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DATE:   December 12, 2022 

TO:   MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

NAME AND TITLE:  Deanna Wasnik, Director of Planning and Development  

SUBJECT:  Life Cycle Cost Analysis for Proposed Prince George Community Foundation – Rotary 

Destination Park (“Mega Park”) 

ATTACHMENT(S): - Proposed Mega Park Life Cycle Cost Analysis 

 - Proposed Mega Park Life Cycle Cost Analysis Powerpoint Presentation 

- Previous Report to Council considered at the July 25, 2022 Regular Meeting of 

Council titled, “Consultation for Proposed Prince George Community Foundation – 

Rotary Destination Park (“Mega Park”)”  

RECOMMENDATION(S):  

 

That Council RECEIVES FOR INFORMATION the report dated December 12, 2022 from the Director of Planning 

and Development, titled “Life Cycle Cost Analysis for Proposed Prince George Community Foundation – Rotary 

Destination Park (“Mega Park”)”. 

 

 

PURPOSE: 
 

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with the Life Cycle Cost (LCC) Analysis for the proposed Prince 

George Community Foundation – Rotary Destination Park (“Mega Park”).  

BACKGROUND: 
 

On July 25, 2022, Council received for information the Staff Report to Council titled, “Consultation for Proposed 

Prince George Community Foundation – Rotary Destination Park (“Mega Park”)”. The purpose of the report 

(attached) was to provide Council with the results of the community consultation that was held to gauge the 

public interest for Mega Park at the corner of Ospika Boulevard and 22nd Avenue. The report also indicated the 

costs associated with Mega Park were not fully known at the time, and sought Council direction to further 

investigate the financial implications of the proposed park to facilitate an informed and responsible review of 

the proposed park project.    

 

Council directed Administration, “to conduct a full lifecycle analysis of the financial implications of the proposed 

Community Foundation – Rotary Destination Park (“Mega Park”)”. The attached document titled, Proposed Mega 

Park Life Cycle Cost Analysis (“LCC Analysis Report”) has been prepared in response to Council’s direction.   
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DISCUSSION:  
 

The LCC Analysis Report details the life cycle costs associated with the six major park features and several other 

park amenities that would form Mega Park. The six major park features include: Junior Adventure Park, Youth 

Adventure Park, Spray Park, Accessible Playground, Pump Track, and Senior Friendly Outdoor Fitness Station. 

The other park amenities include features such as a washroom with changeroom, picnic shelter and tables, 

trees, benches, turf, irrigation, etc. The LCC analysis was based on a 50-year time period.  

The LCC Analysis Report indicates the total cost of ownership for the proposed Mega Park over a 50-year time 

period is over $68M.  This includes a total of $22.6M of operating and maintenance costs and $41.6M in capital 

renewals over that same 50 years.  The park will likely provide service to the community long after 50 years, but 

for this analysis, the 50th and final year’s costs were not included because it assumes that at year 50, the assets 

will not be renewed.  

 

Please refer to the attached LCC Analysis Report for further details regarding the LCC for the proposed Mega 

Park.  

 

Additional Costs/Potential Revenue 
 

The LCC analysis does not include costs associated with the required site preparation works (i.e. geotechnical 

and environmental investigation), or service connections (i.e.  private utilities, civil works, streetlights) that will 

be required for the park. These costs would be evaluated following the completion of a park design. 

 

The potential economic impacts the Mega Park may have on the community were not considered. The LCC 

Analysis Report was based strictly on the life cycle costs of the park features and on the operation, maintenance, 

and eventual renewal of the park’s infrastructure.  

 

ALTERNATIVES:  
 

The LCC Analysis Report provides a thorough overview regarding the life cycle costs of the proposed Mega Park, 

which are significant. To assist Council in determining the next step with the proposed Mega Park, Administration 

provides the following options for Council’s consideration: 

 

1. That Council DIRECTS Administration to provide further information, which is specified by Council, 

regarding the Mega Park project.  
 

*Council would need to determine what specific information they would want to see returned.  

 

2. That Council SUSPENDS further action by Administration on the Mega Park project. 

 

3. That Council DIRECTS Administration to proceed with the next step in the Mega Park project by 

formalizing an agreement with the Community Foundation and Rotary Club, including preparation of a 

Stage Gate Review Process in accordance with the Council approved Organizational Capital Project 

Management manual. 

 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  
 

This report provides Council with the Life Cycle Cost Analysis for the proposed Prince George Community 

Foundation – Rotary Destination Park (“Mega Park”) for a 50-year term. The LCC for the proposed park are 

provided to inform, and facilitate a responsible review of the proposed Mega Park project.  

Administration is seeking Council direction for the next step of the proposed Mega Park project as outlined in 

the report.  
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Deanna Wasnik, Director of Planning and Development  
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Walter Babicz, City Manager 
 

Meeting Date:  2022/12/19 

 

Page 108 of 245



1 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

PROPOSED MEGA PARK  

LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS 

2022 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dec 2022 

 

CIVIC 
Page 109 of 245



 
 

Table of Contents 

 

Introduction ........................................................................................................................................................ 1 

Methodology ...................................................................................................................................................... 1 

Life Cycle Cost Analysis Results & Financial Considerations .................................................................... 2 

Summary & Conclusion ................................................................................................................................... 4 

Appendix A – Six Major Park Features Proposed ........................................................................................ 5 

Appendix B – Other Park Amenities .............................................................................................................. 7 

Appendix C – Life Cycle Cost Details by Feature ....................................................................................... 11 

Junior Adventure Park (Age 18 Months – 5 Years) ............................................................................... 12 

Youth Adventure Park (Age 5 – 12 Years +) .......................................................................................... 13 

All Accessible Playground ......................................................................................................................... 14 

Spray Park .................................................................................................................................................... 15 

Competition Caliber Pump Track (Beginner & Advanced) ................................................................... 16 

Senior’s Fitness Equipment ....................................................................................................................... 17 

Washroom .................................................................................................................................................... 18 

Other Park Amenities ................................................................................................................................. 19 

 

 

 

Page 110 of 245



1 
 

Introduction 
 

The Community Foundation and Prince George Rotary is proposing to build a Mega Park near the corner of 22nd Ave 

and Ospika Blvd.  The proposed park would include six major park features and several other park amenities.  A 

conceptual view of the proposed park features were presented to Council on March 14, 2022.  The following are the 

major features proposed (more details can be found in Appendix A):  

 

1. Junior Adventure Park (18 months – 5 years) 

2. Youth Adventure Park (5 years - 12 years+)  

3. Spray Park 

4. Accessible Playground 

5. Competition caliber Pump Track 

6. Senior Friendly Outdoor Fitness Station 

 

The Community Foundation’s plan is to raise enough funds to build these six features and donate them to the City 

who would own and maintain them for the rest of their service lives and eventually replace.  Although donated 

assets are a gift to the City and the community, knowing how much the cost of owning these new assets for their 

whole life and beyond is required in order to make the right decision going forward.   

 

This is why Council has requested a life cycle cost (LCC) analysis for this proposed park which would be considered a 

Community Park service class.  There are many other park amenities that would be found in a park of this caliber 

and would need to be installed and paid for by the community through tax dollars or grants if available. These 

amenities include (see Appendix B for details): 

 

 Washroom with Changeroom 

 Picnic Shelter & Tables 

 Benches 

 Trees 

 Turf 

 Irrigation 

 Fencing 

 Drinking Water Fountains 

 Paved Walkways 

 Trail Lighting 

 Trash Containers 

 Signage 

 

During a recent public consultation survey, it was apparent that the first four major park features were of interest to 

the majority of the survey respondents.  The pump track and senior friendly outdoor fitness station were the least 

voted for, however, all six major features are included in the LCC analysis. 

 

Methodology 
 
A MS Excel based life cycle costing (LCC) tool was used to analyze the following factors to determine the whole life 

cost of ownership of an asset: 

 

 Estimated Service Life (ESL); 

 Initial Capital Cost; 

 Future Capital Renewal Costs; 

 Annual Operating Costs; 

 Cyclical Maintenance Costs; 

 End of Life Costs. 

 

Estimated Service Lives (ESL’s) are based on a combination of a variety of data sources including Cityworks, the 

City’s Tangible Capital Asset reporting, BC Guide to Useful Lives, IPWEA Useful Life Book for Parks Assets, 

Powerplan, BUILDER SMS, and professional judgment from Parks staff.  

 

Preliminary initial capital costs for the six major features were provided by Community Foundations and used to 

calculate future capital renewal costs plus a 5% annual inflation.  The initial capital costs for these major features 

are not included in the analysis as it is assumed that Community Foundations will be paying for these six major 

features and donating them to the City.  Renewal costs from recent previous projects and tenders were used to 
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calculate the initial capital cost and the future capital renewal costs for the other Parks amenIties that would be 

required for the proposed Mega Park. 

Asset Management met with Parks staff to determine operations & maintenance (O&M) costs and activities based 

on the Parks Maintenance schedule for a Service Level A: Community Park.  Duchess Park and Lheidli T'enneh 

Memorial Park (LTMP) were used as a baseline for the O&M data for the proposed Mega Park.  The proposed site 

area was used to estimate the amount of other park amenties that would be envisioned for a park of this caliber.  

These amenities would need to be considered in the detailed design if Council directs the project to move ahead. 

The list of assumptions used for the LCC analysis: 
 

 Annual inflation set to 5%.  Interest on investments were excluded from the real rate of return calculation 

because there is currently no dedicated reserve available for a park, where its dollars would be invested to 

earn interest over time.  The LTMP spray park opened in 2001 and cost $160k.  Community Foundations is 

estimating approx. $405k for a similar spray park in 2022 dollars.  This is approx. a 5% annual inflation 

between 2001 and 2022 proving that the estimated annual inflation is an acceptable number to use for this 

analysis. 

 Although it is likely that there would 

be booking revenues for some of the 

park features, the revenue income 

was excluded from the LCC analysis.   

 Preliminary cost estimates for the six 

major park features were provided by 

Community Foundation in March 

2022.  These preliminary cost 

estimates were used to calculate the 

eventual renewal of the assets. 

 The LCC analysis is based on 50 

years of ownership, although 

realistically the features in this park 

would continue to be replaced as long 

as there is demand for this type of 

service.  
 Six major park features will be paid for by Community Foundation and donated.  

 End of Life Costs (demolition and disposal) are included in the future capital renewal costs, rather than 

separately. 

 Assuming the park amenities would be closed during the winter with the exception of the surrounding 

walkway that could be plowed of snow.  This cost was included in the LCC analysis. 

 

Life Cycle Cost Analysis Results & Financial Considerations 
 

Each of the six major features has its own LCC analysis, along with the washroom and other park amenities, totaling 

eight individual LCC’s that form Appendix C.  Table 1 is a summary of all eight of the LCC analyses: 
 

                                 Table 1: Summary of Total Life Cycle Cost of Ownership 

Total Life Cycle Costs over 50 years of Ownership: 

Initial Capital Cost $3,975,305 

Annual Operating Costs Over 50 yrs $10,508,392  

Cyclical Maintenance Costs Over 50 yrs $12,156,576  

Capital Renewal Costs Over 50 yrs $41,635,395  

Total Life Cycle Cost (LCC) $68,275,668 

LCC/Year $1,365,513 
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Project Budget & Schedule 

Budget/Estimates Pricing 
Description Amount 

Design / Consulting 250,000 

Spray park 300,000 

Junior adventure park 135,000 

Teen adventure park with tower 235,000 

Senior fitness stations 75,000 

PumpTrack 250,000 

All accessible playground 1,100,000 

Contingency & Escalation 500,000 

Total 2,845,000 

Note: the budget above does not include land prep, utilities/amenities (water/sewer/lighting} 
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The total cost of ownership for a park like the proposed Mega Park over a 50-year time period is over $68M.  This 

includes a total of $22.6M of operating and maintenance costs and $41.6M in capital renewals over that same 50 

years.  In reality, the park will provide service to the community long after 50 years, but for this analysis, the 50th and 

final year’s costs were not included because it is assumed that at year 50, the assets would not be renewed.  This 

can be seen in the life cycle graphs in Appendix C.   

 

In addition to these features and amenities, new small equipment would need to be purchased to maintain the park 

including, a push mower, weed eater, pressure washer, backpack blower and backpack sprayer, totaling approx. 

$4.5k. This small equipment typically lasts between 5 to 10 years.  These were not included in the LCC analyses, but 

are still considerations when adding a new large park to the City’s park inventory. 
 

The cost for operations and maintenance for the proposed Mega Park totals approx. $107k per year, plus inflation, 

and is included in Table 1.  A park of this caliber with its expensive amenities should be staffed 5 days per week, 

similar to LTMP. The additional staff required was not included in Table 1’s O&M costs, but could be upwards of 

$150k per year in addition to the labour that has been included in the analysis.   

This site is currently being used by the Utilities Division to store gravel material.  There wil be an additional upfront 

cost that City will have to pay to remove this material.  Preliminary cost for this work is $50k - $80k depending on 

whether the berm requires removal.  This cost was not included in Table 1. 

Re-investing in our existing infrastructure assets should always be a first consideration rather than adding to the 

parks asset inventory. Except for the pump track, the services the proposed Mega Park would provide are the same 

services already available in the City’s existing parks, like Duchess Park and LTMP.  

 

Other Considerations  

During the investigation phase of this analysis, discussions about 

the City of Prince George’s standards for park amenities were 

noted.  For example, vandalism occurs frequently on wood 

structures and therefore, playground equipment installations have 

been made of composite or metal materials rather than wood.  

This standard also reduces injuries from wood slivers. Comparing 

to our fellow municipalities is a resource we often use.  The City of 

Parksville has a Community Park that includes an accessible 

playground and spray park that is made of non-wood material.  

 

In the City’s experience there should be no natural turf amongst 

the playground equipment as it will not survive the foot traffic.  

Artificial turf is an option, however, at Duchess Park where it is 

used in the playground area, it can be very slippery in the rain, 

soak up the heat in the sun, and wasps are prone to nest.  It was 

also vandalized (peeled up and ripped apart). 

The park should consider a free-standing shade structure over at 

least one of the playground areas. This is becoming common 

practice as our climate gets hotter. 

Parksville Community Park Photo by: Christine Striker 
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There are concerns about installing a pump track that is 

paved.  Existing amenities like the Blackburn All Wheels 

Park experience graffiti.  Graffiti is difficult to remove from 

pavement. 

Graffiti and vandalism are a reality, but with thourough 

design and staffing considerations, these incidences can be 

reduced.  Over the last 5 years the Parks Division has spent 

$70k on repairing parks amenities after they’ve been 

vandalised. 

Fencing will also help deter unwanted activities and provide 

safety to the park users and the park equipment.  It is 

proposed that the park would be secured entirely by a fence 

as seen in the fence description on page 6.  

 

Summary & Conclusion 

It is important to know what resources would be required into the future before taking on a new asset, especially 

one as large and expensive as the proposed Mega Park.  The preliminary estimate for the total whole life cost of the 

Mega Park is approx. $68M over a 50-year period.  This includes $107k, plus inflation, for O&M over and above the 

current Parks budget.  Based on experience with vandalism, it is recommended that a park of this caliber be staffed 

5 days per week, adding an additional $150k to the $107k O&M estimate. 

Initial upfront costs are reduced because the Community Foundation is proposing to build and donate the six major 

features, but there is still an estimated $3.9M initial cost that the City would need to pay for.  This number can 

change depending on detailed design if Council choses to continue with this project.  And ongoing future 

renewals/replacements are estimated to be almost $42M over a 50-year time period.  Ideally there would need to 

be a reserve set up that would collect approx. $1.37M annually in order to pay for the operations, maintenance, and 

eventual replacement of the assets in the proposed Mega park. 

Most of the services this proposed park would provide are already available at other parks within the City and should 

be a consideration before moving forward.   
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Appendix A – Six Major Park Features Proposed 
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Junior Adventure Park  

 

(Children ages 18 months – 5 years) 

Natural, physical and imagination play for the younger set, 

including; play houses, log pyramids & climbers, and 

swings.  This is similar to the playing area at Duchess and 

Lheidli T’enneh Memorial Park (LTMP). 

Youth Adventure Park  

 

(Youth ages 5 years - 12 years+) 

Includes; big logs, boulders, climbing nets, ziplines, and 

tower slides.  This playground is similar to Duchess Park. 

Spray Park  

 

The spray park is similar to the one found at LTMP.  This 

proposed spray park is assumed to have a recycled water 

system to meet today’s water conservation best practices.   

Accessible Playground 

 

This playground is similar to the all accessible playground 

at Duchess Park. 

Pump Track (Beginner & Advanced) 

 

Two paved pump tracks, one for beginners and one for 

advanced, that could host competitions.  Assuming natural 

turf is included within the track. Based on the preliminary 

site plan, the track area is approx. 90’ x 160’ (27m x 49m).  

Assuming 60% of the feature is asphalt totaling approx. 

793m2 

 

Senior Outdoor Fitness Station 

 

This feature is similar to the Act Now BC Seniors 

Community Park next to Masich Place Stadium and 

includes equipment similar to those found around the 

fitness track at the newly constructed Ron Brent Park. 
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Appendix B – Other Park Amenities 
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Picnic Shelter & Picnic Tables 

                          

According to the preliminary park layout provided by Community Foundations, the proposed shelter is 4,606ft2 or 428m2.  

Based on Shane Lake picnic shelter and Paddle Wheel Park picnic shelter, there is one picnic table per 19m2 of shelter 

space. Therefore approx. 22 picnic tables could be installed under the proposed shelter. The City’s standard for picnic 

tables is concrete.  The shelter would be made of metal as there have been a number of occurrences with vandalized 

wooden structure, specifically fires. 

 
Washroom 

 

Washroom with changeroom and equipment storage area.  

The newly replaced washroom at Carrie Jane Gray Park was 

used as a comparable. 

Paved Parking Lot & Access Road 

 

As per Community Foundations preliminary site plan, 

100 stalls are proposed measuring 3,078m2 (38m x 

81m).  The paved access road would be approx. 318m 

long. 

 
Trees 

 

One tree for every 400m2 of park is the average based on 

Duchess Park and Bravery Park.  This equates to approx. 58 

trees (23,140m2 green area divided by 400m2) 

 

Benches 

 

On average, there are 8 benches per park playing area 

based on LTMP playing areas.  Therefore, approx. 8 

benches x 6 primary park playing features = 48 benches 

total.  The benches will be made of composite material 

and comes with a concrete pad as per City standard. 
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Landscaping & Turf 

 

Based on Parks staff experience, retaining all of the bush 

between the proposed park and Ospika/22nd will reduce 

the visibility to the playing areas, leading to the risk of 

vandalism, homeless shelters and criminal activity.  

Therefore, the total turf area is estimated to be 

23,140m2 as seen in the shaded area above. The site 

would need to be grubbed, shaped, top dressed, graded, 

seeded, fertilized and dragged.  The natural area will be 

selectively cleared to retain some of the area’s bush and 

naturally occurring trees to provide a buffer between the 

park, Ospika Blvd, and 22nd Ave.  

 

Irrigation 

 

The entire turf area may not require an underground 

sprinkler system, but for this analysis, it is assumed a 

sprinkler system would be installed for the turf area of 

23,140m2. 

Fencing 

 

Based on the preliminary plan provided by Community 

Foundations, the fenced area would consist of approx. 

515m of 8’ galvanized steel 2” mesh and associated 

framework. Also, a minimum of 3 accessible man gates 

and 2 vehicular rolling gates would be required.  The 

fencing costs included in the life cycle analysis do not 

reflect a black vinyl coated chain link fence. This would be 

substantially more expensive. The location is based on the 

plan to selectively clear the natural area along Ospika and 

22nd leaving some shrubs and trees to maintain a buffer 

while ensuring visual site lines to the park and maintaining 

the existing trail. 

 

Drinking Water Fountains 

 

A total of four fountains are proposed for this kind of 

park, including the underground water piping. 
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Signage 

    

An estimate of approx. 20 signs of various types would be 

installed throughout the park. 

Trash Containers 

 

Based on the trash containers per area at Duchess Park 

(1 trash container per 1,800m2 of park area) and the 

approx. area of the proposed Mega Park at 36,500m2
, 

the total number of bear resistant trash containers is 20.   

 

Asphalt Walkways & Lighting 

 

Approx. 500m of 3m wide paved walkway surrounding the 

six proposed features is estimated.  With approx. 14 lights 

(36m spacing based on Bravery Park).  Lighting will be 

required along the access road and around the perimeter 

of the parking lot estimating an additional 14 lights. A total 

of approx. 28 lights would be required.  This does not 

include the necessary lighting within the six proposed 

features. 
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Appendix C – Life Cycle Cost Details by Feature 
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Junior Adventure Park (Age 18 Months – 5 Years) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Life Cycle Costing (50 years): 

Initial Capital Cost Donated 

Annual Operating Costs - 

Cyclical Maintenance Costs $1,511,757 

Capital Renewal Costs $1,685,029 

Total Life Cycle Cost (LCC) $3,196,786 

LCC/Year $63,936 
 

Notes: The Life Cycle Cost (LCC) assumes this feature 

was donated at no cost to the City.  All of these costs 

are a total over a 50-year timeframe.  Duchess Park 

and LTMP were used to derive operating and 

maintenance costs. The operating costs have been applied to the ‘Other Park Amenities’ LCC as these types of costs 

are usually for the park as a whole. 

The preliminary plan for the playing features for this adventure park revolve around natural wood, however the City 

no longer installs playground equipment made of wood due to ongoing vandalism including fires.  It has been 

standard for the City to replace all wooden playground equipment as they come up for renewal, with metal and 

composite materials.   
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Youth Adventure Park (Age 5 – 12 Years +) 

 

 

 

Total Life Cycle Costing (50 years): 

Initial Capital Cost Donated 

Annual Operating Costs - 

Cyclical Maintenance Costs $1,182,567 

Capital Renewal Costs $1,128,037 

Total Life Cycle Cost (LCC) $2,310,605 

LCC/Year $46,212 

 

Notes: Same comment as the Junior Adventure Park 

regarding the use of wooden playground features.  

City standard for playground equipment is metal and 

composite.  The operating costs have been applied 

to the ‘Other Park Amenities’ LCC as these types of costs are usually for the park as a whole. 
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All Accessible Playground 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Life Cycle Costing (50 years): 

Initial Capital Cost Donated 

Annual Operating Costs - 

Cyclical Maintenance Costs $1,507,590 

Capital Renewal Costs $8,771,922 

Total Life Cycle Cost (LCC) $10,279,512 

LCC/Year $205,590 

 

Notes: The existing Duchess Park all accessible 

playground was used as a reference for annual 

maintenance costs.  The operating costs have been 

applied to the ‘Other Park Amenities’ LCC as these 

types of costs are usually for the park as a whole. 
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Spray Park 

 

 

 

Total Life Cycle Costing (50 years): 

Initial Capital Cost Donated 

Annual Operating Costs - 

Cyclical Maintenance Costs $833,392 

Capital Renewal Costs $1,440,047 

Total Life Cycle Cost (LCC) $2,273,439 

LCC/Year $45,469 

 

Notes: The operations and maintenance costs at the 

LTMP spray park (seen on the right) were used to 

estimate the costs for the proposed spray park. The 

operating costs have been applied to the ‘Other Park 

Amenities’ LCC as these types of costs are usually for the park as a whole. 
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Competition Caliber Pump Track (Beginner & Advanced) 

 

 

Total Life Cycle Costing (50 years): 

Initial Capital Cost Donated 

Annual Operating Costs $4,186,960 

Cyclical Maintenance Costs $375,953 

Capital Renewal Costs $0 

Total Life Cycle Cost (LCC) $4,562,913 

LCC/Year $91,258 

 

Notes: The estimated service life for the track is 65 years 

at which time a full reconstruction would be required.  The 

ESL for the asphalt surface of the pump track is 25 years and would need to be replaced at that time (shown as 

Cyclical Maintenance in these graphs).  It is anticipated that there will be maintenance required due to graffiti on the 

asphalt track, but without any similar City owned assets to compare to, this unknown cost was excluded from the 

analysis. The City does not currently own a pump track and therefore, operations costs are based on the City of 

Powell River’s pump track annual budget of $20k. 
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Senior’s Fitness Equipment 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Total Life Cycle Costing (50 years): 

Initial Capital Cost Donated 

Annual Operating Costs $52,337 

Cyclical Maintenance Costs $283,545 

Capital Renewal Costs $1,030,518 

Total Life Cycle Cost (LCC) $1,366,400 

LCC/Year $27,328 
 

Notes: Similar to the outdoor seniors fitness facility next 

to Masich Place Stadium.  Maintenance costs include 

renewal of the concrete support structures which the City 

has recently had to do for the Masich seniors facility which is now 12 years old. Estimated service life (ESL) for 

fitness equipment is 20 years. 
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Washroom 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Total Life Cycle Costing (50 years): 

Initial Capital Cost $848,695 

Annual Operating Costs $3,349,568 

Cyclical Maintenance Costs $440,255 

Capital Renewal Costs $7,901,895 

Total Life Cycle Cost (LCC) $12,540,413 

LCC/Year $250,808 

 

Notes: This proposed washroom includes 

changerooms and an equipment storage area and is 

similar to the one that was recently built at Carry Jane 

Gray Park which cost $750k.  The estimated upfront 

cost for the City to build a washroom facility like this 

at the proposed Mega Park is $850k in 2023 dollars, including underground service connections.  Various building 

components will need to be renewed at various times as they each have their own ESL’s, for example, the HVAC 

system lasts approx. 25 years.  Various renewal costs are represented below in green. 
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Other Park Amenities 

 

These Estimated Service Lives (ESL) 

were derived from a variety of sources 

including, Cityworks, the City’s Tangible 

Capital Asset reporting, BC Guide to 

Useful Lives, IPWEA Useful Life Book for 

Parks Assets, Powerplan, BUILDER SMS, 

and professional judgment from Parks 

staff.  The LCC tool uses these ESL’s to 

determine when the component needs 

to be renewed, adding them together 

over a 50 year term for a total of 

$19.7M in capital renewal costs for 

these ‘other park amenities’.  For 

example, a bench would need to be 

renewed every 15 years over the course 

of the 50-year term that was chosen for 

this analysis. 

 

 

Total Life Cycle Costing (50 years): 

 Initial Capital Cost $3,126 610 

Annual Operating Costs $2,919,527 

Cyclical Maintenance Costs $6,021,517 

Capital Renewal Costs $19,677,947 

Total Life Cycle Cost (LCC) $31,745,602 

LCC/Year $634,912 
 

Notes: The City would need to fund approx. $3.1M to 

install the above noted amenities that would be required 

for a park of this caliber.  The operating and 

maintenance costs were derived from historical costs for comparable parks, like Duchess and LTMP.  The proposed 

Mega Park would be classed as a Service Level A park.  

1 Trees 40

2 Irrigation 25

3 Landscaping & Turf 80

4 Drinking Water Fountains 15

5 Trash Containers (Bear resistant) 15

6 Benches (Composite) 15

7 Picnic Tables (Concrete) 20

8 Picnic Shelter (428m
2
 proposed) 25

9 Paved Walkways 25

10 Lighting 20

11 Paved Parking Lot and Access Rd 20

12 Fencing 20

13 Man Gates 20

14 Vehicle Roller Gates 20

15 Signs 10

No. Component Component ESL
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Proposed Mega Park
Life Cycle Cost Analysis
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PROPOSED MEGA PARK 
LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS (LCC) SUMMARY

1. Methodology

2. Proposed Park Features

2. Report Highlights
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FEATURES & OTHER AMENTITIES

1. Junior Adventure Park (18 months – 5 years)

2. Youth Adventure Park (5 years " 12 years+) 

3. Spray Park

4. Accessible Playground

5. Competition caliber Pump Track

6. Senior Friendly Outdoor Fitness Station

 Washroom with Changeroom

 Picnic Shelter & Tables

 Benches

 Trees

 Turf

 Irrigation

 Fencing

 Drinking Water Fountains

 Paved Walkways

 Trail Lighting

 Trash Containers

 Signage
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 Estimated Service Life (ESL);

 Initial Capital Cost;

 Future Capital Renewal 

Costs;

 Annual Operating Costs;

 Cyclical Maintenance Costs;

 End of Life Costs.

METHODOLOGY
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Project Budget & Schedule 

Budget/Estimates Pricing 
Description Amount 

Design t Consulting 250.000 

Spray park 300,000 

Junior adventure park 135,000 

Teen adventure park w ith tower 235,000 

Senior fitness stat ions 75,000 

Pumplraclc 250,000 

All accessible playground 1,100,000 

Contingency & Escalation 500,000 

Total 2,845,000 

CITY OF PRINCE GEORGE 



REPORT HIGHLIGHTS
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PROPOSED 

LOCATION
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ASSUMPTIONS

• Annual inflation set to 5%

• Possible revenue not included

• 50 years of ownership

• Six major features donated

• Park amenities closed during winter except for 

walkways

Page 136 of 245

CITY OF PRINCE GEORGE 



RESULTS

Total Life Cycle Costs over 50 years of Ownership:
Initial Capital CostInitial Capital CostInitial Capital CostInitial Capital Cost $3,975,305 

Annual Operating Costs Over 50 Annual Operating Costs Over 50 Annual Operating Costs Over 50 Annual Operating Costs Over 50 yrsyrsyrsyrs $10,508,392 

Cyclical Maintenance Costs Over 50 yrsCyclical Maintenance Costs Over 50 yrsCyclical Maintenance Costs Over 50 yrsCyclical Maintenance Costs Over 50 yrs $12,156,576 

Capital Renewal Costs Over 50 yrsCapital Renewal Costs Over 50 yrsCapital Renewal Costs Over 50 yrsCapital Renewal Costs Over 50 yrs $41,635,395 

Total Life Cycle Cost (LCC)Total Life Cycle Cost (LCC)Total Life Cycle Cost (LCC)Total Life Cycle Cost (LCC) $68,275,668 

LCC/YearLCC/YearLCC/YearLCC/Year $1,365,513 
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KEY MESSAGES

• $68M over 50 years = $1.36M annually required to operate, 

maintain, and save up for eventual replacements of assets

• Additional $107k annually for O&M, not including fulltime onsite 

staffing if desired

• Consider investing in existing park infrastructure that is in need 

of replacement or upgrade rather than building new assets to 

add to the inventory.  
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THANK YOU

Page 139 of 245



 

Document Number: 636224 

 

 

 

 
 
DATE:   July 15, 2022 

TO:   MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

NAME AND TITLE:  Deanna Wasnik, Director of Planning and Development  

SUBJECT:  Consultation for Proposed Prince George Community Foundation – Rotary 

Destination Park (“Mega Park”) 

ATTACHMENT(S): - Appendix “A”: Survey Questions 

- Appendix “B”: Summary of Survey Responses  

RECOMMENDATION(S):  

 

That Council RECEIVES FOR INFORMATION the report dated July 15, 2022 from the Director of Planning and 

Development, titled “Consultation for Community Foundation – Rotary Destination Park (“Mega Park”)”. 

 

 

PURPOSE: 
 

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with the results of the community consultation that was held to 

gauge the public interest for a new park located at the corner of Ospika Boulevard and 22nd Avenue, and to 

advise on information that should be considered in determining the establishment of the park.   

BACKGROUND: 
 

On March 14, 2022, representatives from Prince George Community Foundation, Rotary Club of Prince George, 

and Colliers appeared before Council as a delegation to present a proposal for a new park.  

 

The presenters provided a PowerPoint presentation regarding the proposed Prince George Community 

Foundation – Rotary Destination Park (“Mega Park”) including information on proposed project scope, design 

elements, preliminary budget and timeline considerations, and a request for the City to continue working with 

the Project Team on next steps. 

 

Council directed Administration “to continue working with the Park Project Team and return a report to Council 

with information on the next steps in the project”.  

 

Administration identified the corner of Ospika Boulevard and 22nd Avenue as the potential site for the proposed 

park. This site is city-owned, undeveloped space on the Exhibition Park grounds that is intended to be used for 

recreation purposes.  

 

Administration proceeded to consult residents on the proposed park to gain a sense of the level of interest in a 

“Mega Park” at the corner of Ospika Boulevard and 22nd Avenue.  

 

DISCUSSION:  
 

Method and Duration of Consultation  
 

To capture a sense of the public’s level of interest in the proposed Mega Park, Administration developed an on-

line survey with a series of questions that ranged between closed-ended, four-point scale, and open-ended 

questions. A copy of the 6-question survey is attached to this report as Appendix “A”. 

 

The online survey was available to the public from May 26, 2022 to June 9, 2022. To promote this online survey, 

Administration advertised though City of Prince George social media pages such as, Facebook, Instagram and 
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Twitter.  Further to this, a news release was shared with media outlets, and a banner was created on the City of 

Prince George website highlighting the survey and consultation period.   

 

A total of 2,244 Prince George residents provided responses to the online survey for the proposed Mega Park.  

 

Survey Summary 

 

The responses to the survey questions are summarized in Appendix “B” with a variety of display methods. Bar 

graphs and tables are used to display the percentage breakdown of the answers to the survey questions, a 

Summary Response is provided to highlight the findings of the responses, and a sentiment analysis is provided 

for open ended questions, and questions that allowed for comments to be input.  

 

The sentiment analysis sums up the comments collected and categorizes them as positive, neutral, or negative. 

The sentiment analysis is displayed under the heading “How People Feel” and includes the comments 

(generalized) and percentage breakdown of the positive (green), neutral (yellow), and negative (red) responses.  

 

Overall, there appears to be support for a park at the proposed location as it will provide options for outdoor 

recreation and activity. Although respondents favour the park knowing there would be an increase to the annual 

cost to the City operating budget (Question #5), the comments through the survey consistently indicate concerns 

regarding the cost of the new park (short-term and long term) and point out that focus should be placed on the 

needs of our existing infrastructure (i.e. parks, park equipment, capital projects related to infrastructure). 

 

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS: 
 

The costs associated with the proposed park are not fully known at this time. The proponent has provided the 

upfront costs for the park features, however, there are other upfront costs to consider such as, site preparation 

and site servicing.  Further cost analysis is required to understand the full lifecycle cost of adding a new park to 

the City’s inventory, including ongoing operations, maintenance, and eventual replacement. There will be 

financial implications related to this project both in the short term and long term.  

 

Administration recommends that Council direct Administration to conduct a full lifecycle analysis of the financial 

implications of the proposed park. 

 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  
 

This report provides Council with the results of the community consultation that was held to gauge the public 

interest for a new park located at the corner of Ospika Boulevard and 22nd Avenue. Overall, the feedback 

collected indicates support of a park; however, the comments also point to concern of the costs associated with 

the proposed park.  

 

Administration is seeking Council direction to conduct a full lifecycle analysis of the financial implications of the 

proposed park to facilitate an informed review and consideration of the proposed park project.   

   

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED: 

Deanna Wasnik, Director of Planning and Development  

APPROVED:    

 
Walter Babicz, City Manager 
 

Meeting Date:  2022/07/25 
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Mega	Park

Prince	George	Community	Foundation	&	Rotary	Mega	Park	-	community	input
The	Prince	George	Community	Foundation,	Rotary	Club	of	Prince	George,	and
Colliers	Project	Leaders	are	proposing	a	mega	park	in	Prince	George.	The	cost	of
design	and	purchase	of	play	structures	would	be	funded	by	these	proponents.
They	have	approached	the	City	to	inquire	if	the	City	is	willing	to	provide	the	land
and	take	responsibility	for	the	park.	Before	a	decision	is	made,	City	Council	would
like	to	know	if	Prince	George	citizens	are	interested	in	this	amenity.
At	this	time	it	is	assumed	the	City	will	be	required	to:	provide	the	land	and	the
services	to	the	property	such	as	water,	sewer	and	power	as	well	as	basic	park
amenities	such	as	parking	and	washrooms.	The	City	will	also	be	responsible	for
maintenance	and	insurance	costs.	Those	costs	are	not	known	at	this	time.
Other	features	have	not	been	determined	but	the	proposed	park	would	include:
1. Pump	Track
2. Junior	Adventure	Park	(18mos	–	5yrs)
3. Youth	Adventure	Park	(5yrs	–	12yrs+)
4. Senior	Friendly	Outdoor	Fitness	Station
5. Spray	Park
6. Accessible	Playground

* 1.	Are	you	a	resident	of	Prince	George?

Yes

No

* 2.	Do	you	have	children	in	your	household	under	the	age	of	18?

Yes

No

Comment

* 3.	The	proposed	location	at	this	time	is	a	City-owned	6	acre	site	near	Ospika	Blvd.	and	22nd
Ave.	Do	you	support	this	project	at	this	location?

I	like	this	idea	but	not	there

Yes,	at	this	location

No,	I	just	don’t	want	the	park	at	all

Appendix "A" - Survey Questions
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	 I	want	it	no	matter
the	cost	

I	want	it	but	I’m
concerned	about	cost Not	sure	if	I	want	it	

this	is	not	a	priority
for	me

Pump	Track

Junior	Adventure
Park	(18mos	–	5yrs)

Youth	Adventure
Park	(5yrs	–	12yrs+)

Senior	Friendly
Outdoor	Fitness
Station

Spray	Park

Accessible
Playground

Is	there	something	else	you	want?	

*	4.	Tell	us	which	features	are	important	to	you.	Note:	infrastructure	and	maintenance	costs
are	not	known	at	this	stage.	

Comment

*	5.	The	proposed	mega-park	with	the	6	features	noted	above	will	require	an	increase	to	the
City’s	annual	park	maintenance	costs.	Are	you	in	favour	of	the	Mega	Park	project	knowing
there	is	an	annual	cost	to	the	City	operating	budget?	

Yes

No

I’m	not	sure

6.	Comments	–	tell	us	what	you	think	of	this	proposal	
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Appendix “B” – Summary of Survey Responses 

 

QUESTION 1:   ARE YOU A RESIDENT OF PRINCE GEORGE? 
 

  

Chart 1: Response to Mega Park Survey Question 1 

 
 

 

SUMMARY 

RESPONSE: 
 100% of respondents were residents of Prince George 

 2,244 Prince George residents responded to the online survey  
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Appendix “B” – Summary of Survey Responses 

 

QUESTION 2:   DO YOU HAVE CHILDREN IN YOUR HOUSEHOLD UNDER THE AGE OF 18? 
 
 

Chart 2: Response to Mega Park Survey Question 2 

 

 
 

 

SUMMARY 

RESPONSE: 
 62% of respondents have children under 18 years old living in their household 

 38% of respondents do not have children under 18 years old living in their household 
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Appendix “B” – Summary of Survey Responses 

 

QUESTION 3:  THE PROPOSED LOCATION AT THIS TIME IS A CITY-OWNED 6 ACRE SITE NEAR  

OSPIKA BLVD. AND 22ND AVE.  

DO YOU SUPPORT THIS PROJECT AT THIS LOCATION? 
 

 

Chart 3: Response to Mega Park Survey Question 3 

 

 
 

SUMMARY 

RESPONSE: 
 78% of respondents support this location 

 

 12% of respondents like the new park, but not at this location 

 

 10% of respondents don’t want the park at all 

 

 The comments provided by respondents to this question were 58% positive, 34% 

neutral, and 8% negative. See “How People Feel” for a summary of the themes that 

were in the feedback received.  
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Appendix “B” – Summary of Survey Responses 

 

“HOW PEOPLE FEEL” – QUESTION 3 
 

 

 
 

COMMENTS 

PROVIDED: 

451 comments provided and summarized in the “How People Feel” graph. Comments 

included: 

 

Green 

 good for the city and the neighbourhood.  

 

Yellow  

 concerns about increased traffic in the neighbourhood.  

 Concern about lack of parking.   

 Concern about a playground beside a busy road.  

 Would l like to know what the other options are before deciding.  

 There should be an assessment first to determine what our city actually needs. 

 The area needs to be more pedestrian and cyclist friendly 

 

Red 

 opposed to the project in general – not in favour of any increased costs 

 Should use the land for hotels since it is so close to CN Centre.  

 Rather see more neighbourhood parks 

 Would be nice to have more parks in the Hart 

 Reinvest funds in our existing parks to improve what we already have 
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Appendix “B” – Summary of Survey Responses 

QUESTION 4:  TELL US WHAT FEATURES ARE IMPORTANT TO YOU.  
NOTE: INFRASTRUCTURE AND MAINTENANCE COSTS ARE NOT KNOWN AT THIS STAGE. 

 

 

Table 1: Response to Mega Park Survey Question 4 

 

 
 

SUMMARY 

RESPONSE: 

This is a four-point scale question to have responses reflect the level of the interest in each 

park feature, with cost being a consideration in the level of priority for each park feature.  

The level of support based on cost appears to vary for each feature, but in general: 

 4 of the 6 park features had over 50% for “I want it no matter the cost”. The 4 features 

include Junior Adventure Park, Youth Adventure Park, Spray Park, and Accessible 

Playground; and did not include the Pump Track or Senior Friendly Outdoor Fitness 

Station. 

 

 About 20% indicated “I want it but I’m concerned about cost” for all 6 park features.  

 

 The number of respondents indicating “not sure if I want it” range between 2-12% with 

the Pump Track (12%) and Senior Friendly Outdoor Fitness Station (10%) having the 

highest percentages in this response category. 

 

 The number of respondents indicating “This is not a priority for me” range between 14-

32% with the Pump Track (32%), Senior Friendly Outdoor Fitness Station (32%), and 

Junior Adventure Park (22%) having the highest percentages in this response category.  
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IWANT ITNO I WANT IT BUT l'M NOT SURE IF THIS IS NOT A TOTAL 
MATTER THE COST CONCERNED ABOUT COST I WANT IT PRIORITY FOR ME 

Pump Track 33.38% 22.64% 11.68% 32.29% 
737 500 258 713 2,208 

Junior Adventure Park 52.88% 21.43% 3.40% 22.29% 
(18mos - 5yrs) 1,165 472 75 491 2,203 

Youth Adventure Park 60.99% 23.10% 2.17% 13.74% 
(5yrs - 12yrs+) 1,349 511 48 304 2,212 

Senior Friendly 38.35% 19.52% 10.01% 32.13% 
Outdoor Fitness 839 427 219 703 2,188 
Stat ion 

---
Spray Park 55.09% 22.03% 6.51% 16.37% 

1,218 487 144 362 2,211 
--- ---

Accessible Playground 59.56% 21.28% 3.06% 16.10% 
1,324 473 68 358 2,223 



Appendix “B” – Summary of Survey Responses 

QUESTION 4: IS THERE SOMETHING ELSE YOU WANT? 
 

 

COMMENTS 

PROVIDED: 
 Other park features residents noted they would like to have: 

 

  Trampolines 

 Zip line 

 Toddler pool 

 Spray park 

 Indoor walking 

track 

 Off-leash area 

 Shade 

 Lots of natural 

elements incl 

boulders and logs 

to climb on 

 Basketball court 

 Road hockey 

 

 Tire swings 

 Winter elements 

 Walking path – and 

accessible path 

 Tunnel slide 

 Covered stage 

 Covered ice rink – 

with chiller 

 Dirt jumps 

 Climbing wall 

 Outdoor pool 

 Batting cage 

 Water slides 

 Horseshoes 

 Chess tables 

 Ping pong tables 

 Sandbox 

 Food truck area 

 RC track 

 Covered skate park 

 Pickleball court 

 Badminton court 

 Tennis court 

 Lacrosse box 

 Asphalt pump track 
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Appendix “B” – Summary of Survey Responses 

 

QUESTION 5:  THE PROPOSED MEGA PARK WITH THE 6 FEATURES NOTED ABOVE [IN  

QUESTION 4] WILL REQUIRE AN INCREASE TO THE CITY’S ANNUAL PARK 

MAINTENANCE COSTS.  

ARE YOU IN FAVOUR OF THE MEGA PARK PROJECT KNOWING THERE IS AN 

ANNUAL COST TO THE CITY OPERATING BUDGET? 
 

 
Chart 4: Response to Mega Park Survey Question 5 

 

 
 

SUMMARY 

RESPONSE: 
 74% of respondents are in favour of the proposed park knowing there will be an annual 

cost to the City Operating Budget 

 

 14% of respondents are not in favour of the proposed park knowing there will be an 

annual cost to the City Operating Budget 

 

 12% of respondents are not sure  

 

 The comments provided by respondents to this question were 9% positive, 54% neutral, 

and 36% negative. See “How People Feel” for a summary of the themes that were in 

the feedback received.  
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ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES 

Yes 73.71% 1,654 

No 14.48% 325 

I'm not sure 11.81% 265 

TOTAL 2,244 



Appendix “B” – Summary of Survey Responses 

 

“HOW PEOPLE FEEL” – QUESTION 5 
 

 

 
 

 
COMMENTS 

PROVIDED: 

255 comments provided and summarized in the “How People Feel” graph. Comments 

included: 

Green 

 We need more things for kids to do 

 We need more things for families 

 We need to act like a big city 

 

Yellow  

 Annual maintenance costs are a concern 

 Need to know the tax implications 

 As long as existing parks don’t suffer    

 Need corporate sponsor or more fundraising to cover all costs 

 

Red 

 Existing parks are not well maintained and need new equipment 

 We don’t need this 

 Taxes are too high 

 It will be over budget 

 The maintenance will be very costly 

 We just can’t afford it 
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How people feel: 
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QUESTION 6:   COMMENTS - TELL US WHAT YOU THINK ABOUT THIS PROPOSAL 
 

*open ended question – responses for #6 are summarized under “How People Feel” 

 

“HOW PEOPLE FEEL” – QUESTION 6 

 

 

 
 

 
COMMENTS 

PROVIDED: 

1,019 comments provided and summarized in the “How People Feel” graph. Comments 

included: 

Green 

 This is so nice for our kids 

 This will bring tourists 

 We need more parks 

 We need more playgrounds 

 There is nothing for kids to do in PG 

 It will encourage kids to be active 

 

Yellow  

 I like it but something indoors makes more sense for our city 

 It will increase taxes 

 It would really disrupt this quiet neighbourhood 

 There is a senior's work-out site at Masich Park Stadium and I have yet to see 

anyone use it. 

 Can we focus on arts and culture instead? 

 Improve LTMP instead – focus on what we have 

 Do one or two things really well instead of a whole bunch of things not very good 

 Make sure to leave some green behind 

 Great idea, concerned about cost and neighbourhood issues 

 

Red 

 This is the wrong location 

 This will be over budget 

 Concern about short-term and long-term costs 

 Infrastructure repairs should be a priority over any new amenities 
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Red (cont.) 

 It will impact traffic and parking in the area 

 Our current parks are not well used 

 The equipment we have for seniors now is never used 

 This is a want not a need. We need to work on what we already have. Parks and 

other infrastructure are falling apart.  
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