the information collected to update 

the Recreation Services Master 

Plan and other pertinent strategic 

documentation.

(Recommendation #33)

Medium to  
Long Term  

(5 – 10 Years)

Assumed to 
occur at the mid 
point between 
Master Plans (in 
five years from 

completion of the 
2017 Recreation 
Services Master 

Plan). 

$25,000 Y  
(existing staff 

levels)

$25,000 allocated to 
complete the Needs 

Assessment and 
Master Plan update.

RDN

Local partners

Other grant 
opportunities as 
available

RDN staff 

RDN Board of 
Directors

District 69 
Recreation 
Commission

Stakeholders

Develop and implement a Facility 

Project Development Framework to 

outline a transparent and standardized 

process for evaluating major facility 

projects and initiatives.

(Recommendation #34)

Ongoing Process to be 
used on an 

ongoing basis to 
inform decision 

making and next 
steps. 

$10,000 Y Staff time required 
to communicate 

process 
requirements 
internal and 

externally and to 
assist with required 

research and 
analysis. 

N/A RDN staff 

RDN Board  
of Directors

District 69 
Recreation 
Commission

Stakeholders

INFRASTRUCTURE RECOMMENDATIONS: PLANNING AND 

OPTIMIZATION INITIATIVES (CONTINUED)
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INFRASTRUCTURE PRIORITIZATION FRAMEWORK
The following Infrastructure Prioritization Framework has been developed to provide an example and potential tool that could be used to 

score and rank potential projects and initiatives. As outlined in the following chart, the Framework provides a scoring metric that takes into 

account a number of factors, considerations and realties that will need to be measured when determining priorities.

Criteria 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 0 Points Weighting

Resident DemandE The type of facility/amenity was 

a top 2 priority as identified in 

the resident survey. 

The type of facility/amenity was 

a 3 – 4 priority as identified in 

the resident survey.

The type of facility/amenity was 

a 5 – 7 priority as identified in 

the resident survey.

N/A 1

Group and Stakeholder 

DemandF

The type of facility/amenity was 

identified as a high priority during 

the stakeholder consultation.

The type of facility/amenity was 

identified as a moderate priority 

during the stakeholder consultation.

The type of facility/amenity was 

identified as a low priority during 

the stakeholder consultation.

N/A 1

Current Provision The facility/amenity project 

would add a completely new 

recreation opportunity in 

District 69. 

The facility/amenity project 

would significantly improve 

existing provision. 

N/A The facility/amenity is already 

adequately provided (the 

project would not improve 

existing provision). 

1

Capital Cost ImpactsG The facility/amenity project  

has an estimated capital cost  

of <$1M. 

The facility/amenity project  

has an estimated capital cost  

of $1M – $2M

The facility/amenity project  

has an estimated capital cost  

of $3M – $5M

The facility/amenity project  

has an estimated capital cost 

of >$5M. 

1

Operating Cost Impacts The facility/amenity project 

is not projected to require an 

incremental operating subsidy 

(above current)

The facility/amenity project 

is projected to require a 

small incremental subsidy 

(<$100,000) (above current). 

The facility/amenity project 

is projected to require a 

moderate incremental subsidy 

($100,000 – $200,000) (above 

current). 

The facility/amenity project 

is projected to require 

a incremental subsidy 

(>$200,000) (above current). 

1

Economic Impact The facility/amenity will draw 

significant non-local spending 

to District 69 (e.g. event and 

competition hosting, regional 

attraction).

The facility/amenity will draw 

moderate non-local spending 

to District 69 (e.g. event and 

competition hosting, regional 

attraction).

N/A The facility/amenity has no 

or limited potential to draw 

non-local spending to District 

(primarily a localized facility/

amenity). 

1

Cost Savings Through 

Partnerships or Grants 

Partnership and/or grant 

opportunities exist in 

development and/or operating 

that equate to 50% or more of 

the overall facility cost.

Partnership and/or grant 

opportunities exist in 

development and/or operating 

that equate to 25% – 49% or 

more of the overall facility cost.

Partnership and/or grant 

opportunities exist in 

development and/or operating 

that equate to 10% – 24% or 

more of the overall facility cost.

No potential partnership or 

grant opportunities exist at this 

point in time.

1

Age and Ability Level The facility/amenity project 

would provide opportunities 

for all ages and ability levels. 

N/A The facility/amenity may be 

somewhat accessible to all ages 

and abilities but is primarily 

focused on a specific age group 

or level of competition. 

The facility/amenity would not 

provide opportunities for all 

ages and abilities. 

1

E See ranking on page 34 of the MP (also in the Executive Summary of the State of Recreation in District 69 Research Report).

F High Priority: Identified as a priority for new development or enhancement by over 40% of Community Group Questionnaire respondents and/or a prevalent need 

identified during the stakeholder interviews.

 Moderate Priority: Identified as a priority for new development or enhancement by 20 - 39% of Community Group Questionnaire respondents and/or a moderate  

need identified during the stakeholder interviews.

 Low Priority: Identified as a priority for new development or enhancement by <20% of group survey respondents and/or identified as a low need during the  

stakeholder interviews.

G See the appendices for estimated capital costs for each potential project.
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FACILITY PROJECTS SCORING
Based on the scoring metrics outlined in the Infrastructure Prioritization Framework presented on the previous page, the potential 

facility/amenity projects have been scored and ranked. to demonstrate how the Framework works and could be used in the future. 

However it is important to reiterate that this ranking is for example purposes only and may require further refinement (e.g. weighting 

of the scoring metrics). Decision making related to any of these potential facility/amenity projects is the responsibility of the RDN 

Board of Directors. 

Note: The projects ranked in this Framework are based on the list of facility/amenity types identified in the Resident Survey and 

Community Group Questionnaire. The scoring charts and estimated capital costs associated with each facility/amenity type are 

provided in the appendices.

INDOOR Facility/Amenity Project Rank

Ravensong Aquatic Centre ExpansionH 1

Health/Wellness Centre (e.g. addition to existing facility or 

new facility)
2

Performing Arts Centre 3

Multi-purpose Recreation Facility (e.g. addition to 

existing facility or new facility)
3

Teen/Youth Centre 4

Seniors Centre 4

Ice Arena (development of new ice sheets) 4

H As defined in Recommendation #18.

OUTDOOR Facility/Amenity Project Rank

Walking/Hiking Trails 1

Natural Parks and Protected Areas 2

Picnic Areas and Passive Parks 2

Bicycle/Roller Blade Paths 3

Playgrounds 4

Synthetic Turf Field (retrofit of natural surface field to 

synthetic turf)
4

Multi-sport Complex (including synthetic turf, track and field, 

field house building)I 5

I As defined in Recommendation #23.
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VI TEST FACILITY PLANS 

The following pages describe 2 possible options that can be derived from above 

components. These plans are illustrative in nature, intended to show two of the possible 

many configurations of above component options. The 2 distinct plans highlight the 2 site 

planning approaches; we have kept the actual facility comparable in size and choice of 

wellness area and pool layout. Both approaches respect existing site constraints, including 

the current property boundaries defined by lease agreement with the Township of Qualicum.  

VI.a Approach #1 – retention of existing entry point, single level facility with 

leisure pool expansion 

This option is comparable to the previous 2006 feasibility study in the location and size of 

Wellness Centre, Multi-Purpose Room, Entry and Universal Change Room.  

 

 

 

 

SKETCH  PLAN OF OVERALL FACILITY APPROACH #1 – NOT TO SCALE

EXISTING FACILITY AREA:   1605M2 / 17270SF

NEW ADDITIONAL AREA:  1285M2 / 13830SF

NEW TOTAL FACILITY AREA:  2890M2 / 31100SF

APPENDIX I 

Pg.8

14
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VI.b Approach #2 – reversal of the entry location 

The main difference between this test plan and the previous plan is the reversal of the entry 

location.  The result is an improved overall organization of the facilities relationship between 

the entry, the pool hall and the MP room. The illustrative perspective sketch below indicates 

this new entry situation with views to the expanded pool. 

 

 
SKETCH  PLAN OF OVERALL FACILITY APPROACH #2 – NOT TO SCALE

SKETCH  PERSPECTIVE OF POSSIBLE EXPANSION

APPENDIX I 

Pg.10

16
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C
AQUATICS OPTIONS—CAPITAL COST CHARTS 

(ESTIMATES PROJECT 2018 DOLLARS)

OPTION 1
Component Area (m2) Area (f2) Cost (per m2) Cost (per f2) Cost

Hard Constructions Cost

Pool including Pool Mechanical New 600 6,458 $6,056.36 $562.60 $3,633,816

Universal Change Rooms New 160 1,722 $5,619.04 $522.00 $899,046

Control Area Renovation 26 280 $1,624.00 $150.80 $42,224

Entry Lobby New 22 237 $2,560.12 $237.80 $56,323

Staff Area Renovation 40 431 $2,809.52 $261.00 $112,381

Wellness Centre New 420 4,521 $2,934.80 $272.60 $1,232,616

Multi Purpose Room New 105 1,130 $3,558.88 $330.60 $373,682

Sprinkler Upgrade $232,000

Site Development $250,000

Total Hard Construction Cost $6,832,088

Soft Costs

Design and Management Fees

Loose Furnishings and Equipemt

Construction Contingency

Development Cost Charges

Owner Administration Costs

Owner Legal Costs 27% $1,844,664

Total Soft Costs $1,844,664

Total Project Cost (2018, $) $8,676,752

Note: All construction costs include 7% PST.



78

OPTION 2
Component Area (m2) Area (f2) Cost (per m2) Cost (per f2) Cost

Hard Constructions Cost

Pool including Pool Mechanical New 600 6,458 $6,056.36 $562.60 $3,633,816

2 Lane Pool Expansion Renovation 450 4,844 2,500.00 $232.26 $1,125,000

Hot Pool New 100 1,076 6,500.00 $603.86 $650,000

Universal Change Rooms New 160 1,722 $5,619.04 $522.00 $899,046

Control Area Renovation 26 280 $1,624.00 $150.80 $42,224

Entry Lobby New 22 237 $2,560.12 $237.80 $56,323

Staff Area Renovation 40 431 $2,809.52 $261.00 $112,381

Wellness Centre New 420 4,521 $2,934.80 $272.60 $1,232,616

Multi Purpose Room New 105 1,130 $3,558.88 $330.60 $373,682

Sprinkler Upgrade $232,000

Site Development $250,000

Total Hard Construction Cost $8,607,088

Soft Costs

Design and Management Fees

Loose Furnishings and Equipemt

Construction Contingency

Development Cost Charges

Owner Administration Costs

Owner Legal Costs 27% $2,323,914

Total Soft Costs $2,323,914

Total Project Cost (2018, $) $10,931,002

Note: All construction costs include 7% PST.
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OPTION 3
Component Area (m2) Area (f2) Cost (per m2) Cost (per f2) Cost

Hard Constructions Cost

New Aquatic Facility

New Facility 2,889 31,100 $5,200.00 $483.09 $15,024,099

Site Development $1,000,000

Total Hard Construction Cost $16,024,099

Soft Costs

Design and Management Fees

Loose Furnishings and Equipemt

Construction Contingency

Development Cost Charges

Owner Administration Costs

Owner Legal Costs 25% $4,006,025

Total Soft Costs $4,006,025

Total Project Cost (2018, $) $20,030,124

Note: All construction costs include 7% PST.
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D
DETAILED AMENITY SCORING

INDOOR Facility/Amenity Project Re
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Ravensong Aquatic Centre ExpansionA 3 3 2 0 3 2 Unknown 3 16 1

Health/Wellness Centre (e.g. addition to existing facility or new facility) 3 3 3 1 2 0 Unknown 3 15 2

Performing Arts Centre 2 2 2 0 0 2 Unknown 3 11 3

Multi-purpose Recreation Facility (e.g. addition to existing facility or new facility) 2 3 2 0 1 0 Unknown 3 11 3

Teen/Youth Centre 1 2 2 2 1 0 Unknown 1 9 4

Seniors Centre 1 3 1 2 1 0 Unknown 1 9 4

Ice Arena (development of new ice sheets) 1 2 1 0 0 2 Unknown 3 9 4
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Walking/Hiking Trails 3 3 2 3 2 0 Unknown 3 16 1

Natural Parks and Protected Areas 3 2 2 3 2 0 Unknown 3 15 2

Picnic Areas and Passive Parks 2 3 2 3 2 0 Unknown 3 15 2

Bicycle/Roller Blade Paths 2 2 2 3 2 0 Unknown 3 14 3

Playgrounds 1 2 2 3 2 0 Unknown 1 11 4

Synthetic Turf Field (retrofit of natural surface field to synthetic turf) 1 2 3 1 1 2 Unknown 1 11 4

Multi-sport Complex (including synthetic turf, track and field, field house building)B 1 2 3 0 1 2 Unknown 1 10 5

A As defined in Recommendation #18.

B As defined in Recommendation #23.
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E
ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS  

FOR AMENITY SCORING

INDOOR Facility/Amenity Project

Estimated  

Capital Cost  

(2017 $)

Ravensong Aquatic Centre ExpansionA $8M – $10M

Health/Wellness Centre (e.g. addition to existing 

facility or new facility)
$3M – 5M

Performing Arts Centre $5M – $7M

Multi-purpose Recreation Facility  

(e.g. addition to existing facility or new facility)
$8M – $20M

Teen/Youth Centre $1M – $2 M

Seniors Centre $10M – $20M

Ice Arena $10M – $20M

A As defined in Recommendation #18.

OUTDOOR Facility/Amenity Project

Estimated  

Capital Cost  

(2017 $)

Trails (new development of major enhancement) N/AB

Natural Parks and Protected Areas N/AB

Picnic Areas and Passive Parks N/AB

Playgrounds $100K – $200K

Synthetic Turf Field (retrofit of natural surface 

field to synthetic turf)
$1.5M – $3M

Multi-sport complex (including synthetic turf, 

track and field, fiel house building)C $5M – $10 M

B Project specific; assumed as <$1M for scoring purposes.

C As defined in Recommendation #23.
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F
DISTRICT 69 RECREATION SERVICES— 

FINANCIAL OVERVIEW
Service Area

Oceanside  

Place

Ravensong  

Aquatic Centre

Northern Community  

Recreation Program Services
Total

Operating Revenues $639,079 $723,972 $486,957 $1,850,008 

Operating Expenses $1,995,488 $2,629,527 $1,866,207 $6,491,222 

Cost Recovery 32% 28% 26% 29%

Required Operating Subsidy $1,356,409 $1,905,555 $1,379,250 $4,641,214 

Oceanside Place 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Taxes and Revenues (property taxes, recreation fees, rentals, concession, etc.) $2,572,978 $2,630,521 $2,688,371 $2,747,563 $2,808,128

Operating Expenditures $2,250,986 $2,302,006 $2,293,216 $2,329,993 $2,368,655

Capital Expenditures $119,875 $109,871 $346,825 $142,840 $145,500

Capital Financing Charges $273,052 $273,052 $273,052 $273,052 $273,052

Net Surplus/(Deficit) for the Year $(69,935) $(54,408) $(22,722) $1,678 $20,921 

Surplus Applied to Future Years $158,572 $104,164 $81,442 $83,120 $104,041

Ravensong Aquatic Centre 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Taxes and Revenues (property taxes, recreation fees, rentals, concession, etc.) $2,637,699 $2,676,846 $2,736,675 $2,777,600 $2,819,349

Operating Expenditures $2,629,527 $2,666,231 $2,703,642 $2,771,779 $2,715,124

Capital Expenditures $107,050 $620,235 $254,325 $102,040 $207,500

Capital Financing Charges $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Net Surplus/(Deficit) for the Year $(98,878) $(9,620) $(21,292) $(11,219) $(3,275)

Surplus Applied to Future Years $137,777 $128,157 $106,865 $95,646 $92,371

Northern Community Recreation Program Services 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Taxes and Revenues (property taxes, recreation fees, rentals, concession, etc.) 1,866,745 2,052,610 2,047,087 2,089,603 2,122,945

Operating Expenditures 1,824,164 2,038,832 2,044,331 2,082,579 2,111,650

Capital Expenditures 2,325 57,161 37,825 11,540 3,000

Capital Financing Charges - 55,000 35,000 - -

Net Surplus/(Deficit) for the Year 40,256 11,617 - - 8,295

Surplus Applied to Future Years 69,775 73,734 73,665 69,149 77,444
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ONE
OVERVIEW

The Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN) is developing a new Recreation Services Master 

Plan to guide the future provision of recreation and related services in District 69 for 

the next 10 years (District 69 encompasses the City of Parksville, Town of Qualicum 

Beach and Electoral Areas E, F, G, and H). The last Recreation Services Master Plan was 

completed in 2006.

A draft Master Plan was presented to the RDN Board of Directors in October 2017. As the 

development of the draft Master Plan involved significant engagement throughout early 

2017, the project team wanted to ensure that the public and stakeholders were provided 

with an opportunity to review the draft Master Plan and provide input that will be 

considered in the refinement and finalization of the Master Plan. 

Five public open house events were held in late November 2017:

• Monday, Nov 20, 5:30 – 7:30 pm, Nanoose Place

• Tuesday, Nov 21, 1:00 – 3:00 pm, Qualicum Beach Civic Centre

• Tuesday, Nov 21, 5:30 – 7:30 pm, Arrowsmith Hall

• Wednesday, Nov 22, 5:30 – 7:30 pm, Oceanside Place Arena

• Thursday, Nov 23, 5:30 – 7:30 pm, Lighthouse Community Centre

Panels were provided at each open house event with an overview of the project process, 

key findings from the engagement and research, and the draft recommendations.  

A comment form was available for attendees to complete. 

A PDF of the open house materials and a web based version of the comment form was 

also made available through the RDN’s website. Residents were additionally able to 

provide comments in an online forum setting through the Get Involved RDN website. 
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TWO
KEY THEMES

In total 71 comments forms were completed by attendees at the open house events 

or online through the RDN website. Summarized below are the key themes from the 

feedback provided. 

Perspectives on the Service Delivery Recommendations
(Question 1 on the comment form)

• 33 comments indicated some level of agreement with the service  

delivery recommendations. 

• 14 comments offered negative viewpoints or disagreement with the service delivery 

recommendations or suggested that further clarification or refinement is needed. 

The majority of these comments related to aquatics infrastructure (even though 

the question was not related to the infrastructure recommendations). 

• 5 comments were provided on the need for the RDN to enhance the 

communication of recreation opportunities (3 of these comments were specific 

to the RDN website). 

• 5 comments suggested that increased pickleball opportunities are needed and 

were not specifically identified in the service delivery recommendations. 

• 3 comments suggested that the RDN should prioritize track and field 

opportunities (including facilities) more than it currently does. 

• 2 comments were provided on the need to ensure adequate opportunities  

exist for youth. 
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Perspectives on the Infrastructure Recommendations
• 22 comments indicated some level of agreement with the infrastructure 

recommendations. 

• 13 comments expressed that a new track and field / outdoor multi- sport 

complex should be a higher priority in the Master Plan. 

• Aquatics options: 

 » 12 comments suggested that the aquatics options presented are not sufficient 

and that a new and larger scale facility is required (e.g. 50 metre pool on a 

new site). 

 » 8 comments supported Option 2 as presented (expansion of the existing 

aquatics facility, addition of two lanes to the existing main tank and the 

addition of a wellness centre). 

 » 6 comments supported Option 1 as presented (expansion of the existing 

aquatics facility and the addition of a wellness centre).

 » 6 comments expressed opposition to any aquatics facility expansion. 

• 5 comments expressed overall displeasure / dissatisfaction with the 

infrastructure recommendations (new specific reason(s) provided). 

• 4 comments reiterated the importance of sustaining curling in District 69 

(through either the existing facilities or a new facility). 

• 4 comments expressed the need for a multi-purpose indoor recreation facility. 

• 2 comments suggested that more attention needs to be given to the geographic 

distribution of facilities. 

• 2 comments indicated that more attention needs to be given to trails and park 

spaces in the Master Plan. 

Additional/Overall Comments on the Master Plan
• 8 comments reiterated the need for a higher prioritization of track and field in 

the Master Plan. 

• 7 comments reiterated the need for pool upgrades or a new facility. 

• 5 comments referred to the growth and need to provide more pickleball spaces 

or times. 

• 5 comments on the important of curling. 

• 4 comments identified other infrastructure needs not specifically identified in the 

Master Plan recommendations (1 comment on racquetball courts, 1 comment on 

signage, 1 comment on general needs for space, 1 comment on cycling infrastructure).

• 3 comments on the benefits of developing a multi-purpose recreation facility. 

• 3 comments on the need to enhance programming opportunities. 

• 3 comments expressing general dissatisfaction with the Master Plan. 

• 2 comments on the need for focus more on seniors’ recreation in the Master Plan.

Location of Residency

Area #

City of Parksville 20

Town of Qualicum Beach 11

Area E 18

Area F 5

Area G 7

Area H 1

Other 0

Total 62

* 9 respondents did not indicate their location of residency.
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A
OPEN HOUSE COMMENT FORM
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1DISTRICT 69 (OCEANSIDE) RECREATION SERVICES MASTER PLAN

OPEN HOUSE FEEDBACK FORM

Please consider the presentation materials when providing your feedback. Feedback provided from residents and stakeholders 

will be used to refine and finalize the Master Plan.

1. Do you agree with the Service Delivery and Programming Recommendations?

2. Do you agree with the Infrastructure Recommendations?

6
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3. Please use the space below to provide any additional comments.

4. Where do you live?

c City of Parksville

c Town of Qualicum Beach

c Electoral Area E

c Electoral Area F

c Electoral Area G

c Electoral Area H

c Other (please specify):  

7

92



8

B
DISPLAY PANELS
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DISTRICT 69 (OCEANSIDE)

DRAFT RECREATION SERVICES  
MASTER PLAN

PROJECT OBJECTIVES
(What is the Master Plan looking to achieve?)

• Determine future roles and responsibilities for the provision of recreation (and related) 

opportunities in District 69.

• Clarify future roles and responsibilities.

• Identify programming focus areas and tactics for addressing new and emerging trends.

• Identify opportunities to optimize the efficiency, sustainability and utilization of existing facilities.

• Strategies to address key infrastructure issues and questions, including:

 » Future needs for indoor aquatics (potential Ravensong Aquatic Centre Expansion).

 » Need and feasibility for an outdoor multi-sport complex.

 » Future of the District 69 Community Arena (Parksville Curling Club facility).

 » Community needs for indoor programming and wellness spaces.

* District 69 includes the City of Parksville; Town of Qualicum Beach; and Electoral Areas E, F, G, and H.

9
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PROJECT METHODOLOGY
(How was the draft Master Plan developed?)

Project Process

P H A S E  O N E

Project  Initiation
COMPL E T ED

• Project start-up

• Background review

• Internal interviews and discussions

P H A S E  T W O

Research and 

Consultation
COMPL E T ED

• Engagement

• Research 

P H A S E  T H R E E

Analysis
COMPL E T ED

• Master Plan content development 

P H A S E  F O U R

Recreation Services 

Master Plan

• Draft Master Plan

• Review (internal and external review)

• Final Master Plan

Public and Stakeholder Engagement

A number of consultation mechanisms were used to gather feedback and perspectives from 

residents, stakeholders and user groups.

Consultation Mechanism
Responses/ 

Participants

Resident Survey 1,687

Community Group Questionnaire 60

Stakeholder Interviews/Discussions
29 

(interviews/discussion sessions)

10
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SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS FROM THE RESIDENT SURVEY 
• Overall, satisfaction levels for RDN provided recreation services in District 69 are strong and 

have improved over the past decade. 

 » 80% of residents expressed satisfaction with the current provision of recreation services; 

this figure has increased by 13% since 2006. 

• Recreation services and opportunities are highly valued by residents. 

 » 97% of residents indicated that recreation is important to their household’s quality of life 

(69% believe that it is “very important”).

 » 99% of residents indicated that recreation is important to the community in which they 

live (82% believe that it is “very important”). 

• Among District 69 households, some level of demand exists for new and enhanced facilities. 

 » 51% of households believe that new or enhanced indoor recreation facilities are needed 

in District 69. 

 » 49% of households believe that there is a need for new or enhanced parks and outdoor 

recreation spaces.

11
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SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS FROM THE RESIDENT SURVEY 

Resident Survey: Infrastructure Priorities

Indoor Facility Priorities

# Type
Want 

New

Want Existing 

Enhanced

1 Indoor Swimming Pool 39% 26%

2 Health and Wellness/Fitness Centre 35% 19%

3 Multi-purpose Recreation Facility 33% 14%

4 Performing Arts Centre 18% 16%

5 Teen/Youth Centre 22% 11%

6 Seniors Centre 14% 18%

7 Ice Arena 2% 17%

Outdoor Facility Priorities

# Type
Want 

New

Want Existing 

Enhanced

1 Walking/Hiking Trails 45% 39%

2 Natural Parks and Protected Areas 36% 32%

3 Picnic Areas and Passive Parks 27% 30%

4 Bicycle/Roller Blade Paths 31% 20%

5 Playgrounds 14% 20%

6 Track and Field Facility 13% 13%

7 Sport Fields 8% 15%

12
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SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS FROM THE USER GROUP AND 

STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION 
• Stakeholder and user groups identified a number of preferences for new and enhanced 

facilities, often pertaining to their program or activity.

 » Sport field user groups expressed that more premium quality fields (natural and/or 

synthetic turf) would help enhance their program and event hosting capabilities. 

 » The benefits of developing a new indoor multi-purpose recreation facility was expressed 

during a number of the stakeholder and user group discussions. 

• Ensuring that recreation programming is geographically distributed throughout District 69 

was identified as being important for many groups.

 » The current use of decommissioned school sites in District 69 for recreation and 

community programming was identified as having positive local impacts. 

 » Some concerns were expressed over the impact that the development of a new indoor 

multi-purpose recreation facility could have on smaller facilities and the local availability 

of programming. 

• A lack of a critical mass of youth was commonly identified as impacting programming 

opportunities for younger residents. 

• User groups and stakeholders generally expressed positive sentiments towards RDN recreation 

staff, but would like to continue to work to improve communications and collaborations. 

13
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KEY FINDINGS FROM THE PROJECT RESEARCH 
• District 69 has diverse demographics and population characteristics that influence 

recreational pursuits and interests (i.e. age, income, culture, community type). 

• Population growth has been moderate in District 69 over the past decade.

 » The current population of District 69 is 46,665 residents. Population projections anticipate 

that the population could range between approximately 51,000 and 57,000 residents 

within ten years. 

• The majority of major RDN operated facilities in District 69 are well utilized and have a strong 

mix of opportunities.

 » Available data supports that capacity issues exist at the Ravensong Aquatic Centre during 

peak times. 

• A number of local, regional and provincial trends are impacting recreational preferences  

and demands, including:

 » Increasing demands for “unstructured” and “spontaneous” opportunities. 

 » Diversifying activity interests, in some cases impacting traditional activities. 

 » Preference for multi-purpose “hub” facilities with multiple amenities and spaces that can 

accommodate a wide array of programs. 

• While current operational roles and responsibilities between the RDN, municipalities within 

District 69, and community partner organizations are generally well understood; less clarity 

exists pertaining to future responsibilities for planning and capital development.

14
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MASTER PLAN 

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Master Plan contains a total of 34 recommendations that provide future direction over the 

next ten years across the following areas of recreation services. 

• Service Delivery and Programming: How will the RDN provide recreation services?

• Infrastructure: How will the RDN prioritize future facility investment and maximize the 

benefits that current facilities provide to residents and user groups? 

Provided on the following display panels is an overview of the recommendations.

Feedback provided at the open houses will be used to further refine and finalize the Master Plan.

15
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SUMMARY OF SERVICE DELIVERY AND PROGRAMMING 

RECOMMENDATIONS
• The RDN should undertake a governance review for recreation service provision in District 69. 

The review should focus on:

 » Opportunities to maximize overall efficiency.

 » Establishing a refreshed mandate for all involved entities (i.e. review terms of references 

for commission/committees, advisory groups, project working groups, etc.).

 » Clarifying decision making responsibilities.

• The RDN should sustain the current organizational model and delivery model for recreation 

services in District 69.

 » Continue to utilize a combination of direct and indirect delivery methods. 

• Continue to place a priority on cross-sectoral collaborations (i.e. with the health care sector, 

education providers, arts and cultural groups, etc.) and invest additional resources in this area.

• Develop and implement a more specific engagement framework (to help guide future 

projects and initiatives). 

• Work with local municipalities and School District 69 to clarify roles and responsibilities 

pertaining to future recreation planning and capital development.

• Allocate additional resources to community group capacity building (e.g. assist groups with 

volunteer recruitment, skill development, strategic planning, etc.).

• Continue to strategically utilize project/initiative focused groups such as steering committees 

and “task forces” on an ad-hoc basis.

16
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SUMMARY OF SERVICE DELIVERY AND PROGRAMMING 

RECOMMENDATIONS
• Program focus areas of the future should include:

 » Nature interaction and outdoor skill development for children and youth; activity camps 

for children/youth/teens; and fitness and wellness programming for adults and seniors.

 » A diversity and balance of opportunities for all ages and ability levels.

 » Continued offerings of arts and culture programs within the program “mix” of 

RDN Recreation Services. Where possible opportunities to expand arts and culture 

programming should be explored. 

• Continue to prioritize accessibility and ensure that all residents are able to experience the 

benefits of recreation.

 » Sustain the Financial Assistance Program and Inclusion Support Program.

 » Further engage with community partners and other organizations to increase the 

awareness of the above programs.

 » Consider supporting the start-up of a local KidSport chapter in District 69.

• Continue to place a priority on the marketing of recreation programs and opportunities in 

District 69.

• Recommended strategic initiatives:

 » Development of a Community Events Support Strategy.

 » Development of an Older Adults/Age Friendly Strategy.

 » Update of the Youth Recreation Strategic Plan.

17
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INFRASTRUCTURE RECOMMENDATIONS

Indoor Aquatics Recommendations

• Based on current population size, market demand and programming needs it is deemed that 

one indoor aquatics facility is sufficient to serve District 69. 

• Three potential options were identified to enhance indoor aquatics provision in District 69. 

• Each of the options also includes a small scale wellness facility as this type of facility could be 

efficiently developed within the project scope and help offset operating costs.

* Additional details of the three indoor aquatics options are provided on the next display panels.

18
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INFRASTRUCTURE RECOMMENDATIONS

Indoor Aquatics Options

Option Description Capital Costs

Option 1: Addition of a New 

Leisure Aquatics and Small Lap 

Pool Area and Wellness Centre 

* Reflects the optimal option (Approach #2) as identified in the 2010 

expansion study.

New leisure aquatics focused area and a small lap pool (3 lanes) to  

increase lane swimming and program space capacity. The addition  

would also include a medium scale fitness/wellness facility (~4,500 ft2) 

and a new multi-purpose room. Upgrades would also occur to amenity 

spaces such as change rooms, lobby areas, and public circulation spaces 

(including the potential re-configuration of the main entry areas).

$8,676,752 

Option 2: Option 1 With the 

Addition of Two (2) Lanes to  

the Existing Program Tank

In addition to the upgrades identified in Option 1, the existing 

program tank would be expanded by 2 lanes. This option would 

require the hot pool to be relocated into the new leisure and 3 lane 

lap pool area and will eliminate the existing small leisure pool. 

$10,931,002

Option 3: Replacement  

(New Facility Development)

A replacement new facility would be constructed using the 

general parameters outlined in Option 2, including:

• 8 lane x 25 metre program tank

• Dedicated leisure aquatics area

• ~4,500 ft2 fitness/wellness facility

• Multi-purpose room

$20,030,124  

(excluding site 

 purchase and costs)

A scoring metric was developed and used to rank the three potential options based on considerations such  

as cost (capital and operating), community and user group benefits, and impacts on existing facilities. 

Based on this scoring, Option 1 and Option 2 were both deemed as strong options (Option 1 scored 

slightly higher than Option 2). Option 3 is not deemed to be a strong or viable option.

19
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INFRASTRUCTURE RECOMMENDATIONS
• District 69 Arena (Parksville Curling Club):

 » Curling is the most appropriate type of use for the facility at present time. 

 » The RDN should work collaboratively with the City, Town and curling stakeholders to 

determine future needs for curling facilities in the region.

* These discussions will be required as both curling facilities in the region are ageing and the City of Parksville’s 

Community Park Master Plan suggests alternative uses for the site in the future. 

• Sport field recommendations:

 » Work with partners (City, Town, School District 69) to make better use of underutilized fields. 

 » Defer the development of a full scale outdoor multi-sport complex for at least five years. 

 » Monitor sport field utilization for 3 – 5 years, and if warranted consider retrofitting an 

existing grass field to artificial turf.

• Fitness and Wellness Centre recommendations:

 » Identify opportunities to integrate a dedicated medium scale fitness and wellness space 

into an existing facility (e.g. Ravensong Centre expansion).

 » Revisit a larger scale fitness and wellness space in ten years (as part of a new multi-

purpose facility development of major expansion project).

• Community program space recommendations:

 » Continue to place a priority on maximizing the use of current facilities and spaces and 

ensure geographic balance.

 » Re-visit the need for a new indoor multi-purpose recreation facility in 5 years.

• Optimize use of the leisure ice space (Oceanside Pond) at Oceanside Place. Consider 

repurposing if utilization cannot be increased.

• Ensure that RDN Recreation Services are involved as a stakeholder in future parks, trails and 

open space planning.

• Develop a sponsorship and naming policy and strategy.

• Conduct a Recreation Facility Needs Assessment every 5 years and use this information to 

“refresh” the Master Plan. 

• Develop and implement a Facility Project Development Framework (standard planning 

process) to help inform future decision and maximize transparency. 
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HELP US PLAN FOR THE FUTURE 

OF RECREATION

The Regional District of Nanaimo is developing a 

Recreation Services Master Plan for District 69

(Oceanside). 

.

 
This November, get involved provide your feedback 

on the Draft Recreation Services Master Plan 

for District 69 (Oceanside).
 

 Mon,  Nov 20,  5:30-7:30 pm,  Nanoose Place

 Tue,  Nov 21,  1:00-3:00 pm, Qualicum Beach Civic Centre

 Tue,  Nov 21,  5:30-7:30 pm, Arrowsmith Hall

 Wed,  Nov 22,  5:30-7:30 pm,  Oceanside Place Arena

 Thu,  Nov 23,  5:30-7:30 pm,  Lighthouse Community Ctr

 *Children’s activity corner available at each open house* 

Get involved RDN rdn.bc.ca/recreation or 

               call 250-248-3252 or 250-752-5014
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