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Foreword by Leaside Memorial Community
Gardens Board of Management

INTRODUCTION

Leaside Gardens — The Past and Present

Leaside Memorial Community Gardens has been a focal point for the Leaside community
and surrounding neighbourhoods for more than 50 years, since the arena opened its
doors 1951 at the intersection of Millwood Road and Laird Drive.

That same year, our volunteer Board of Management was created by the Town of
Leaside under By-law No. 1374, passed pursuant to Ontario’s then Community
Recreation Centres Act. Successive generations of volunteer Board members have
managed the facilities on behalf of the community, reporting first to Leaside Town
Council, later to the Borough of East York Council, and now to the City of Toronto
Council.

Leaside Gardens had been built through community fundraising efforts, supported by
the Leaside Lions and the Rotary Club. Later, in the 1970s when the arena roof
required replacement, the community came together again to raise $500,000 to
undertake the project. Later, the community again came through to undertake the
replacement of the arena’s seating.
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LEASIDE ARENA 1951

Throughout its existence, Leaside Gardens has formed an enduring partnership with
three main user groups that, today, account for the vast majority of the arena’s ice
rentals. The Leaside Hockey Association was formed in 1952 and now boasts 1,280
members in house league and select programs. The Leaside Skating Club was founded
in 1951 and today provides figure skating instruction to 590 members, primarily girls
and young women. The Leaside Girls Hockey League has grown tremendously since its
start in 1974, now fielding house league and select teams comprised of 575 girls. In
fact, through the involvement of the Skating Club and Girls Hockey league, roughly half
of the Leaside Gardens’ current users are girls.

In addition to our single-pad rink the facility also includes a banquet room, the William
Lea Room, and a pool operated on a cost-recovery basis pursuant to an agreement with
the City of Toronto (which is responsible for all programming in the pool).

As 2001 and the celebration of Leaside Gardens’ 50" anniversary approached, the
Board’s members turned their minds to the next 50 years. For some time, the arena’s
ice allocation had been static, with all of the available ice rented, save for necessary
maintenance time. Even if the Board had wanted to, there was no more ice time to
rent. As a result, our main user groups have been forced to rent ice across the GTA at
market rates. They cried out for a second pad of ice at Leaside Gardens.
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In response, the Board formed an Expansion Committee to consider construction of a
second pad of ice. In creating the Expansion Committee, the Board sought out
members of the local community with specific backgrounds that would supplement the
skills and experience of Board members. The resulting team provides the Board with a
broad range of skills to draw upon in undertaking this expansion project. Appendix C
provides a list of our Board and Expansion Committee members, with a brief summary
of their experiences and their connection to Leaside Gardens.

The Expansion Committee, at its outset, commissioned a Community Needs Assessment
and Feasibility Study (Appendix B). That Feasibility Study assessed: i) the recreation
needs of Leaside and the surrounding community; and ii) the feasibility of expanding the
recreational facilities managed for the City of Toronto by the Board of Management of
Leaside Gardens. The resulting consultants’ report was approved by the Board in the
fall of 2001, and confirmed an overwhelming demand for additional ice time among the
current users of the Leaside Gardens arena: if a second pad of ice was available at
Leaside Gardens, our existing users’ demand would immediately consume all of the
prime time ice. The consultants concluded that such overwhelming demand justified the
development of a second pad of ice. The authors also identified the need to acquire the
property adjacent to Leaside Gardens at 1075 Millwood Road (owned by the Province of
Ontario) in order to facilitate construction of a second pad of ice and the requisite
parking for visitors to the expanded facility.
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In December 2001, in a meeting at City Hall, members of the Leaside Gardens Board
presented the Feasibility Study to Commissioner Joe Halstead, then head of Parks and
Recreation for the City. Commissioner Halstead endorsed the City’s acquisition of 1075
Millwood Road, and directed City staff to begin negotiating that with the Ontario Realty
Corporation.

Most recently, Toronto City Council has approved the acquisition of 1075 Millwood Road
from the province, with the City expected to take title to the property in the coming
months.

Leaside Gardens — The Future

Pending the City’s acquisition of 1075 Millwood Road, the Leaside Gardens Expansion
Committee and Board have worked diligently to position ourselves to move forward with
plans to expand the existing facilities into a twin-pad arena. Our single-pad rink features
an ice surface with dimensions of 179 feet by 79 feet and seating for 1,000 spectators.
The proposed second pad of ice would be built with standard NHL dimensions of 200 ft. by
85 ft. The expansion of our current facilities would afford opportunities to build additional
meeting room space for community use, together with an enhanced pro shop space with
external access and visibility from the parking lot.

As can be seen in the following HLT Advisory report, the financial model demonstrates
that the added efficiencies and enhanced revenues to be gained through adding a second
ice pad will generate positive cash flows, which may be used to pay back the borrowing
costs associated with the arena expansion when the project is financed through the City.

The Leaside Gardens Board of Management has established a track record of retiring
debentures issued on its behalf by the former City of East York. The financial model for
the expanded facility establishes that the Board can repay the necessary debt to carry out
this project, through repayment of either bonds or debentures issued by the City.

The current capital cost projection to construct the second pad of ice, twinned with the
existing arena, including both hard and soft costs is $11,627,299. The costing is based
upon a design concept developed by TSH, the firm of professional engineers hired by the
City to prepare architectural drawings and design specifications when approximately $1.8
million of renovation and retrofit work was undertaken to refurbish the existing arena
during the summer of 2006. That work itself was designed in contemplation of a possible
twinning of the existing arena, so that the ice resurfacer and ice plant rooms (reflected in
orange in the drawing on the facing page) were constructed in such a manner that they
easily can service a second rink.

Completion of this project would yield environmental benefits, consistent with City policy,
by helping to reduce motor vehicle travel among members of our main user groups. Two
of our current user groups have combined 48 teams playing at competitive levels within
the Greater Toronto Area. Not having a home base for any of the 48 teams results in both
home and away games being played in facilities well beyond the catchment area of
Leaside. Based on information provided by one of these groups alone there is evidence to
show there would be 913,000 less kilometres travelled on Toronto roads per season if they
were to be able to play their home games in the new rink.




Appendix 2
Foreword by LMCG Board of Management Leaside Memorial Community Gardens
Business Plan — Proposed Twin Pad Expansion

Picture: Courtesy of Leaside Girls Hockey League

SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY PRO FORMA

The Board believes the financial projections reflecting the proposed twin-pad arena, have
been prepared using a conservative approach yielding a realistic picture of the facility’s
future viability.

Based on discussions with City staff, our preferred model assumes repayment by the
Board of project financing funded through City’s borrowing of the required capital costs.
This would allow the Board, which lacks the legal capacity to borrow on its own behalf, to
benefit from the City’s preferred borrowing rates, thereby reducing the overall cost of the
project.

The Statement of Projected Operations in the following report demonstrates that the
Board could carry the necessary debt required to construct a second pad of ice at Leaside
Gardens, with cash available for debt service of over $620,000 in Year One of operation —
even with a built-in operating reserve — followed by successively larger surplus cash flows
in each subsequent year of operation. Such surpluses would be accrued in a
contingency/principle prepayment reserve, allowing the Board the flexibility to pay down
the debt on an accelerated basis, yielding a debt-free facility sooner, or to build the
necessary capital reserves to plan for eventual replacement of the original 57-year-old ice
pad.

We also have explored an alternate financing model, by which the Board would have
formed a not-for-profit corporation with the capacity to borrow the necessary capital
dollars to finance the project. This approach would substantially increase the complexity of
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the project, entailing potential changes to the arena’s governance structure (from the
current Board of Management to the not-for-profit model) and leasing of the facilities from
the City.

For that reason, the Board seeks to pursue the project through its existing management
structure, and to finance the project through repayment of funds borrowed by the City.
As noted above, this would be consistent with the Board’s longstanding track record of
financing capital projects through repayment of debentures issued by the Borough of East
York.

CaPITAL COSTS

Based upon the design concept for the expanded facility, a detailed capital costing was
developed by Ellis Don at the request of our Expansion Committee member Bob Smith.*

Those costs have been updated to reflect current pricing can be summarized as follows:

Order of Magnitude Unit Price Estimate

1. New building area @ 43,400 ft2 $ 6,727,000.00
2. Areas of major renovation (existing arena) @ 6,000 ft2 $ 540,000.00
3. Areas of minor upgrades (existing) @ 30,000 ft2 $ 1,350,000.00
4. Site work (lump sum) $ 600,000.00
5. Demolition and tie-ins @ 9,900 ft2 $ 69,300.00
6. Contingencies @ 5.5% $ 510,747.00
Sub-total $9,797,047.00
Design Fees & Disbursements, A & E, Total $ 640,755.00
Food & Beverage, Interiors, Sound & Security $ 118,450.00
Furniture, Fixtures & Equipment $ 232,444.00
Contingency $ 57,500.00
Interest During Construction $ 316,250.00
TOTAL $11.627,299.00

PROJECTED ANNUAL REVENUES
Ice Rental

Our Board traditionally has offered ice time to our three main community user groups at
below-market rates consistent with hourly rates charged for ice time in the City’s other
Board-managed arenas and in those run directly by the City’s Parks Department.

The financial model incorporates ice rates that range from a non-prime time rate of
$119.05 per hour offered to our community user groups, to a high of $280.00 per hour for
prime-time ice on the new pad at market rates. This would yield an average hourly ice

1 Mr. Smith has confirmed that Ellis Don does not intend to submit a bid as part of any design-build bidding process in
connection with this proposed expansion project.

Vi
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rate of $187.37 (still well below full market rates that can exceed $350 per hour at some
privately-owned arenas).

For Year One of operation with a second pad of ice, this would generate total revenues of
$1,452,842 from ice rentals. The Board believes this estimates adopts a conservative
approach to both the pricing of the ice rates and the estimate of the overall demand.
These rates are comparable to similar existing facilities, and represent an attempt to
balance the need to generate revenue with our traditional efforts to provide community
groups with accessible and affordable rates. At the same time, these rates also reflect our
attempts to fairly incorporate some premium for use of ice on the new pad, as compared
to use of the existing pad, when our users have told us that they are prepared to pay that
premium based on the market rates (upwards of $350 per hour) that they currently pay to
rent ice elsewhere.

We have received written commitments from our three main user groups, the Leaside
Hockey Association, the Leaside Girls Hockey League and the Leaside Skating Club, with
respect to the ice rentals they are prepared to make in the expanded arena. Copies of
letters from those organizations, confirming those commitments, are attached to the HLT
Advisory report.

The ice rental projections also reflect estimates received from local schools of the daytime
ice rentals that they anticipate.

Other Revenue
Snack Bar

The arena can expect to enjoy enhanced revenues through the added attendance
generated by a second pad of ice. Snack bar revenues are projected at $117,395 in the
first year of operation generating net revenues of $38,740.

Pro Shop

Leaside Gardens currently features a pro shop space measuring 350 sq. ft., located in the
basement of the arena, in a converted dressing room. This generates annual revenue of
$2,878 for the Board.

The design concept for the expanded twin pad facility contemplates a larger space located
on the ground floor, along an exterior wall, which would permit both external and internal
access to the pro shop but also would afford increased visibility and signage. Itis
projected that this new pro shop space would generates revenues of $7,491 in Year One,
based upon enhanced rents.

Advertising

Revenues from rink-board and other interior advertising will receive a boost from the
twinning of the arena, with total revenues estimated at $33,821 in the first year of
operation. This also includes revenue from naming/pouring rights from suppliers.

Vi
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PROJECTED ANNUAL OPERATING EXPENSES
Expenses

As noted above, the projected financial model for the proposed twin-pad facility is built
upon the actual operating statements of the existing facility. Given the Board's status as
an agency of the City, and continued ownership of the site by the City, no income or realty
taxes are due.

Cash Flow Before Debt Service

As per exhibit 33 attached, Leaside Gardens is projected to generate a positive net cash
flow before debt service of $670,564 in Year One of operation as a twin-pad facility. That
figure is arrived at after subtracting operating expenses of $1,330,968 from total revenues
of $2,001,532.

In subsequent years, that net cash flow is projected to grow steadily, reaching $769,441
by Year 5 of the twin-pad facility’s operation.

Cash Flow After Debt Service

The financial model anticipates that, in addition to funds required to service the debt
required to build the twin-pad facility, a debt service reserve will be maintained in each
year of operation, to serve as a cushion against unforeseen revenue shortfalls. In Years
1-5, that amount is $50,000 each year.

A debt-service payment of up to $620,000 is available starting in the first full year of
operation. At present it is anticipated that a fixed amount will be utilized on an annual
basis, determined by financing costs at the inception of the project.

Through projected revenue increases in the year’s that follow, the facility’s annual cash
flow would grow in each year, such that by Year 5 of operation, the funds available for
debt service would reach $719,000.

CONCLUSION

The Board is prepared for this undertaking and the Community as a whole is willing to
accept its role to see this project become reality.

viii
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1. Introduction

HLT Advisory Inc. (“HLT”) has been retained by the Board of Directors of Leaside
Memorial Community Gardens (“LMCG”), to examine the market opportunity and financial
feasibility of adding a second ice pad to their current facility. The current facility contains
one ice pad, an indoor pool, a multi-purpose community room as well as a small snack bar
and pro shop.

1.1 OVERVIEW OF APPROACH

The methodology used to complete the study involved both quantitative and qualitative
measures. The techniques used to evaluate market opportunity and financial feasibility
have been employed in numerous recreational facility studies conducted throughout
Ontario and in the rest of Canada, and have proven to be reliable for business planning
purposes. Individual study components include:

e a brief review of recreation participation trends, organized sports association
trends and trends in arena development and usage;

e the delineation of a study area in which market investigations are focused;

e an inventory of existing and proposed arena facilities in the study area including
facility usage and rate structure;

e an analysis of market feasibility (potential usage analysis) based on an assessment
of the existing users of LMCG, new users already identified by LMCG and potential
new users; and

e preparation of revenue and expense estimates based on current and projected
market conditions.

In any feasibility study considering current and future market conditions, specific
assumptions are made at various points in the analysis. These study assumptions are
stated throughout the report in appropriate sections. All revenue and expense figures
contained in the report reflect 2009 dollar values, unless otherwise stated.

1.2 ScopPE OF WORK AND CONDITIONS OF REPORT USE

The market utilization and financial operating estimates contained in this report were
prepared based on the current operating results of LMCG, our knowledge of the Toronto
area arena market and available benchmark utilization, revenue and cost data, the
majority of which have been provided by LMCG and reviewed by HLT. Unanticipated
events and circumstances will occur, therefore, the actual results achieved during the five-
year period will vary from the estimates presented. We have no responsibility to update
the estimates for events and circumstances occurring after the date of the report.

Our report has been prepared for LMCG in accordance with our engagement letter
(including the attached Terms and Conditions) dated December 2™, 2008. We understand
that LMCG will submit this report to the City of Toronto for development approval. To the
extent other parties are provided with a copy of this report by LMCG, third parties are
advised to complete their own due diligence on either the merits of an investment in or on
any other involvement with the project. HLT does not accept responsibility or liability for
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any liabilities, damages, costs or expenses suffered by any third party arising from any
claims or actions by such third party relating to the use of or reliance upon our report.

1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT
Following this Introduction, the report is organized into five sections.

Section 2: Industry Overview — This section of the report provides an overview of trends in
recreation participation, organized sports participation and arena development.

Section 3: Site and Access — The proposed site is introduced and described in terms of its
location, surrounding land uses and access characteristics.

Section 4: Inventory Analysis — This section of the report presents an analysis of existing
and proposed arena facilities in the study area. Arena utilization, users groups and rental
rate structures are documented.

Section 5: Market Opportunity — The market opportunity is estimated in this section of the
report.

Section 6: Financial Analysis — A financial analysis of the market opportunity is provided in
this section of the report.
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2. Industry Overview

This section of the report provides an overview of major trends in leisure and sports
activities, as well as in arena development and usage. An overview of leisure-time activity
participation in Canada is first highlighted, followed by a review of organized sports
association participation (youth) levels. Finally, a discussion of arena development trends
is presented.

2.1 LEISURE TIME PARTICIPATION AND ACTIVITY

The Canadian Fitness and Lifestyle Research Institute is a national research agency
concerned with educating Canadians about the importance of leading healthy, active
lifestyles. A significant component of their research focus is on monitoring changes in the
physical activity and health status of Canadians. In this regard, the institute is a good
source of information and data on leisure time participation and activity trends in Canada.

Based on a high level review of the various statistical and research reports published by
and/or available at the Institute, it can be said that Canadians of all ages are becoming
more active. Exhibit 1 summarizes the results of two surveys conducted in 1994/95 and
2005 that show physical activity trends of adult Canadians.

Exhibit 1
Physical Activity Among Adults by Region

1994/95 2005 Variance

East 33% 44% 11%
Newfoundland 31% 42% 11%
Prince Edward Island 30% 40% 10%
Nova Scotia 32% 46% 14%
New Brunswick 35% 44% 9%
Quebec 33% 45% 12%
Ontario 38% 50% 12%
West 46% 54% 8%
Manitoba 42% 46% 4%
Saskatchewan 39% 52% 13%
Alberta 45% 48% 3%
British Columbia 49% 57% 8%
North n/a 49% n/a
Total Canada 38% 49% 11%

Source: Canadian Fitness and Lifestyle Research Institute

Note: Activity for adults is defined as a daily energy expenditure of 1.5

kilocalories/kilogram of body weight per day or more; roughly equivalent to
walking one half hour every day or more.
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Exhibit 2
Sports Participation in Canada by Children (Aged 5 to 14)
2005 Survey 1998 Survey
Rank Total Boys Girls Total Boys Girls
Participated in At Least One Sport 49.8% 55.4% 44.1% 51.7% 58.8% 44.3%
Soccer 1 44.1% 44.4% 43.7% 32.1% 35.3% 2.7%
Ice Hockey 2 26.1% 33.8% 16.2% 23.4% 36.0% 5.8%
Swimming 3 24.8% 20.5% 30.3% 22.9% 17.9% 29.9%
Basketball 4 18.9% 17.2% 21.0% 13.8% 13.1% 14.8%
Baseball 5 13.6% 15.5% 11.2% 22.1% 25.9% 16.9%
Volleyball 6 10.5% 8.1% 13.5% 5.4% 3.0% 8.7%
Gymnastics 7 6.0% 1.9% 11.1% 2.3% * 4.5%
Golf 8 5.2% 6.3% 3.8% 2.6% 3.3% *
Skiing (downbhill/alpine) 9 5.0% 5.6% 4.2% 6.7% 6.0% 7.7%
Karate 10 5.0% 6.0% 3.6% 5.4% 6.4% 4.1%
Track and Field - Athletics 11 3.9% 3.7% 4.2% * * *
Figure Skating 12 3.8% 2.1% 6.1% 5.4% 1.8% 10.4%
Tennis 13 3.6% 3.8% 3.3% 1.9% 1.7% 2.2%
Football 14 3.2% 4.3% * 1.2% 1.9% *
Equestrian 15 3.1% * 5.7% 1.0% * 2.0%
Tae Kwon Do 16 3.0% 3.2% 2.7% * * *
Badminton 17 2.7% 2.5% 2.9% 2.4% 2.4% 2.3%
Lacrosse 18 2.6% 3.4% * * * *
Cycling 19 2.5% 2.4% 2.6% 3.2% 3.7% 2.6%
Ball Hockey 20 1.9% 2.5% * * * *
Curling 21 1.8% 1.7% 2.0% 0.6% 0.6% *
Softball 22 1.7% * 2.5% 1.6% 1.1% *
Ringette 23 1.4% * 2.9% 0.8% * 2.3%
Field Hockey 24 1.4% * * * * *
Snowboarding 25 1.4% 1.6% * * * *

Source: Statistics Canada General Social Survey 2005

* Data too unreliable to be published

Note: Participation percentages are calculated over the population in at least one sport - the "Active Population".
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The increase in adult activity levels as shown in Exhibit 1 can be partly considered a direct
result of well entrenched youth sport activity programs that exist throughout the country.
Adults that have participated in youth activity programs when they were young have a
greater likelihood of continued participation when they are adults. With this said,
generally children as compared to adults participate in more strenuous activities as well as
in more team based sports. Exhibit 2 shows the type of activities that Canadian children
participated, in 1998 and 2005. Exhibit 3 shows the corresponding data for adult
Canadians over the same time period.

Exhibit 3
Popularity of Physical Recreation - Percentage that Participated at Least Once in Last Three Months
Adults (Age 20 and Older)
2005 Survey 1998/99 Survey

Activity Rank Total Men Women Total Men Women
Walking 1 71% 65% 76% 69% 64% 75%
Gardening, Yard Work 2 49% 54% 44% 48% 51% 45%
Home Exercise 3 33% 29% 37% 29% 26% 31%
Swimming 4 22% 21% 22% 24% 24% 24%
Bicycling 5 20% 24% 16% 24% 28% 19%
Social Dancing 6 18% 15% 20% 22% 20% 23%
Weight Training 7 17% 20% 14% 11% 15% 8%
Jogging/Running 8 16% 18% 13% 12% 16% 9%
Golfing 9 11% 17% 6% 13% 18% 7%
Exercise Classes/Aerobics 10 10% 5% 16% 7% 3% 10%
Fishing 11 9% 14% 5% 11% 16% 6%
Bowling 12 8% 9% 8% 8% 9% 8%
Skating 13 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.04
Soccer 14 5% 8% 3% n/a n/a n/a
Basketball 15 5% 8% 2% 4% 6% 2%
Hockey 16 0.05 0.09 0.01 0.04 0.07 0.01
In-Line Skating 17 4% 5% 4% 6% 7% 5%
Baseball/Softball 18 4% 7% 2% 7% 10% 4%
Skiing/Snowboarding 19 4% 5% 3% 3% 4% 2%
Volleyball 20 4% 4% 3% 3% 4% 2%
Tennis 21 4% 5% 3% 4% 5% 3%

Source: Canadian Fitness and Lifestyle Research Institute based on Statistics Canada Health Surveys

In terms of activities that take place in arenas, ice hockey continues to be the second
most popular activity for Canadian youth. While other activities that require ice time such
as figure skating and ringette have seen their rankings decreased between 1998 and
2005, other activities that do not require ice, but tend to use arena facilities during
summer months (e.g. lacrosse and ball hockey), have seen their rankings improve.

Adults in Canada do not participate in ice related activity (skating and hockey) to the same
degree as children. Skating ranks 13" and hockey ranks 16™ as most popular physical
activities for Canadian adults. Part of this decrease in adult hockey popularity can be
attributed to the strenuous nature of the activity itself, lack of personal free time as well
as lack of available arena facility time.

In conclusion, Canadians are becoming more physically active. If Canada wants to
continue to increase its physical activity rates into the future, increasing youth
participation is a key area in which to focus - active children are more likely to continue to
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be active when they become adults. The provision of recreation facilities should be seen
as necessary base infrastructure required to assist Canadians to increase their physical
activity rates.

2.2 SPORTS YOUTH PARTICIPATION

There are a wide variety of sport and leisure activities, which utilize arenas. In Canada,
the two most popular are hockey and figure skating. Other activities include pleasure
skating, ball hockey, ringette, broomball, (box) lacrosse and in-line/roller skating. The
following highlights participation trends in youth hockey and figure skating, as well as a
discussion of a number of other youth activities which utilize arenas.

Hockey

Hockey Canada (formerly the Canadian Hockey Association) is the governing body of
hockey in Canada. Exhibit 4 illustrates total membership in the Hockey Canada in
1987/88, 1992/93, 1997/98 and from 2002/03 through 2004/05.

Exhibit 4
Hockey Canada Membership (Selected Years)
600,000
500,000 -
400,000 -
300,000 -

Participants

200,000 -

100,000
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2002/03
200304
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]

m Ontario North  mWesternCanada mQuebec mAtlantic Canada

In 1987/1988 Hockey Canada membership was 416,388 of which 148,087 or 35.6 percent
were located in Ontario. In 2007/2008 total membership had increased by 33.9 percent to
557,667. Over the same period, Ontario membership increased by 66.4 percent to
246,471 (Ontario members now comprise 44.2 percent of the Canadian total). Hockey
Canada membership has been relatively constant since 2003/2004 (around 550,000). A
significant percentage of the membership is accounted for by minor hockey (beginners
through to juvenile) participants.
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While total Hockey Canada membership increased by 33.9 percent between 1987/88 and
2007/08, female membership for the same period has increased over 958 percent, from
approximately 7,300 members to 77,500 members. This growth is due to a large extent
to changes in the ice allocation policies at municipal arenas whereby female hockey groups
are allocated more Prime-Time hours. Exhibit 5 illustrates the growth of female hockey
membership in Hockey Canada.

Exhihit 5

Hockey Canada Female Participation - (Selected Years)
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Exhibit 5 shows that Ontario has consistently accounted for the largest share of female
membership. As can be seen, female membership in Ontario increased 840 percent
between 1987/88 and 2007/08, from approximately 4,400 members to over 41,700. The
relatively high amount of minor hockey participants in Ontario should ensure a degree of
future stability for female hockey, as a portion of these players will likely continue in
organized leagues past the juvenile level. This continued participation will however be
influenced by facility time availability.

In conclusion, hockey participation is well entrenched in Canadian society. Today, it
seems that the biggest impediment for future growth and stability (both male and female)
is not lack of interest, but rather the inability to secure appropriate amounts of ice time at
local facilities. This situation is also seen as an impediment to the continued growth of
adult (both male and female) recreational participation.
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Figure Skating

The Canadian Figure Skating Association is the governing body of figure skating in
Canada. Membership in the Association is nation-wide and includes both recreational and
competitive members.

e Recreational members are organized into a number of groups based on age and
skating ability. Groups include adults, Canfigureskate (8 to 14 years of age),
Canskate (4 to 10 years of age), Icebreakers (seniors), Kidskate (3 to 6 years of
age), learn to skate (3 to 6 years of age), and powerskating (all age groups).
Recreation groups constitute the bulk of total membership.

e Competitive skaters constitute the smallest portion of total memberships;
however, these skaters are the most visible to the general public because of
increased media attention to regional, provincial, national, and international
competitions.

The Association's membership hierarchy is made up of local clubs, regional/sub-provincial
associations and provincial associations. Exhibit 6 illustrates total Canadian membership
levels since 1984/85.

Exhibit 6
Skate Canada Membership - 1983/84 through 2007/08
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Source: Canadian Figure Skating Association

Currently, there are some 183,600 Skate Canada members. Since 1984/84, Canadian
membership increased from approximately 156,300 to approximately 183,600 participants
or 17.5 percent. Membership peaked at about 196,000 members in 1994/95. This
increase was due to many factors such as the increase in media attention by the rise of
Canadian figure skating (i.e., Elvis Stojko, Kurt Browning, Josee Choinard, Lloyd Eisler and
Isabelle Brasseur), the exposure from two Winter Olympic Games in two years (1992 and
1994) and improved skating programs.
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Of the 183,600 Skate Canada members, about 41.1 percent are located in Ontario. Exhibit
7 compares Ontario members to the rest of Canada.

Exhibit 7

Skate Canada Memberships - Ontario and Other Provinces (selected years)
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Since 1985/86, total Ontario membership increased 38.8 percent from approximately
54,400 to about 75,500 members. For comparison purposes, total Canadian memberships
increased 21.7 percent from approximately 150,900 to about 183,600 members over the
same period.

Within Ontario, members are organized into four districts based on geographic location.
Exhibit 8 highlights the distribution of Ontario membership for selected years. The majority
of members are concentrated in the West and Central districts.

Exhibit 8
Ontario Figure Skating Association Membership Distribution
North West Central East Total
1985/86 14% 33% 32% 21% 54,428
1990/91 11% 33% 34% 22% 66,701
1994/95 11% 33% 35% 21% 78,657
1999/00 10% 33% 35% 21% 77,041
2004/05 9% 31% 38% 22% 73,884
2007/08 9% 31% 39% 21% 75,533

Source: Ontario Figure Skating Association

The Greater Toronto Area constitutes the largest portion of the Central District, which
accounts for 39.0 percent of total Ontario Figure Skating Association memberships, up
from 32.0 percent in 1985/1986. While Ontario Figure Skating Association memberships
decreased 2.0 percent overall from 79,695 to 75,553 between 1997/1998 and 2007/2008,
memberships in the Central District increased by 1,595 or 5.4 percent over the same
period.

The growth of figure skating has generated increased demand for ice time across the
country and especially in Ontario in regions such as Toronto. The majority of figure
skating activity occurs in arenas that have traditionally been used almost exclusively for
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hockey. This situation has lead to programming (time allocation) problems for municipal
arena operators. In many municipalities, future growth in figure skating participation is
directly dependent upon ice time availability (allocation).

Other Sports

In addition to figure skating and hockey, there are a number of other sports which are
both growing in popularity and rely on arenas to host competitions. Two such sports are
(box) lacrosse and in-line/roller hockey. These sports, however, do not rely on ice
availability but rather they are played on the (dry) arena floor.

According to the Canadian Lacrosse Association, there are currently over 190,300
Canadians that play all forms of lacrosse throughout the country (over 93,000 in Ontario).
There are four versions of the game including box, men's field, women's field and inter-
lacrosse. Box lacrosse consists of six persons per team and is played on an arena floor
(dry) with three twenty-minute periods of play. Itis played traditionally in the summer
months when ice is removed from arenas. Since 1982, box lacrosse membership in the
Canadian Lacrosse Association more than quadrupled from approximately 9,100 to almost
38,800 members (in 2007).

Box lacrosse uses arena facilities and represents a significant source of summer utilization
for some facilities. In Ontario, box lacrosse membership increased from about 1,000
participants in 1982 to just over 9,900 in 2007 (see Exhibit 9).

Exhibit 9
Canadian Lacrosse Association - Paid Memberships 2007
Box Lacrosse Men's Field Women's Field  Inter Lacrosse Total
British Columbia 12,678 2,393 240 30,000 45,311
Alberta 8,628 458 11 25,000 34,097
Saskatchewan 1,730 333 0 5,000 7,063
Manitoba 1,291 330 10 2,000 3,631
Ontario 9,949 2,991 602 80,000 93,542
Quebec 1,283 460 104 256 2,103
Nova Scotia 1,621 263 0 450 2,334
New Brunswick 1,178 65 0 500 1,743
Nunavut 130 0 0 50 180
Can-AM 150 0 0 0 150
Iroquois 129 50 0 0 179
Total 38,767 7,343 967 143,256 190,333

Source: Canadian Lacrosse Association

In-line/roller hockey is another sport that utilizes arena facilities, but does not require ice.
National Inline Hockey Association, the national body that organizes in-line hockey, had a
membership of approximately 17,000 people in 2004 (the most recent year for which data
is available). As shown in Exhibit 10, Ontario accounts for the majority of members.
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Exhibit 10

Canada Inline Registration by Province 2004

Ontario 10,475

Alberta 4,300

British Columbia 600

Saskatchewan 450

Manitoba 400

Quebec 92

Atlantic Canada 450

Total 16,767

Source: Canada Inline

In conclusion, there are a number of sporting activities, which utilize arena facilities, but
do not require ice surfaces. Growth in these sports is not only dependent upon increased
participation, but rather facility availability will also play a critical role in future participation
levels. Given the entrenched stability of both figure skating and hockey, many of these
other activities will find it difficult to access arena facilities, especially during the traditional
winter season but also in the summer season as more arenas offer summer ice.

At the local level, increased participation trends translate into increased demand for
leisure/recreation facilities including both indoor facilities such as arenas and swimming
pools, as well as outdoor facilities such as parks. However, given the fiscal situation of
most municipal governments, as well as all other levels of government, the majority of
municipalities can no longer afford to build and operate all of the leisure/recreation
facilities that their residents demand. Hence, many municipalities have investigated
alternative ways of providing additional leisure/recreation facilities, as well as the
replacement of existing facilities. Increasingly non-profit and private sector participation in
the construction and operation of these facilities is seen as a viable and attractive
alternative to the public sector being the lone provider of these services.

2.3 ARENA DEVELOPMENT TRENDS — GENERAL

Traditionally, arenas have been developed and operated by municipalities on behalf of
their citizens. The majority of these public facilities operate with a yearly deficit, which
varies from municipality to municipality while, in some cases, the facility operating
expenses are covered by revenues. A few of these latter facilities even achieve annual
operating surpluses; however, this tends to be the exception rather than the norm.

Over the past several years, given the fiscal constraints facing most municipalities and the
fact that this situation is unlikely to improve in the foreseeable future, the topic of
continued construction and operation of recreation facilities by municipalities has surfaced
and is being publicly debated. Some of the issues that have been raised include:

e Should municipalities continue to subsidize the operation of recreation facilities
through reduced rental rates or should user groups pay market rates?

e Should the entire community subsidize facilities, which are being used by a limited
number of citizens?

e Can the non-profit and/or private sector operate facilities more efficiently than the
public sector?

10
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These are fundamental questions, which municipalities must address. Many municipalities
have seriously investigated non-profit and/or private sector involvement in new facility
development and operation, as well as in existing facilities. Some municipalities have
already entered into a variety of partnership agreements. These agreements range from
the purchase of ice time at non-profit and privately developed facilities to contracting out
management of facilities to non-profit and/or private sector groups. These types of
agreements/trends are likely to increase in the near future as municipalities continue to
grapple with budget restrictions and increased demand for facilities (new facilities as well
as improved existing facilities).

2.4 ARENA DEVELOPMENT TRENDS — DIRECTION OF CITY OF TORONTO

In a recent report (A Sport Framework for the City of Toronto, August 2005), the Toronto
Sports Council (a City of Toronto sponsored group) noted that “there is a severe lack of
district and regional sport facilities in Toronto”, such as multi-pad arenas. The report
classifies the larger private sector arena facilities, such as Etobicoke Ice Sports,
Scarborough Ice Sports, Centre Ice Sports, Chesswood Arena, Westwood Arena and The
Rinx, as district facilities. From the municipal perspective, district facilities “are the
practice and training facilities for elite competitions and ranked athletes” and “the lack of
these facilities in Toronto disrupts the sport development continuum and is a constraint on
hosting elite events.” The Toronto Sports Council, among other recommendations it made
to the City, concluded that:

e Criteria should be established to develop new district facilities;

e Strategic opportunities to develop sport facilities (pilot projects) should be
identified; and

e Best practices should be established to fund the construction and operation of
new district sport facilities.

LMCG's proposed arena complex is consistent with the development direction put forward
by the City sponsored Toronto Sports Council.

11
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Exhibit 12
Leaside Memorial Community Gardens Expansion Plan
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3. Site and Access

This section of the report describes the subject site in the context of surrounding land
uses, its location within the broader regional environment and accessibility characteristics.
The proposed site plan is also described in terms of site layout and facility components.

3.1 LOCATION AND ACCESS

LMCG is located at 1073 Millwood Road (intersection of Southvale Drive and Laird Road).
The entrance to the parking lot is off the south side of Southvale Drive at Millwood Road.
The location and site access provides excellent visibility and accessibility to the entire

greater Leaside community.
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City of Toronto, HLT Advisory Inc.

3.2 SITE AND FACILITY

The existing site contains some four acres of land. The facility currently consists of a
single ice pad, a 25-metre pool, a 3,192 square foot banquet hall, a snack bar and a small
pro shop. The site also contains parking for 171 vehicles. Exhibit 12 shows a concept of

the expanded facility and site.

The facility expansion (second ice pad) would be located southeast of the existing ice pad.
In order to accommodate the expansion, a 1.1 acre parcel of land abutting the site to the
southeast is in the final stages of being purchased by the City of Toronto from the
Province of Ontario.

12
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Exhibit 13
Ice Surfaces by Population: City of Toronto and Province of Ontario
Population Number of Population per
(2006 Census) Ice Surfaces Ice Surface
Toronto (municipally-owned) 2,503,281 62 40,376
Toronto (privately-owned) 2,503,281 28 89,403
Toronto Total 2,503,281 90 27,814
Province of Ontario 12,160,282 668 18,204
Exhibit 14
Leaside Memorial Community Gardens - 2007 Utilization (37 Weeks of Ice)
Hours
Utilized Available* Utilization
Prime Ice Time
Leaside Hockey Association 1,026.0
Leaside Skating Club 412.5
Leaside Girls Hockey League 244.0
Public Skating 74.0
Other Users 139.5
Total Prime Ice Time 1,896.0 2,007.5 94.4%
Non-Prime Ice Time
Leaside Hockey Association 17.0
Leaside Skating Club 443.0
Leaside Girls Hockey League 0.0
Richardson Hockey School 65.0
Free Skate 45.0
Shinny 41.0
Leaside High School 335
Other Users 581.5
Total Non-Prime Ice Time 1,226.0 2,345.0 52.3%
Total Ice Utilization
Leaside Hockey Association 1,043.0
Leaside Skating Club 855.5
Leaside Girls Hockey League 244.0
Public Skating 74.0
Richardson Hockey School 65.0
Free Skate 45.0
Shinny 41.0
Leaside High School 335
Other Users 721.0
Total Ice Utilization 3,122.0 4,352.5 71.7%

Source: HLT Advisory Inc. analysis of data provided by Leaside Memorial Community Gardens

* Available hours reflect actual days open during 2007.
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4. Inventory Analysis

This section of the report identifies the competitive environment (study area), in terms of
arena facilities, within which the proposed arena complex will operate. Prior to defining an
appropriate study area and inventorying existing facility usage within that study area, a
city-wide indication of market demand is summarized followed by a review of current
LMCG usage. The analysis contained in this section is based mainly on information/data
from LMCG, selected discussions with facility operators and owners as well as HLT's
experience in the Toronto area arena industry.

4.1 CiTY-WIDE DEMAND INDICATOR

Exhibit 13 summarizes total ice surfaces in the City of Toronto and develops a ratio of
surfaces per population in the study area as well as in the entire Province. This ratio only
provides an indication of the level of demand. Actual demand is greatly influenced by the
existence of programming (i.e., the presence of sport groups that organize activity that
individuals can participate in). It is also significantly influenced by facility time and
allocation policies (i.e., the “owner” of the facility dictates what users can use the facility
and at what times).

Based on information from the Hockey Development Centre for Ontario, Ontario currently
has 668 ice surfaces (used for hockey) resulting in a provincial average of 18,204 persons
per ice surface. The provincial average suggests that the City of Toronto, in relative
terms, is undersupplied by existing ice surfaces.

4.2 LEASIDE MEMORIAL COMMUNITY GARDENS — CURRENT USAGE

Exhibit 14 summarizes LMCG facility ice usage for calendar year 2007. The current facility
maintains ice for 37 weeks a year. LMCG defines Prime-Time ice as 6:00pm to 11:00pm
on weekdays and 6:30am to 11:00pm on weekend days. Non-Prime Time is before
6:00pm on weekdays and after 11:00pm on all days. In total there were 2,007.5 hours of
Prime-Time ice and 2,345.0 hours of Non-Prime Time ice available to rent.

In (calendar year) 2007 LMCG realized a total utilization rate of 71.7 percent. Prime-Time
hours were virtually fully utilized at 94.4 percent of available hours while Non-Prime Time
hours were utilized 52.3 percent of the time. This Non-Prime Time utilization rate is high
compared to a typical arena. Of the 3,122 total hours utilized, 2,142.5 hours or about
69.0 percent were used by Leaside-based community user groups: Leaside Hockey
Association (“LHA”), Leaside Skating Club (“LSC”) and Leaside Girls Hockey League
(“LGHL™).

13
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Source: City of Toronto, HLT Advisory Inc.

Exhibit 15
Leaside Memorial Community Gardens - Market Area Arenas
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Exhibit 16
Market Area Arena Inventory - Summary

Facility Ice Surfaces Ownership Summer Ice Availability
Leaside Memorial Community Gardens 1 Municipal (AMB) * -
Beaches Sports Centre 1 Public-Private Partnership -
Del La Salle Arena 1 School Monday - Thursday**
Don Mills Civitan Arena 1 Municpal -
East York Memorial Arena 1 Municipal Monday - Thursday
Flemingdon Arena 1 Municipal -
Larry Grossman Forest Hill Memorial Arena 2 Municipal (AMB) * Yes**
Moss Park Arena 1 Municipal (AMB) * Yes
North Toronto Arena 1 Municipal (AMB) * July and August
William P. Wilder Arena (Upper Canada College) 2 School Yes
Ted Reeve Arena 1 Municipal (AMB) * August Only
Varsity Arena 1 School -
Victoria Village Arena 1 Municipal -
York Mills Arena 1 Municipal -
Total 16

Source: City of Toronto, HLT Advisory Inc.

* Municipal-owned but operated by an Arena Management Board (AMB)

** Offering summer ice in 2009, summer ice was unavailable in 2008.
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All three Leaside-based community user groups have indicated a desire for more ice time
at LMCG. These groups currently use a combined 194 hours per week of ice at other
arenas in the broader market area:

e LHA uses 125 hours per week of ice time at other municipal and private facilities.
LHA indicates that community-based select and Greater Toronto Hockey League
(“GTHL™) players are being lost to other clubs (e.g., North Toronto Hockey
Association) as these clubs have game and practice ice closer to the Leaside
community while the Leaside Select and Leaside GTHL teams play home games
and practice at Scarborough facilities.

e LGHL uses 65 hours per week at other municipal and private facilities.

e LSC uses 4 hours per week during the winter and spring seasons at other
municipal facilities.

Based on LMCG's definition of ice times, there are some 58 hours of weekly Prime-Time
ice per ice pad available to rent. The Leaside-based community groups have
communicated that they would transfer their “usage overflow” to LMCG if LMCG could
accommodate their requirements (time and rental rates). This usage would ensure that
the second ice pad at LMCG would be virtually fully utilized during the majority of the
winter season. Section 5 discusses this market opportunity situation in greater detail.

4.3 STUDY AREA

Typically, in order to focus market investigations, a study area is first delineated. This
area represents the broad market region in which the proposed arena complex will
generate user support (utilization), and is delineated based on a number of factors
including access and distance to the site and the location of competitive facilities. Since
existing LMCG users are willing to transfer existing ice usage at other facilities to the
second ice pad, there is limited need to define a study area in order to determine if excess
market demand exists to support a second pad at LMCG. With this said, HLT did define a
study area for the purposes of investigating appropriate ice rental rates and summer ice
time usage. LMCG does not currently offer summer ice time but intends to do so with the
second ice pad. The study area delineated for the purposes of this report has been
defined generally as Highway 401 to the north, Avenue Road/Queen’s Park to the west,
Lake Ontario to the south and Warden Avenue to the east (see Exhibit 15).

4.4 ARENA INVENTORY

Within the defined study area, 14 arenas containing 16 ice surfaces have been identified
(see Exhibit 16). Ten arenas are municipally owned, three are owned by private schools
and one is privately owned and operated next to a municipally owned facility (Beaches
Sports Centre is located on the site of the Ted Reeve Arena). Of the ten municipally-
owned arena facilities, five are operated by individual Arena Management Boards (AMB).
AMBs are free to set ice time allocations and ice rental rates.

Of the 14 facilities in the defined study area, six facilities currently offer ice time during
some or part of the summer season:

e Del La Salle Arena and East York Memorial Arena offer ice time from Mondays to
Thursdays throughout the summer.

14
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e Del La Salle Arena and Larry Grossman Forest Hill Memorial Arena will offer
summer ice in 2009, neither facility operated during the summer in 2008. William
P. Wilder Arena at Upper Canada College has recently opened, and will offer
summer ice in 2009.

e North Toronto Arena removes the ice during the spring, during which a lacrosse
league uses the ice. The ice is replaced in early July.

e Ted Reeve Arena removes the ice in late April/early May and replaces the ice
surface in August.

e Moss Park Arena offers summer ice.

The recently opened two-pad arena at Upper Canada College will offer summer ice on at
least one ice pad.

Generally speaking, private arena facilities in the GTA account for the majority of summer
ice time available in the GTA. LMCG will have to compete with study area facilities and
private sector facilities in the broader Toronto market area for summer ice usage.

HLT did not contact owners of arena facilities in the defined study area to attempt to
collect detailed arena usage statistics.

4.5 ICE RENTAL RATES

The current ice rental rates at LMCG (inclusive of GST) are shown in Exhibit 17.

Exhibit 17
Leaside Memorial Community Gardens Rental Rates
(2008/2009 Ice Season)

Group Rate (includes GST)
Community Rate (LHA, LGHL, LSC) S 145.78
Prime Time (Market) Rate S 240.00
Non Prime Time (Market) Rate S 125.00
11:00 pm to 12:00 am S 175.00

Source: Leaside Memorial Community Gardens

All community groups are allocated specified amounts of ice time at the community rate.
If these groups require additional time and if that time is available, they are charged the
applicable market rate. The majority of the Prime-Time ice available at LMCG is used by
Leaside-based community user groups.

Exhibit 18 provides a breakdown of ice rental revenues’ for calendar 2007 (exclusive of
GST).

2in 2007, ice rental rates (inclusive of GST) were $225/hour for Prime Time ice, $120 for Non-Prime Time ice (community
groups) and $175 for late night. The community group rate was $133.52
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Exhibit 18
Leaside Memorial Community Gardens - 2007 Ice Rental Revenues
Revenue Average Rate
Hours Used (net of GST) (net of GST)

Leaside Hockey Association 1,043.0 S 183,498 § 175.93

Leaside Skating Club 8555 S 122,758 §$ 143.49

Leaside Girls Hockey League 2440 S 38,610 S 158.24

Public Skating 740 S 7,063 §$ 95.44

Richardson Hockey School 650 S 7,200 §$ 110.78

Free Skate 450 S - S -

Shinny 410 S 2,279 S 55.59

Leaside High School 335 § 4,269 S 127.43

Other Users 7210 5 60,299 S 83.63

Total Ice Utilization 3,1220 S 425,976 S 136.44

Source: HLT Advisory Inc. analysis of data provided by Leaside Memorial Community Gardens

In total the average rental rate for all ice time was $136.44 (exclusive of GST) for calendar
year 2007.

City of Toronto Facilities

The City of Toronto has an established ice rental rate structure for all municipally-owned
and operated arenas. Those facilities operated by AMBs are free to set their own
individual ice rental rates. These rates are typically higher than those applicable at other
city-owned facilities (HLT has not been able to obtain the rental rate structure for AMB
facilities). The City of Toronto defines Prime-Time ice as Monday to Friday 5:00pm to
11:00pm and Saturday and Sunday from 7:00am to 11:00pm. Rental rates vary by facility
user. Facility users are segmented as follows:

Commercial—organizations or teams providing adult activity which do not qualify
for “Community Adult”. Commercial programs organized for youth or adult to
include instructional schools will be assessed at the commercial rate as will
additional ice booked by teams privately, private schools, church groups, birthday
parties and family skates.

Community Adult—organizations or teams providing adult activity operated by
volunteers on a not-for-profit basis. Organizations may be required to provide
financial statements and prove that 90 percent® of their members are residents of
the City of Toronto.

Community Youth—not-for-profit organizations, with an elected volunteer
executive, constitution and bylaws that provide youth activities. Groups may be
required to provide financial statements and prove they meet the 90 percent
residency factor. Youth is defined as a person 13 to 19 years of age inclusive.
This category includes house league and recreational participants.

Competitive Junior Hockey—includes levels A, B and C.

% The residency requirement for community ice time increased from 80% to 90% in 2007.
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Competitive Youth—organizations or teams providing youth activity with an 90
percent residency factor but which do not qualify as community youth. Residency
for game ice will be based on a combination of all member organization teams.

Toronto District School Board.

Rental rates (2008/09) applicable for the four municipally operated arenas in the market
area are shown in Exhibit 19.

Exhibit 19
City of Toronto Municipal (Indoor) Arena Rental Rates 2008/09
(inclusive of GST)
Prime Time Non-Prime Time
Commercial $276.15 $138.60
Community Adult $226.80 $114.45
Community Youth $129.15 $64.05
Competitive Junior Hockey $195.30 $98.70
Competitive Youth $166.95 $84.00
Toronto District School Board $135.45 $68.25

Source: City of Toronto Parks and Recreation

The rental rates charged by the City of Toronto are similar to those charged at the LMCG.

City of Toronto Private Sector Facilities

In Toronto seven private sector arenas (not affiliated with a school) offer a total of 30 ice
surfaces. None of these facilities are located in the defined study area. These include:

e Westwood Arena (five ice surfaces) — major uses include in-house adult leagues,

various GTHL hockey clubs and various outside adult hockey leagues.

Chesswood Arena (four ice surfaces) — major uses include in-house adult leagues,
various GTHL hockey clubs and various outside adult hockey leagues.

Etobicoke Ice Sports (four ice surfaces) — major uses include in-house adult
leagues, various GTHL hockey clubs and various outside adult hockey leagues.

Scarborough Ice Sports (four ice surfaces) — major uses include in-house adult
leagues, various GTHL hockey clubs and various outside adult hockey leagues.

York Ice Sports (at York University) (six ice surfaces) — major uses include in-
house adult leagues, various GTHL hockey clubs and various outside adult hockey
leagues.

Centre Ice Sports (two ice surfaces) — major uses include in-house adult leagues,
various GTHL hockey clubs and various outside adult hockey leagues.

The Rinx (three ice surfaces) — major uses include in-house adult leagues, various
GTHL hockey clubs and various outside adult hockey leagues.

Exhibit 20 displays typical rental rates for these private sector arenas.

Exhibit 20
GTA Private Sector Arenas - 2008/09 Prime Time Rental Rates
Westwood Chesswood Ice Sports* The Rinx
Rate Range $195 - $300 $195 - $300 $200 - $350 $220 - $350

Source: HLT Advisory Inc. estimates.

* Includes Scarborough, Centre, Etobicoke and York Ice Sports facilities.
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Since most of the Prime-Time hours (especially during the winter season) at private sector
arenas are used for “in-house” organized leagues, the actual hourly rental rate is hidden in
a team fee that is charged. Also, actual rental rates for user groups are influenced by the
amount of ice time that is purchased, including actual times used.

4.6 PROPOSED ARENAS

Other than the proposed expanded LMCG, the only other arena proposed in the study area
is a three-pad facility at the southeast corner of Don Mills Road and Highway 401. This
facility, proposed by the Don Mills Civitan Service Club, would replace the existing 58-year
old single ice pad facility located at Don Mills Road and Lawrence. This project is on hold
pending an environmental impact study given the proposed location along the Don River
Valley.

As mentioned previous, Upper Canada College is opening (February 2009) a new two pad
arena. This facility will replace an existing single pad facility owned by the school.

4.7 SUMMARY

The following summarizes the findings of the inventory analysis and puts forth
conclusions. Based on the information and analysis presented in this Section, the
following key points can be put forward:

e The City of Toronto, as a whole, seems to be underserved by arena facilities.

e The existing LMCG facility is virtually fully utilized during winter season Prime-Time
hours (about 94 percent).

e The existing LMCG facility has a high winter season Non-Prime Time utilization
level of about 52.0 percent.

e Leaside-based community users rent about 194 hours of weekly winter season ice
at other facilities. If a second ice pad is added at LMCG, these users would
transfer this usage to LMCG.

e The existing rental rate structure at LMCG is slightly higher than at facilities owned
and operated by the City of Toronto but lower than those owned and operated by
the private sector.

LMCG intends to offer summer ice on the new ice pad. In this regard, LMCG will have
to compete with existing facilities that already offer summer ice to attract users.
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5. Market Opportunity

This section of the report presents the estimated market opportunity for the arena
complex. First, an Operations Model is defined. Second, using the defined Operations
Model, the market performance of the arena is estimated (utilization and rental rates).
Third, the market performance estimate is compared to likely facility usage that is
contained in the various user group “commitments” that LMCG has already obtained.
These commitments include existing usage of the current arena, as well as new usage
currently being accommodated at other facilities.

The average annual business activity level estimated for Year 2 is considered to represent
a “stabilized” year of operations. A stabilized year of operation is herein defined as the
first full year of operations during which the facility eliminates operational inefficiencies
related to start-up. This may occur almost immediately or may take a protracted period of
time, depending on factors such as the extent and need for pre-opening publicity,
advertising and marketing. All revenues are expressed in 2009 dollars.

HLT has assumed that the second ice pad will be operational for the start of the
2009/2010 winter season.

5.1 OPERATIONS MODEL

In order to forecast market opportunity, a facility operations model has been prepared.
This model outlines hours of operations, defines ice time periods and sets out a rental rate
structure for the proposed facility. It was constructed based on the current LMCG facility
and HLT’s past experience. The following outlines the components of the operations
model.

Hours of Operations and Ice Time Periods

The facility will operate 365 days per year in a two season format (winter and summer).
Winter season will last 37 weeks and generally run from Labour Day through to the May
long weekend. Daily hours of operations will be 18 hours per day from 6:00am through to
midnight. Exhibit 21 shows a typical breakdown of winter weekday and weekend hours of
operation by estimated ice time period.

Exhibit 21
Hours of Operation Breakdown
Weekday Weekend
Prime Time 6:00 pm to 11:00 pm 6:00 am to 11:00 pm

Non-Prime Time 6:00 am to 6:00 pm 11:00 pm to 12:00 am
11:00 pm to 12:00 am

Source: HLT Advisory Inc.

The winter season contains some 4,662 total hours per ice surface available to rent. Since
the expanded facility will contain two ice surfaces, there will be some 9,324 total hours of
ice available to rent during the winter season. Demand from the three Leaside-based
community groups, who combined utilize the majority of the available Prime-Time hours in
the current facility, exceeds the additional capacity of Prime-Time ice (2,183 hours) being
added in the new ice pad.
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The summer ice season will last 15 weeks from mid-May through the end of August on the
new ice surface only (the current ice pad is not able to offer ice through the summer).
Hours of operation are assumed to consist of 18 hours per day from 6:00am through to
midnight. Actual hours of operation however, will be based on user demand and may vary
per day depending on advanced bookings. Winter season ice time periods (i.e. Prime-
Time, Non-Prime Time) are assumed for these purposes to be applicable during the
summer season (see Exhibit 21). It is assumed that no ice-pads will be taken out of
service for any extended period of time for maintenance.

A total of 1,890 hours of ice time will be available through the summer season. The
existing ice pad surface will be rented to non-ice users for the summer season (i.e., box
lacrosse, ball hockey, etc.). Exhibit 22 shows winter and summer weekly and total season
operating hours by ice time periods.

Exhibit 22
Ice Hours of Operation by Time Period
Weekly Weekly Total Season  Total Season
(per pad) (both pads) (per pad) (both pads)
Winter Season
Prime Time 59 118 2,183 4,366
Non-Prime Time 67 134 2,479 4,958
Total 126 252 4,662 9,324
Summer Season*
Prime Time 59 59 885 885
Non-Prime Time 67 67 1,005 1,005
Total 126 126 1,890 1,890

Source: HLT Advisory Inc.
* Only one ice pad will offer summer ice.

In total, there will be some 11,214 hours of ice available for rent through the winter and
summer seasons (as well as 1,890 hours of summer floor space available for rent on the
existing ice surface for other uses).

Rental Rates

Exhibit 23 presents the proposed rental rate structure (net of GST) for LMCG segmented
by ice pad and season.

Exhibit 23
Proposed Rental Rate Structure (Year 1)
Market Rates
Community Non-Prime Non-Prime
Prime Prime Daytime Late Night
Winter
Existing Pad S 166.67 | S 22857 S 119.05 S 166.67
New Pad nfal|s$ 280.00 S 119.05 S 166.67
Summer
Existing Pad (floor rental) nfals 85.00 S 85.00 S 75.00
New Pad nfal|s$ 22857 S 207.55 S 195.30

Source: HLT Advisory Inc., Leaside Memorial Community Gardens

n/a - not appicable
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Exhibit 24
Existing Pad Utilization Estimate
Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Winter Season

Prime Time Weekday 95.2% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0%
Prime Time Weekend 93.9% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0%
Non-Prime Time Weekday 52.7% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0%
Non-Prime Time Weekend 36.8% 35.0% 35.0% 35.0% 35.0% 35.0%
Total Winter Season 71.7% 70.8% 70.8% 70.8% 70.8% 70.8%

Summer Season

Prime Time Weekday 25.0% 30.0% 30.0% 30.0% 30.0%

Prime Time Weekend 15.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0%

Non-Prime Time Weekday 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0%

Non-Prime Time Weekend 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total Summer Season 14.2% 16.6% 16.6% 16.6% 16.6%
Annually

Prime Time 73.2% 74.6% 74.6% 74.6% 74.6%

Non-Prime Time 38.1% 25.8% 25.8% 25.8% 25.8%
Total Annual Utilization 54.5% 55.2% 55.2% 55.2% 55.2%

Exhibit 25

New Pad Utilization Estimate
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Winter Season

Prime Time Weekday 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0%
Prime Time Weekend 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0%
Non-Prime Time Weekday 45.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0%
Non-Prime Time Weekend 30.0% 35.0% 35.0% 35.0% 35.0%
Total Winter Season 68.2% 70.8% 70.8% 70.8% 70.8%

Summer Season

Prime Time Weekday 55.0% 60.0% 60.0% 60.0% 60.0%

Prime Time Weekend 25.0% 30.0% 30.0% 30.0% 30.0%

Non-Prime Time Weekday 65.0% 70.0% 70.0% 70.0% 70.0%

Non-Prime Time Weekend 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total Summer Season 51.2% 56.1% 56.1% 56.1% 56.1%
Annually

Prime Time 78.5% 78.5% 79.9% 79.9% 79.9%

Non-Prime Time 49.9% 33.8% 37.1% 37.1% 37.1%
Total Annual Utilization 63.3% 63.3% 66.6% 66.6% 66.6%

Source: HLT Advisory Inc.
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The rates vary by season (winter and summer) and are consistent with the range of
market rents cited in Section 4. The Prime-Time rate will be higher on the new pad than
the existing pad. Late night rates are charged after 11:00pm (weekday and weekend).
Rental rates have been increased annually at a rate of 2.0 percent.

5.2 MARKET OPPORTUNITY ESTIMATES

Based on current usage of the existing arena, “commitment” letters obtained by LMCG for
the proposed new ice pad, our review of the ice market in the study area and our specific
knowledge of the ice market in the Toronto Area, this subsection summarizes our estimate
of the market performance of the expanded LMCG. Appendix A contains copies of the
commitment letters obtained by LMCG to date.

Exhibits 24 and 25 show the estimated utilization rates of each arena while Exhibits 26 and
27 show the corresponding number of hours used. Summer rentals for the existing arena
represent floor rentals only (i.e., noice). It is assumed that the expanded LMCG will
achieve a stabilized year of operations in Year 2.

Exhibit 26
Existing Pad Annual Hours Utilized Estimate
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Winter Season

Prime Time Weekday 879 879 879 879 879
Prime Time Weekend 1,195 1,195 1,195 1,195 1,195
Non-Prime Time Weekday 1,203 1,203 1,203 1,203 1,203
Non-Prime Time Weekend 26 26 26 26 26
Total Winter Season 3,303 3,303 3,303 3,303 3,303

Summer Season

Prime Time Weekday 94 113 113 113 113

Prime Time Weekend 77 102 102 102 102

Non-Prime Time Weekday 98 98 98 98 98

Non-Prime Time Weekend 0 0 0 0 0
Total Summer Season 269 313 313 313 313
Annually

Prime Time 2,245 2,289 2,289 2,289 2,289

Non-Prime Time 1,327 1,327 1,327 1,327 1,327
Total Annual Hours Utilized 3,572 3,616 3,616 3,616 3,616

Source: HLT Advisory Inc.
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Exhibit 27
New Pad Annual Hours Utilized Estimate
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Winter Season

Prime Time Weekday 879 879 879 879 879

Prime Time Weekend 1,195 1,195 1,195 1,195 1,195

Non-Prime Time Weekday 1,082 1,203 1,203 1,203 1,203

Non-Prime Time Weekend 22 26 26 26 26
Total Winter Season 3,178 3,303 3,303 3,303 3,303
Summer Season

Prime Time Weekday 206 225 225 225 225

Prime Time Weekend 128 153 153 153 153

Non-Prime Time Weekday 634 683 683 683 683

Non-Prime Time Weekend 0 0 0 0 0
Total Summer Season 968 1,061 1,061 1,061 1,061
Annually

Prime Time 2,408 2,452 2,452 2,452 2,452

Non-Prime Time 1,738 1,912 1,912 1,912 1,912
Total Annual Hours Utilized 4,146 4,364 4,364 4,364 4,364

Source: HLT Advisory Inc.

In total, HLT estimates that the expanded LMCG can achieve a

60.9 percent annual

utilization rate (by Year 2) on ice rentals (and dry floor rentals of current pad during the
summer season). This equates to some 7,980 hours of facility time being rented by Year

2 (see Exhibit 28).

Exhibit 28
Total Facility Utilization Estimate
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year5

Utilization Percentage

Winter Season 69.5% 70.8% 70.8% 70.8% 70.8%

Summer Seasion 32.7% 36.3% 36.3% 36.3% 36.3%
Total Utilization 58.9% 60.9% 60.9% 60.9% 60.9%
Hours Rented

Winter Season 6,481 6,606 6,606 6,606 6,606

Summer Seasion 1,237 1,374 1,374 1,374 1,374
Total Hours Rented 7,718 7,980 7,980 7,980 7,980

Source: HLT Advisory Inc.
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Exhibit 29
Rental Rates and Revenue Estimates (Total Facility)
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Hours Utilized
Winter Season
Community Rate (existing pad) 1,950 1,950 1,950 1,950 1,950
Prime (existing pad) 124 124 124 124 124
Prime (new pad) 2,074 2,074 2,074 2,074 2,074
Non-Prime 2,333 2,458 2,458 2,458 2,458
Total 6,481 6,606 6,606 6,606 6,606
Summer Season
Prime (existing pad) 171 215 215 215 215
Prime (new pad) 334 378 378 378 378
Non-Prime (existing pad) 98 98 98 98 98
Non-Prime (new pad) 634 683 683 683 683
Total 1,237 1,374 1,374 1,374 1,374
Rental Rates
Winter Season
Community Rate (existingpad) $ 166.67 $ 170.00 S 17340 S 176.87 $§ 180.41
Prime (existing pad) S 22857 S 23314 $ 237.80 $§ 24256 S 24741
Prime (new pad) S 28000 S 28560 $ 29131 $§ 297.14 S 303.08
Non-Prime* S 12381 S 12629 $ 12882 S 13140 S 134.03
Summer Season
Prime (existing pad) $ 8500 $ 8670 $ 8843 $ 9020 $  92.00
Prime (new pad) S 22857 S 23314 $ 23780 $§ 24256 S 24741
Non-Prime (existing pad) S 84.00 S 85.68 § 87.39 S 89.14 S 90.92
Non-Prime (new pad) S 20633 S 21045 $§ 21466 S 21895 S  223.33
Gross Revenue
Winter Season
Community Rate (existing pad) $ 325,007 $ 331,500 S 338,130 $ 344,897 $§ 351,800
Prime (existing pad) $ 28343 $ 28909 $ 29487 $ 30077 $ 30,679
Prime (new pad) S 580,720 S 592,334 $ 604,177 S 616,268 S 628,588
Non-Prime S 288,853 S 310,421 $ 316,640 S 322,981 S 329,446
Total Winter Season $1,222,923 $1,263,165 $1,288,434 $1,314,224 $1,340,512
Summer Season
Prime (existing pad) $ 14535 $ 18641 $ 19012 $ 19,393 $ 19,780
Prime (new pad) $ 76342 $ 88127 $ 89,888 $ 91,688 $ 93,521
Non-Prime (existing pad) S 8,232 § 8,397 S 8,564 $ 8,736 S 8,910
Non-Prime (new pad) S 130,810 S 143,737 S 146,613 $§ 149,543 S 152,534
Total Summer Season $ 229919 $ 258,901 $ 264,078 $ 269,359 $ 274,746
Annual Gross Revenue
Existing Pad S 528,281 S 542,657 $ 553,514 $§ 564,593 S 575,891
New Pad $ 924561 $ 979,409 $ 998,998 $1,018,989 $1,039,366
Total Annual Gross Revenue $1,452,842 $1,522,066 $1,552,512 $1,583,583 $1,615,258

Source: HLT Advisory Inc.

* Note the non-prime ice rate of 123.81 is a blend of the $119.05 daytime rate and $166.67 late night rate based on historic hours utilized.



Appendix 2

I I T Leaside Memorial Community Gardens
Arena Business Plan
\\

ADVISORY February 2009

Exhibit 29 presents the resultant Rental Revenue for the expanded LMCG (both ice pads)
when estimated rental rates (see Exhibit 27) are applied to the estimated hours utilized by
user group.

In total, the expanded LMCG is estimated to generate approximately $1.45 million in total
rental revenue in Year 1, increasing to approximately $1.61 million by Year 5.

5.3 SOURCES OF ICE RENTAL REVENUE
The estimate of rental revenue will be generated from three main sources of business:

e additional rentals by current users, primarily Leaside-based community groups;
e new users (local schools) that have provided LMCG with “commitments”; and
e future marketing efforts by LMCG.

The following discusses these identified sources of business. Appendix A provides a copy
of all “commitment letters” (or correspondence) that HLT has reviewed as part of this
report.

Current Users

Exhibit 30 presents incremental hours that the Leaside-based community groups would
require to fulfill their current needs. In total, these groups require some 3,719 total hours
of which 3,053 are Prime Time hours. HLT assumes the second ice pad can accommodate
2,074 hours of winter season Prime Time ice from these user groups. (While 2,183 hours
of winter season Prime Time ice is available on the new ice pad, due to scheduling
conflicts it is unlikely that LMCG could accommodate all time requests. HLT assumes that
LMCG could accommodate about 95 percent of Leaside-based community group ice
requests). HLT assumes that LMCG could accommodate all non-prime ice requests from
these groups.

Exhibit 30
Incremental Ice Rental Requests from Community User Groups (hours)
Winter Summer
Prime Non-Prime Total Prime Non-Prime Total

Leaside Hockey Association 2,109 555 2,664 0 0 0
Leaside Skating Club 148 111 259 0 35 35
Leaside Girls Hockey League 796 0 796 0 0 0
Total 3,053 666 3,719 0 35 35

Source: HLT Advisory Inc.

A one-week camp by the LSC represents the only identified requirement by a Leaside
community user group for summer ice.

Copies of “commitment letters” from Leaside-based community groups are contained in
Appendix A.

New Users (Local Schools)

Two local schools have expressed an interest in renting winter season ice time at LMCG.
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Exhibit 31
Winter Ice Rental Commitments for Second Pad
Prime Non-Prime Total

Crescent School 0 437 437
Greenwood College School 0 50 50
Total 0 487 487

Source: HLT Advisory Inc.

In total these two schools would use some 487 hours of winter weekday Non-Prime Time
ice. HLT has reviewed these “commitment” letters and copies of the same are contained
in Appendix A. The following summarizes these “commitments”.

e Crescent School — Requires some 276 hours of Non-Prime Time weekday ice for
hockey team practices and games and 161 hours of Non-Prime Time weekday ice
for physical education classes during the winter season for a total of 437 hours of
Non-Prime Time usage. This does not include ice time required for tournaments
that the Crescent School wishes to host.

e Greenwood College School — Requires some 50 hours of Non-Prime Time weekday
ice (20 hours/year for games, 30 hours/year for practices) during the winter
season.

To date, LMCG has had limited discussions with the two schools with respect to rental
rates. However, $119.05 per hour for weekday Non-Prime Time ice is a competitive rate
given that Crescent School currently rents ice from several different facilities and
Greenwood College School requires only 50 hours of ice per year.

New Users (Future Marketing Efforts)

Based on HLT’s knowledge of the Toronto area arena market, it is assumed that LMCG
would be able to generate additional facility usage above and beyond the existing
community groups and local schools. In particular, the arena would be well-positioned to
attract summer demand. For example:

e Few arenas in the study area (see Exhibit 16) operate ice during the summer.
HLT believes that LMCG would be able to attract organizers of summer hockey
leagues to utilize the summer season Prime-Time ice and some of the summer
season Non-Prime Time ice.

e The William Lea Room, the pool and potential sports field west of the pool would
be attractive for operators of summer hockey camps or instructional programs.

Exhibit 32 provides a breakdown of total estimated facility utilization by user group for the
second (stabilized) year of operation.

Exhibit 32
New Pad Utilization (Hours) Estimate by User - Year 2
Winter Season Summer Season Annual
Prime Non-Prime| Prime Non-Primgl Prime Non-Prime| Total
Leaside-Based Community Groups 2,074 666 0 35 2,074 701 2,775
New Users (Schools) 0 487 0 0 0 487 487
New Users (Future Marketing Efforts) 0 76 378 648 378 724 1,102
Total 2,074 1,229 378 683 2,452 1,912 4,364

Source: HLT Advisory Inc.
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Exhibit 32 indicates in Year 2:

e Leaside-based community groups account for all of the winter Prime-Time hours
that are estimated to be utilized and about half of the winter Non-Prime Time
hours rented on the new pad. LMCG representatives indicate the Leaside-based
community groups have accepted in principle the proposed rate structure for the
new ice pad.

e New users (schools) account for about 40 percent of the Non-Prime Time winter
hours on the new ice pad.

e None of the 378 summer Prime-Time hours are accounted for by Leaside-based
community groups and committed users. These hours (about 25 hours per week)
will be marketed to organized and unorganized users including hockey leagues,
tournaments and special events.

e About five percent of the estimated utilized summer season Non-Prime Time hours
are accounted for by Leaside-based community groups. The remaining 648 hours
(or an average of 43 hours per week) will be marketed to organized and
unorganized users including hockey and/or skating camps/instructional schools,
tournaments and special events.

In total, of the 4,364 hours of estimated total ice utilization for the new pad,
approximately 75 percent is accounted for by Leaside-based community groups and local
schools.

5.4 SUMMARY

Based on the information and analysis presented in this section, the following key points
can be put forward:

e HLT has estimated that some 178 hours of additional Prime Time ice on the
existing ice pad will be utilized by Year 2. This estimate requires LMCG to improve
ice allocation to ensure that user groups better utilize available Prime Time hours
at the beginning and end of the winter season.

e LMCG will rent time on the new ice pad at “market rates”.

e Leaside-based community groups (existing Leaside-based community groups) that
currently rent the majority of ice time will continue to rent ice time and will
transfer existing usage at other facilities to the new ice pad. All of the winter
season Prime-Time hours estimated to be utilized on the new ice pad will be used
by these groups.

e LMCG will offer summer ice and will have to market this ice time to new users.
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Exhibit 33
Revenue and Expense Summary
Current 2007 Year 1 Year 2 Year3 Year 4 Year 5

Arena Revenues

Current Pad Ice Rentals $436,659 51.6% $528,281 $542,657 $553,514 $564,593 $575,891

New Pad Ice Rentals $0 0.0% $924,561 $979,409 $998,998  $1,018,989  $1,039,366

Signage $15,935 1.9% $33,821 $34,498 $35,188 $35,892 $36,609

Pro Shop Revenue $2,878 0.3% $7,491 $7,786 $7,941 $8,100 $8,262
Subtotal Arena Revenues $455,472 53.8% $1,494,155  $1,564,349  $1,595,641  $1,627,574  $1,660,129
Other Revenues

Pool Rental $221,086  26.1% $234,618 $239,310 $244,097 $248,978 $253,958

Banquet Revenue $95,426  11.3% $101,267 $103,292 $105,358 $107,465 $109,614

Snack Bar $45,083 5.3% $117,395 $122,008 $124,448 $126,937 $129,476

Miscellaneous Revenue $29,122 3.4% $54,097 $55,179 $56,283 $57,409 $58,557
Total Other Revenues $390,717 46.2% $507,377 $517,525 $530,185 $540,789 $551,605
Total Revenue $846,189  100.0% $2,001,532 $2,081,874 $2,125,826 $2,168,363 $2,211,734
Operational Expenses
Arena

Wages and Salaries $153,249  33.6% $260,207 $265,411 $270,719 $276,133 $281,656

Repairs and Maintenance $38,400 8.4% $81,501 $83,131 $84,793 $86,489 $88,219

Utilities $115,515  25.4% $245,171 $250,074 $255,076 $260,177 $265,381

Other Expenses $16,316 3.6% $34,629 $35,321 $36,028 $36,748 $37,483
Subtotal Arena Expenses $323,480 71.0% $621,507 $633,937 $646,616 $659,548 $672,739
Pool Expenses $148,160  67.0% $157,228 $160,373 $163,580 $166,852 $170,189
Banquet Expenses $57,049 59.8% $60,541 $61,751 $62,986 $64,246 $65,531
Snack Bar Expenses $37,759 83.8% $78,655 $81,745 $83,380 $85,048 $86,749
Pop Vending Purchases $6,284 79.9% $15,642 $15,955 $16,274 $16,600 $16,932
Total Operational Expenses $572,731 67.7% $933,573 $953,761 $972,837 $992,293  $1,012,139
Gross Profit $273,458 32.3% $1,067,959 $1,128,113 $1,152,989 $1,176,070 $1,199,595
Undistributed Expenses

Wages and Salaries $238,296 28.2% $307,882 $314,039 $320,320 $326,726 $333,261

Insurance $11,657 1.4% $24,741 $25,236 $25,741 $26,255 $26,780

Other Undistributed Expenses $42,327 5.0% $44,918 $45,816 $46,733 $47,667 $48,621

Capital Reserve $18,710 2.2% $19,855 $20,252 $20,657 $21,070 $21,492
Total Undistributed Expenses $310,990  36.8% $397,396  $405,344 $413,451 $421,720 $430,154
Total Expenses $883,721 $1,330,968  $1,359,105  $1,386,287  $1,414,013  $1,442,293
EBITDA -$37,533 4.4% $670,564 $722,769 $739,539 $754,350 $769,441
Operating Reserve $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000
EBITDA After Operating Reserve $620,564 $672,769 $689,539 $704,350 $719,441
Cummulative Operating Reserve $50,000 $100,000 $150,000 $200,000 $250,000

Source: HLT Advisory Inc., Leaside Memorial Community Gardens

EBITDA - Earnings Before Interest, Taxes Depreciation and Amortization
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6. Financial Analysis

This section of the report presents the estimates of revenue and expenses for the
expanded LMCG over the first five years of operation. All revenues and expenses are
stated in constant 2009 dollars. The facility is estimated to open at the beginning of the
2009/2010 winter season. A 2.0 percent inflation factor has been applied to applicable
revenue and expense categories.

6.1 FINANCIAL OPERATING RESULTS

To complete the financial operating estimate for LMCG, HLT relied on the assessment of
the market as contained in Section 5, a review of LMCG’s historical operating results,
operating estimates prepared by LMCG itself and HLT's knowledge of Toronto area arena
facilities’ financial operating results.

Exhibit 33 presents the resulting financial estimates for the first five years of operation.
The following assumptions were used to prepare the revenue estimates:

e Existing Pad Ice Rentals—see Exhibit 29
e New Pad Ice Rentals—see Exhibit 29

e Signage—assumed current revenues would double with the addition of a second
pad.

e Pro Shop—2007 pro shop revenues were $2,878 or $1.52 per Prime Time hour
utilized. Year 1 pro shop revenues were estimated at $1.61 per Prime Time hour
utilized or $7,491.

e Pool Rentals—are estimated by inflating 2007 pool revenues.
e Banquet—are estimated by inflating 2007 banquet revenues.

e Snack Bar—2007 snack bar revenues were $45,083 or $23.78 per Prime Time
hour utilized. Year 1 snack bar revenues were estimated at $25.23 per Prime
Time hour utilized or $117,395.

e Miscellaneous Revenues—includes (outdoor) sign rental, pop and other vending,
Mediacom sign rental and interest income. The pop and other vending revenues
have been increased by a factor of two to reflect the addition of a second pad as
well as to reflect summer ice operations.

The following assumptions have been used to estimate expenses:

e Arena Wages and Salaries (non-management)—current total facility wages and
salaries have been increased by 60.0 percent. This increase reflects both the
addition of a second ice pad as well as operational synergies that can be achieved
by operating two ice pads.

e Arena Repairs and Maintenance—current expenses have been doubled to reflect
the addition of a second ice pad.

e Arena Utilities—current expenses have been doubled to reflect the addition of a
second ice pad.
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e Other Arena Expenses—current expenses have been doubled to reflect the
addition of a second ice pad.

e Snack Bar Expenses—have been estimated based on Snack Bar Revenues using
industry averages. Wages and Salaries have been estimated at 30.0 percent of
revenues, cost of goods sold has been estimated at 35.0 percent of revenues and
other expenses have been estimated at 2.0 percent of revenues.

e Pop Vending Purchases—have been estimated at 75.0 percent of pop vending
revenues.

e Wages and Salaries (Undistributed Expense)—have been increased to reflect the
addition of an Assistant General Manager at $55,000 per year.

e Insurance Expense—current expenses have been doubled to reflect the addition of
a second ice pad.

e An operating reserve of $50,000 annually has been included to provide for
potential shortages in operating profit (EBITDA).

LMCG is estimated to generate $2.0 million of revenue in Year 1, increasing to $2.2 million
by Year 5. Operating and Undistributed Expenses are estimated to total $1.3 million in
Year 1 and increase to $1.4 million by Year 5. Revenues less expenses including an
operating reserve total about $621,000 in Year 1 and increase to just over $719,000 by
Year 5.
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Commitment letters from LHA, LGHA, LSC, Crescent School and Greenwood College School
are included in this Appendix. Differences between the requested ice rentals in the
commitment letters for LHA, LGHA and LSC and that shown in Exhibit 31 are based on

discussions with the organizations. The organizations were contacted by HLT to verify ice
requirements.

Al
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January 26, 2009

Via e-mail

Mr. Paul Mercer

Chairman, Board of Management
Leaside Memorial Gardens

1073 Millwood Rd.

Toronto, Ont. M4G-1X6

Dear Paul:

Re: Proposed Utilization of Second Ice Pad at Leaside Memorial Gardens by the Leaside Hockey
Association

Let me begin by stating that the LHA is fully supportive of the second ice rink at Leaside Memorial
Gardens. At this point in time, the current ice rink at Leaside Memorial is only supporting 20% of our
annual ice requirements. Our combined House league/Select program and GTHL teams represent
1280 players and families, with over 80% being from our community. This past season we again
turned away a number of families that we could not accommodate in our house league program due
to limited ice and program availability.

Specific to the second pad, the LHA could fully utilize all available hours in the facility with the
exclusion of Monday-Friday from 8 a.m. — 5 p.m. Our requirements could be all remaining hours
which is estimated at 72 per pad on a weekly basis. The LHA total usage for both ice pads could be
as high as 150 hours during September — April peak times at Leaside Memorial Gardens. At this point
in time in our development, the second pad would not fully satisfy our ice requirements on an annual
basis.

The LHA would be willing to support hourly rates of $280 for prime time, $119 non-prime and $167

late night as proposed inclusive of GST. We would also be willing to utilize ice into the 1% week of
May for our GTHL try-outs and also in late August to run pre-season camps for our GTHL teams.

Sincerely,

Leaside Hockey Association

ol ol

oods- President

Dere

416-399-3948(cell)
dandbwoods@rogers.com
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February 22, 2007

Leaside Gardens Arena,
1073 Millwood Road
Toronto, Ontario Canada

M4G 1X6

Attention: Bob Brent

Chair, Expansion Committee,

Dear Bob,

Re: L easide Arena Expansion

We would like to thank Paul Mercer, Henry Stachelbeck and you, for taking the time to
meet with Dave Huntus and Jordan Grant regarding your expansion plans. The proposed
layout looks attractive and workable, and L easide Girls Hockey Leagueis excited by the
prospect of being housed in the expanded facility. We appreciate the efforts you have
goneto in pursuing the expansion dream.

As promised at the meeting we are writing to formally outline our request for a
permanent allotment of icetime at the expanded arena. As discussed, even with the one-
pad expansion, we can't expect the Leasiderink to meet all of our needs, which would be
along the lines of the following:

One Pad Second Pad

# of hours Times # of hours Times
Monday 4 6:00 —10:00 pm 2 7:00-9:00 pm
Tuesday 4 6:00 —10:00 pm 3 7:00-10:00 pm
Wednesday 4 6:00 —10:00 pm 4 7:00-11:00 pm
Thursday 4 6:00 —10:00 pm 4 6:00 — 10:00 pm
Friday 4 6:00 —10:00 pm 3 7:00 — 10:00 pm
Saturday 11 7:00 am— 6:00 pm 6 7:00 am—1:00 pm
Sunday 16 7:00 am —11:00 pm 11 7:00 am—6:00 pm
Tota 47 33 = 80 hours both pads

As we don't expect you to claw back hours from other existing user groups, we have
determined that a realistic request would be to concentrate all of our house league
activities at Leaside plus some Wildcats skills devel opment sessions. In order to meet
our anticipated house league growth needs, following is our requested minimum
permanent allotment of ice time once the expansion is complete:




Appendix 2

One Pad Second Pad
# of Times # of hours Times
hours
Monday 20r3 6:00 —8:00 or 9:00 pm lor 7:00— 8:00 pm
(and/or house league skills 0if3on | houseleague skills
Thursday) development other pad devel opment
Tuesday 4 6:00 — 10:00 pm 0
competitive skills
development
Wednesday 2 8:00— 10:00 pm 2 8:00 —10:00 pm
women'’s league games women'’s league
games
Thursday
Friday
Saturday 7:00 am —11:00 am
practice/skills
Sunday 8 7:00 am— 3:00 pm 8 7:00 am —-3:00 pm
house |league games house league games
Total 21 10 = 31 hours both
Hours/week pads

We would be interested in taking even moreice if you were prepared to allot moretime for our
Wildcats competitive programme. Particularly if the proposed Portlands facility does not proceed, we
would request an allotment of ice time pro rata to the amount allotted to the LHA based on our total
enrollment in comparison to theirs. Wewould beinterested to know what ice time would be available
to usif calculated on this basis.

We were delighted to hear that the expansion plans included adding a permanent office for the LGHL
as well as space for smaller meetings. Hopefully the equipment storage facilities will beimproved. Asa
major tenant, we would request equal access to all facilities on the same basis as the LHA and LSC, for
example, use of the meeting room for our board meeti ngs and equal free access to the William Lee
Room. We would also request a stronger LGHL identity in the building through such things as
permanent internal/external signage, bulletin board space and liberal space for hanging banners.

As mentioned at our meeting, we are sensitive about the rate to be paid. Other NMGHL girl’s hockey
associations, including the Scarborough, North Y ork and Etobicoke, obtain most if not all of their ice at
City rinks at City rates averaging $145 per hour. Because of the grandfathering policies of the rinks run
by independent Boards of Management, we have been shut out of most ice time in the former City of
Toronto rinks and have had to rely on amix of City and private ice at substantially higher rates.
Consequently our user fees are higher than other similar organizations. One of our objectivesisto
decrease and certainly to not increase, our average ice cost.

We understand that your business plan calls for half of your primetimeiceto be billed at approx. $150
per hour and half at $250 per hour. We don’t believe that the fact that the LHA and LSC historically
have had a greater allotment of their icetime at Leaside Gardens justifies continuing to charge a lower
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average rate than that charged to the LGHL. As a City-owned facility subject to Toronto’s equity
policy, we beieve you have an obligation to diminate inequities.

We believe that the advent of the expansion presents the opportunity to eiminate historic inequities
without clawing back ice time from existing groups. A similar situation existed in the Town of Oakville
and they used the expansion of a Town rink as the opportune time to implement their equitableice
allocation policy through the equal allocation of ice time proportionate to demand. We enclose a copy
of this policy, which gives a useful example of a carefully-thought-out methodology for determining ice
allocations.

Rather than charge the old rate to the users of the old rink based on their historic allotment of hours and
anew rate to the users of the new rink based on their expanded allotment of hours, we propose that a
blended rate be charged to all community-based programmes. On that basis, in the absence of
additional capital grants, we are prepared to pay the blended rate of $200 per hour for our requested 31
hours of weekly icetime Thisis strictly a practical decision to keep the process going, and we will
continue to advocate for the principle of public funding for public recreational facilities and a uniform
iceratefor all City rinks.

We areinterested in trying to help the Leaside Board of Management obtain additional capital grantsin
order to bring down our average ice rental rate Could you please advise, based on your financial
model, how much capital funding we would have to arrange towards the L easide Gardens expansion,
for each dollar of reduction in our blended rate for the 31 hours requested. If the other user groups
would liketo join usin ajoint capital funding campaign in order to bring down all our rates, we would
be pleased to work with them.

Finally, in order to facilitate communication and understanding between user groups and the
management of Leaside Gardens, we hereby request that henceforth, one seat on the Board of
Management be formally allocated to a representative from each of the three major community user
groups.

We thank you for your consideration of the L easide Girls Hockey L eague’s needs and look forward to
working with you on moving this exciting project forward.

Yours truly,
Steven Radcliffe, Jordan Grant,
President Director, Ice Acquisition

Please reply ¢/o Jordan Grant, 54 Fulton Avenue, Toronto, ON, M4K 1X5
Daytime Td: 416-486-4680 ext. 232 F: 416-486-9981

Cc: Brenda Librecz, City of Toronto
Mayor Miller, City of Toronto
Kathleen Wynne, MPP, Don Valley East
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PO Box 84

| easide Skating
Club

January 19, 2009

The Expansion Committee
Leaside Community Gardens

Dear Members of the Expansion Committee

For the 2007/2008 season (29 weeks), Leaside skating club is renting ice at the Leaside Arena for 26
hours and 40 minutes per week .

Of these, 4 hours are early morning ice, two hours are daytime and 20 hours 40 minutes are between
the hours of 4:00pm and 9:00pm. In addition we alternate (with hockey) an hour of ice on Wednesdays
from 9:00pm — 10:00pm.

This ice time is not adequate to meet the needs of the club and we do rent ice elsewhere. During
August we ran a week long camp for one of our Synchro teams (using on and off ice facilities) at
Scarborough Ice Galaxy. We are also renting three hours of ice per week at the same venue on
Sunday evenings throughout the season. In addition we rent one and a half hours per week of early
morning ice at North Toronto Arena. We would probably be renting more ice time at other arenas if it
had been available at the times we required it. Through out the season we rent ice on an ad hoc basis
all over the city

For Spring Skating 2008 we have rented a total of 21 hours of ice per week for a total of 4 weeks. Of
these ,3 hours are early morning ice, one hour of daytime ice, 13 hours of evening ice and four hours of
weekend ice.

If there was a second pad at Leaside Gardens we would not rent ice else where and LSC would
expand its operations to include a summer skating camp.

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to call or write.

Best Regards,

Kathy Mackenzie
Administrator
416-962-2937



————— Forwarded by Robert H. Brent/Thomson Rogers on 10/09/2008 11:22 AM -----
"Fraser Bertram" <fbertram@crescentschool.org> To <rbrent@thomsonrogers.com>

08/27/2008 02:47 PM cc

Subject Re: Ice Rental times

Bob,
Having some very good talks here about the proposal.
How specific would you like the ice time requests?

The broad requests would be:

Hockey teams
-last week of October Monday through Thursday - 3:30-5:30pm

November
Monday-3:30-5:30pm
Tuesday - 3:30-5:30pm
Wednesday - 2:00-5:30pm
Thursday - 2:00-5:30pm
Friday - 6:45-8:00am

December (for first 2 weeks)
Monday-3:30-5:30pm
Tuesday - 3:30-5:30pm
Wednesday - 2:00-5:30pm
Thursday - 2:00-5:30pm
Friday - 6:45-8:00am

January
Monday-3:30-5:30pm
Tuesday - 3:30-5:30pm
Wednesday - 2:00-5:30pm
Thursday - 2:00-5:30pm
Friday - 6:45-8:00am

February
Monday-3:30-5:30pm
Tuesday - 3:30-5:30pm

Appendix 2
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Wednesday - 2:00-5:30pm
Thursday - 2:00-5:30pm
Friday - 6:45-8:00am

March - first week
Monday-3:30-5:30pm
Tuesday - 3:30-5:30pm
Wednesday - 2:00-5:30pm
Thursday - 2:00-5:30pm
Friday - 6:45-8:00am

Throughout the winter at least one other 7:00-8:00am time slot a week.

Phys. Ed. Classes

This would be new for us so we do not have a schedule to fall back to but we would hope for:
A few weeks using ice 2 or 3 hours each day between 10:00am and 2:00pm in November,
January and February.

As | said these are broad stroke times/dates and | can get more specific if needed. This also does
not include tournaments that I hope we could host.

Thank you,

Fraser

Fraser Bertram

Director of Athletics

Crescent School

416-449-2556 (233)

fbertram@crescentschool.org

This e-mail may be privileged and/or confidential, and the sender does not waive any related
rights and obligations. Any distribution, use or copying of this e-mail or the information it
contains by other than an intended recipient is unauthorized. If you have received this message in
error, please advise me (by return email or otherwise) immediately.
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Greenwood %

October 24, 2008 COLLEGE SCHOOL

Mr. Paul Mercer

Mercer Myers Insurance Adjusters
4 Lansing Square, Suite #207
Toronto, ON M2J 5A2

Dear Paul,

Thank you for taking the time to meet with Allan, Alison & me, and for considering Greenwood
as you move forward with your exciting project at L.easide Memaorial Community Gardens. H will
have a very positive impact on the community, and we are eager to be part of the new arena’s

line-up.

| have checked with our Athletic Director in regards to our ice time needs. We estimate that we

will require approximately 50 hours per year in the following time slots;
Games 20 hours/year 3:00 - 6:00 pm
Practices 30 hoursfyear 6:30 — 7:30 am/4:00 - 5:00 pm
(combination of above-—split to be determined)
I look forward to hearing from you as you progress to the next stage.
Regards,

Kelly Giannoccaro

Vice-Pringipal, Finance & Administration
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Needs Assessment Report introduction

1.0 INTRODUCTION

11 Purpose

The Board of Management of Leaside Memorial Community Gardens has undertaken a needs
assessment and feasibility study to explore the future recreation needs of facility users and
community residents and determine how these needs can best be addressed.

In the past, community support for an additional ice pad has been expressed. The first phase of
this study, The Needs Assessment Report, will formally assess this need, as well as the need for
other recreation facilities, through public consultation, socio-demographic analysis, a market
area assessment and trends in recreation facility provision.

The second phase of the study The Feasibility Study Report to be conducted if new facility
development is recommended, will assess the facility site, develop a facility concept, business
plan and marketing strategy for a facility expansion.

1.2 Process

The information included in this report was gathered through:
+ Areview of background documents;

+ Interviews with facility and City staff, representatives of major user groups, community representatives, a
local Councilior, and past and present LMG Board members;

+ Meetings held with user groups and the general public;
+ Surveys of facility users; and
+ Areview of the Consultant's database from similar facilities and operations.

1.3 Report Structure

The first five sections of this report establish the planning context, providing background
information on the Leaside community trends in recreation, the Leaside Gardens’ facility and the
public consultation undertaken in this study. Based on the information provided in the
proceeding sections, section five undertakes an analysis of the need for additional recreation
facilities, and incorporates relevant financial data.

Olmstead Consulting Services ¢ dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hettinger Architect

Page 1



Appendix 2

Leaside Memorial Community Gardens -
Needs Assessment and Feasibility Study {draft) A May 2001

Needs Assessment Report Introduction

An integral part of the study is the user group surveys, as this step reveals the extent of unmet
demand for facilities by current user groups. The results of these surveys are incorporated into
the public consultation section, while the full results, as well as results of the user group and
public meetings and public meeting comment forms, are given as Appendix A to this report.

The report is structured as follows:

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Community Profile

3.0 Trends

40 The LMG Organization

5.0 Public Consultation

6.0 Facility Needs Analysis

7.0 Discussion and Recommendations

Appendix A — Community Consultation
Appendix B - People Consulted During the Study

Olmstead Consulting Services ¢ dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hettinger Architect
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Needs Assessment Report Community Profile

2.0 COMMUNITY PROFILE

The following section presents the socio-demographic characteristics of the study community.
The boundaries of the former Town of Leaside, approximately Bayview Avenue in the West
Glenvale Boulevard to the North and the Don Valley to the East and South, are not consistent
with the boundaries used to gather Census information (Census Tracts). For the purposes of our
analysis we have approximated the boundaries of the former Town of Leaside with Census Tract
(CT) information from CT’s 195, 196, 186 and 185.02. Census Tracts 195, 196 and 186 are
wholly within the Leaside/Northwest portion of the former Borough of East York, that includes
the Bennigton Heights neighbourhood, while CT 185.02 overlaps info a portion of East York’s
west end community. The shaded area in the following figure represents the Leaside/Northeast
area. Thin lines show the labeled CT boundaries. The unlabeled shaded area southeast of CT 195
is an industrial non-residential area and in not considered a CT.

Figure 2.1 Leaside Study Area

Dan

The information available for our analysis is based on 1991 and 1996 Statistics Canada
Information. The population projection information for the Leaside area is available only by
Traffic Zone and the boundaries are slightly different than the Census Tract boundaries used for
other areas of analysis. A traffic zone map of the area is given in section 2.1.1.

Olmstead Consulting Services ¢ dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hettinger Architect
Page 3
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Community Profile

2.1 Socio-Demographic Considerations

2.1.1 Population Projections
Table 2.1 shows the projected population changes for Leaside, East York and the City of

Toronto. Major growth is expected in both East York (outside the “Leaside” community) and
Toronto until 2011 and is then expected to slow until 2026. Projections for the Leaside area were
available to 2011. The population in Leaside is expected to remain relatively stable with a slight
decline expected between 2001 and 2011. While this study will focus on the traditional Leaside
area, it is important to note that many facility users are drawn from outside these boundaries and
growth in East York and Toronto will have an impact on the need for facilities in Leaside.

Table 2.1. Leaside, East York and Toronto Population Forecasts -1996-2026
Leaslde East York Toronfo*

Year Population %Change Population % Change Population . % Change
1996 20,290 107,850 2,385,470

2001 20,523 1.1 112,705 45 2,512,060 53
2011 20,373 07 122,040 8.3 2,764,680 10.1
2021 nia 124,100 1.7 2,822,375 2.0
2026 nia 125,890 14 2,863,730 1.5

* Projections do not include the Census undercount.

Sources: Urban Development Services, Research and Information, 2001.

Figure 2.2 shows the traffic zone for which population projection information was available. As
mentioned previously, these boundaries are slightly different than those in Figure 2.1. (i.c., the
area immediately east of Laird Drive is included in the census tracts, but not in the City’s traffic

zone maps.)

Figure 2.2 Leaside Traffic Zone
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2.1.2 Socio-Demographic Indicators -

Table 2.3 presents a number of socio-demographic indicators for Leaside and for the City of
Toronto.

Table 2.3 Selected Socio-Demographic Indicators ~Toronto and Leaside 1991-1996

1991 1996
Leaside (%) Toronto (%) Leaside (%) Toronto (%) Ontario (%)

AGE COMPOSITION _
Preschool (aged 0-4) 59 6.1 6.6 6.6 7.0
Children (aged 5-9) 5.5 54 6.1 58 6.8
Youth (aged 10-19) 9.3 11.0 94 11.2 13.3
Adults (aged 20-64) 61.3 65.3 61.5 63.6 61.2
Seniors {aged 65+) 18.8 121 16.6 12.7 1.7
HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION
Husband-Wife Families 88.0 B3.7 88.5 81.1
Single Parent Families 12.0 16.3 115 18.9
Average Household Size 2.2 28 2.2 28
MOTHER TONGUE
English 82.7 60.1 804 55.6
Chinese 16 6.8 1.8 8.3
Greek 28 1.8 3.0 1.6
French 1.8 14 1.7 0.5
Other 11.1 206 13.1 266
ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Less than $39,999 36.6 45.9 35.6 49.2
More than $40,000 63.3 54.1 64.2 50.8
Average Income $69,588 $ 54,601 $77.469 $53.869
EDUCATION
Populafion 15 years +
Trades Certificate, diploma or 20.2 221 19.8 231
other non-University
University 432 287 50.6 31.8
LABOUR FORCE

PARTICIPATION
Population 15+ years
Employed 929 90.0 95.8 89.6
Unemployed : 74 9.6 4.2 10.7
Male participation rate 74.8 755 72.3 69.9
Female pariicipation rate 53.5 62.1 61.8 5717

Saurce: City of Toronte, Urban Development Services, 2001
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Age Composition

Table 2.3 indicates that in the 1996 census Leaside has an equal proportion of preschoolers, and
a higher proportion of children and seniors than Toronto as a whole. More importantly between
1991 and 1996, the proportion of young children grew faster in Leaside than in Toronto as a
whole. During the same time the relative percent of seniors fell in Leaside and grew slightly in
Toronto. The school age population in Leaside and Toronto is considerably smaller than the
Province as a whole, and the senior’s population larger. The absence of more current census tract
data is a limitation to our analysis, and 2001 census information will not be available until
2002/2003. However, discussion with a Toronto District School Board Planner indicates that
Leaside area school enrolments are stable and are predicted to remain this way for the next five
years. Consideérable school population growth is however, occurring in the communities
immediately east of Leaside.

Table 2.4 Change in Age Structure for Leaside - 1991-1996

Leaside Taronto
Age - 1991 - 1996 - % Change 1991 - Percent 1996 - % Change
Category Percent of Percent of of Population Percent of
Population Population Population
0-4 59 6.6 17 6.1 6.5 08
59 5.1 6.1 54 5.8
10-14 4.5 49 0 52 55 0.1
15-19 4.8 44 59 5.7 ‘
20-24 5.4 48 -1.6 8.3 6.9 -22
25-34 16.8 15.7 204 - 18.8
3544 18.2 18.3 156 164
45-54 12.0 14.4 1.7 109 12.2 04
55-64 9.0 8.3 10.1 9.2
85+ 18.6 166 -20 12.1 12.7 0.6

Source:  City of Toranto, Urban Development Services, 2001,

Table 2.5 Projected Change in Age Structure for Toronto — 2001- 2011

Age 2001 Toronto Population 2011 Toronto Population % Change 2001 - 2011
Category % %
0-14 18.2 16.9 -1.3
15-24 128 139 +1.1
2544 35.6 : 33.8 -1.8
4564 210 234 +24
65+ 136 13.2 -04

Source: City of Toronto, Urban Development Services, 2001
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Household Composition

The proportion of husband-wife families increased in Leaside by 0.5% and decreased in Toronto
by 2.6%, between 1991 and 1996. The average household size remained stable in both areas,
with an average of 2.2 and 2.6 respectively.

Mother Tongue

The proportion of residents’ whose mother tongue is English dropped more rapidly in Toronto,
from 60.1% to 55.6% (by 4.5%) than it did in the Leaside area from 82.7% to 80.4% (by 2.3%).
Although, consistent with the general demographic trends Leaside is becoming slightly more
multicultural. Other language groups represented in the study area are Greek (3.0% in 1996),
Chinese (1.8% in 1996) and French (1.7% in 1996). The majority of Greek (77.4%) and Chinese
(65.2%) speaking people live in the southeastern portion of the study area: CT 185.02.

Annual Household Income

The average household income grew in Leaside by 11.3% between 1991 and 1996 and fell in
Toronto by 1.3%. The proportion of residents with annual housechold incomes of less than
$39,999 decreased between 1991 and 1996 in Leaside by 1.0% .and increased in Toronto by
3.3%. The average annual household income in the Leaside area is 43.8% higher than in
Toronto.

FEdlucation and Employment Patterns

Consistent with Provincial trends the proportion of residents with some post-secondary education
increased between 1991 and 1996 in both Leaside (7.4%) and Toronto (3.1%). In 1996, the
proportion of residents with University education was 18.8% higher in Leaside than in Toronto
and the proportion of residents with trades certificates or other non-university post-secondary
education was 3.3% higher in Toronto than Leaside.

The number of males and females aged 15 years and over participating in the labour force (either
employed or unemployed) decreased in Toronto between 1991 and 1996. Reflecting the increase
in retired persons in Leaside the female participation rate rose 2.3% and the male participation
rate fell 2.5%. The participation rate in Leaside was 4.1% higher for females and 2.4% higher for
males in 1996 than in Toronto. The relative expense of housing in Leaside reflects the need for,
or aftraction of the community, to “two person employed” households.
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2.1.3 Leaside Socio-Demographic Summary

Leaside is an established community with a stable population. There are larger proportions of
older adults and young children in Leaside than in Toronto. The young child population is

growing relative to the senior population suggesting a community in transition. The majority of :

households are husband-wife, English speaking, families with higher levels of education and
income than Toronto as a whole.

2.2 Local Community Recreation Facilities

Several publicly owned facilities in addition to the facilities at LM@G, are within the vicinity of

Leaside Gardens. The use, age, facility type and future development plans for these facilities
have been identified in this section of the repoxt.

2.2.1 Community Centres

The draft Phase One of the City of Toronto Community Centres Study report identifies functions
of a Community Centre as:

+ A place where residents can take part in programming;
+ A focal point for drop in activities;
+ Ahome for community organizations.

Trace Manes Centennial Building, built in 1967, consists of a senior’s lounge, tennis lounge,
meeting rooms and change rooms. The Parks and Recreation Department hosts fitness and
wellness, older adult and preschool programs, at this facility. The facility is at capacity during
the evenings and under capacity on weekends and during the day.

Jenner Jean-Marie Community Centre, was built in 1997 and consists of one gymnasium, three
small program rooms and a branch of the Toronto Public Library. The gymnasium and the
library operate at capacity while the program rooms are near capacity. Major user groups include
seniors and church groups, and the Health Department library. Major development plans for the
facility within the next ten years are the addition of a fitness centre, a pool and underground
parking.

The East York Community Centre, was built in 1961 and renovated in 1997. The facility contains

a pool, a large gymnasium, a fitness centre, a preschool room, two small program rooms and a
gallery. All facilities are operating at capacity, other than the pool, which is near capacity.
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Leaside Memorial Community Gardens

Needs Assessment and Feasibility Study May 2001
Needs Assessment Report _ Community Profile
2.2.2 Pools

In addition to pools at East York Community Centre and LMG there are two Board of Education
Pools, D.A. Morrison Pool and G.A. Brown Pool that serve as community facilities on weekends
and on weekdays after 5 p.m. Recreational swimming, lane swimming, aquafit and a variety of
lessons of offered by the Parks and Recreation Department at these facilities.

2.2.3 lce Rinks

East York Arena was built in 1950 and renovated in 1997. The facility is used by the East York
Hockey Association and East York Figure Skating and is operating near capacity. The facility
consists of one ice surface and a lobby and snack area. Ice rates, standard for all City owned and
operated facilities, are between $77 - $92 per hour for community youth and up to $166 per hour
for commercial groups during prime time. Semi-prime time and non-prime time rates are
calculated at 85% and 50% of prime time rates, respectively.

North Toronto Memorial Arena is a 35-year-old facility located in the “old City of Toronto” and is
operated by a Board of Management. The facility is adjacent to a community centre and two
artificial outdoor rinks programmed by the City’s Parks & Recreation Department. Hockey and
Figure Skating groups use this facility. The North Toronto Hockey Association has 9 AA teams,
11 house league teams and a select program, however no women’s hockey is played here due to
lack of available ice time. Many of these teams must practice or play at other rinks including
Upper Canada College and Forest Hill. The facility manager could not estimate was percentage
of users of this facility are from Leaside, but acknowledged that there is some cross-over of
participants to their house league program and some participants who play “AA” hockey, as this
program is not offered at Leaside. The facility’s Board of Management sets ice rental rates.
Prime Time rental rates are $170 per hour however approximately 95% of prime time is rented to
community groups who are charged $120 per hour. The non-prime time night rate is $130 per
hour and $90 per hour for day use. Future development plans include a new rink floor in the
coming year.

Dieppe Park A.LR. is an outdoor artificial ice rink, free to the public, operated by the City of
Toronto, and is scheduled for public skating and shinny.

2.2.4 Schools

In addition to City operated facilities, the East District Parks and Recreation Division offers a
variety of programs at local community schools.
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3.0 TRENDS

Trends in the way in which services are provided are important considerations in determining the
type of facilities or services to provide. Trends are not fads, which come and go within
reasonably short periods of time. Trends often reflect major socio-demographic developments.
For example, the trend to declining participation in sport is related to the fact that overall our
population is aging and in general the older one gets the less likely you are to participate in
active team sports. As people age i.e., from teenagers and early adulthood to middle adult years
they are more likely to have more financial resources, less intense family commitments and less
interest in team sports. In response both the means and interest in arts and culture grows.

The following trends are important considerations therefore in determining community
recreation needs. They are however, only one consideration. The specific socio-demographic and
population pressures of the community, the resources available and the supply of other
opportunities are also relevant determinants of need and feasibility.

3.1 Trends Related to Age of Participant

3.1.1 Older Adults

Older adults cover a range of ages, abilities and interests. Many older adults, particularly those in
their late 50’s, 60’s and early 70’s, are in good to excellent health, continue to work on a
contractual or part-time basis well into and past their 60’s and have reasonable disposable
incomes. In a change from past years many younger older adult females have spent numerous
years in the work force and have interests and resources beyond those of family and spouse.

The trend to continue working at least on a part-time basis has implications for the time older
adults designate for leisure, their availability for volunteer activities, their interests, and
resources. Health clubs report that senior adults are the fastest growing group of members. There
are strong indications that seniors engage in regular physical exercise at a rate that is double the
national average for younger adults.

Because technology will play a wider role for older adults in the 21* century, there may be
increased potential for isolation increasing the need for services fostering human interaction.

Older seniors are more likely to experience health concerns and, for some time to come will have
more limited financial resources than their younger counterparts. For example, many women

currently in their late 70°s, 80°s and 90°s will not have participated in the paid workforce,
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resulting in more fixed pension income and fewer options for interaction. This group may
continue to rely on service agencies for support and intervention. The traditional seniors centre
will continue to attract the older, less active seniors for more passive activities such as drop-ins,
card parties, arts and crafts programs, etc., at least for the time being. Many currently “younger

seniors” indicate a preference to participate in integrated rather than segregated seniors activities,
that are designed by interest and ability rather than age.

3.1.2 Youth

In recent years considerable attention has been paid to youth, particularly those at risk due to
lack of employment opportunities, family issues, etc. Youth have strong desire for self-
actualization and when socially acceptable forms for self-expression are not present teens may

seek to create their own. Participation in recreation, sport, arts/cultural activities have been

shown to reduce negative anti-social behaviors in youth. Structural constraints, e.g., finances;
transportation; scheduling and availability (limited hours or restrictions on facility use, etc.)
influence the ease with which youth participate in positive leisure experiences. The issue of
transportation and access to appropriate opportunities is a particular concem for youth in rural
communities. Lack of access may increase reliance on less structured activities or activities less
likely to have adult supervision.

Youth often indicate that they feel stereotyped by adults as “wanting to hang out” or “waiting to
cause trouble”, a conclusion disputed by these youth who indicate they would like access to
inexpensive, drop-in programs. Unlike other segments of the population there are significant
differences in interests of younger versus older youth and programs should be sensitive to these
differences.

Increased school and work responsibilities, fewer “recreational” (as opposed to competitive)
opportunities for team activities, increased interest in technology based activities and other
competing interests, and increased sensitivity and body awareness contribute to reduced
involvement by older youth in physical activities. The resulting more sedentary lifestyle may
result in long-term health concerns.

3.2 Trends Related to Facility Design and Provision

3.2.1 Community Centres

There are a number of trends in community centre development including, (1) centralization of a

number of facility components within one building (2) capital and operating partnerships with

public, not-for-profit agencies, or private sector partners (3) incorporating a wellness and health

Oimstead Consulting Services #dmA Planning & Management Services # James Heftinger Archifect

Page 11



Appendix 2

—

)

L

=

| |

Leaside Memorial Community Gardens
Needs Assessment and Feasibility Study May 2001

Needs Assessment Report o T Trends

focus into the facility, and (4) incorporating revenue generating ancillary space. The community
centres in older communities tend to be decentralized, single purpose facilities, operated by one
organization and limited in revenue generating options beyond traditional fees and charges. For
communities wishing to redevelop older centres determining service areas is an important issue
and may involve consideration to decommissioning a number of facilities.

The trend toward incorporating a wellness component, perhaps with the health sector as a
partner, is consistent with general interest in maximizing health and preventing illness.

Non-traditional facility management is being pursued by a number of communities with most at
least asking whether another sector could operate the centre more cost efficiently. Management
by someone other than the public authority must address issues of accessibility — both perceived
and real, capital maintenance, and service direction. Where management of a facility remains
with the public sector there is a strong trend to incorporating a private sector component
particularly for food and beverage service and other small commercial uses i.e., pro shop.

3.2.2 Gymnasiums:

Indoor programs i.e., basketball, volleyball, drop-in programs, and dances/socials that encourage
socialization are popular with teens and young adults. As flexible space, gymnasiums can
accommodate structured and unstructured team sports, aerobic and fitness activities, gymnastics
and dance, instructional activities such as golf, dryland training activities and any number of
non-active activities such as meetings, trade shows, special events, banquets and general
children’s and adult programming. Changes in the Education Act Funding Regulations now
make it more difficult to provide minimum cost community access to gymnasium space through
traditional arrangements with School Boards. In response gymnasiums, once rarely provided in
community centres (as schools were largely used) are provided as components of multi-purpose
community centres.

3.2.3 >_.o=_um

The trend in arena development is toward twinning or multiple ice pads. Such development
provides significantly lower per hour ice costs and can accommodate increased tournament
activities. Where summer ice is provided it is most cost effective if there is a reasonable market
for summer hockey and figure skating schools. For these activities access to such things as food
service, meeting and multi-purpose space, fitness and weight training rooms etc., enhances the
opportunities and therefore the market potential. Storage space and appropriate seating are more
important considerations than they were in the past. A number of communities are considering
special figure skating ice to create specialized areas for that sport. If summer ice is not included,
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and the arena floor will be used by other sports and events during the summer, there is a trend
toward incorporating large ceiling fans and special temporary floors.

3.2.4 Aquatic Facilities

Swimming and participation in aquatic activities continues to be one of the most popular
recreation activities for all ages. Preschool programs, especially those involving a parent, are in
growing demand in young communities, as are comfortable water-based fitness programs
especially for adults (aged 35-55), disabled persons and older adults. Aquatic programs designed
specifically with the elderly in mind are increasing in response to the needs of the emerging
active older adult population.

There is increasing demand for indoor pools with graduated depths and warmer temperatures to
serve the health and recreational interests of older adulfs, individuals with conditions such as
arthritis, injuries, heart conditions etc., families and young children. In keeping with this trend
new aquatic facilities are providing family and unisex change rooms that accommodate the needs
of families and caregivers and save space and therefore capital costs.

Operations that gear their programming to the health and wellness market are better able to
maximize use of facilities during day-time hours and such leisure/therapeutic pools are an
important trend in the development of so-called wellness facilities. Non-traditional leisure pools
are appropriate for leamn to swim, aquafit and other light fitness programs such as post-cardiac
exercise. Some leisure pool designs are less appropriate for advanced swim instruction,
competitive swimming and more intense fitness swimming, although there are modified leisure
pools designed to accommodate a wider variety of uses.

Traditional Rectangular pools are more appropriate for competitive aquatic activities, providing
the water depth and configuration most conducive to their needs. Competitive programs prefer
facilities with viewing and scating areas, larger change rooms, time clocks and starting blocks.
Competitive clubs experience scheduling conflicts with the after school hours being prime hours
for clubs and swim lessons. Clubs note difficulty in producing championship swimmers in the
absence of appropriate facilities.

3.2.5 Racquet Sport Facilities:

The 1995 Physical Activity Monitor of Canada reported low levels of participation in racquet
sports such as racquetball and squash. According to industry data and trends, participation in
racquetball across Ontario has been declining in the past fifteen years, whereas participation in
squash has remained fairly stable." Only 4 percent of the population over the age of 18

1 Source: Canadian Fitness and Lifestyle Research Institute, 1996.
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participated in squash, according to the 1995 Physical Activity Monitor. Squash Ontario has
initiated two programs, School Squash and Squish Squash, to help schools introduce the sport of
squash into their curriculum. Both programs can be initiated in a gym or playground setting, as
activities include basic strokes, strategy, drills, fitness, social interaction, concentration, and
exposure to a new sport in a safe and fun environment.”

3.3 Trends in Sport Participation

Provincial and national trends suggest that overall interest in traditional team sports is declining.
Value shifts towards personal growth, improved quality of life and individualism, are
contributing to a personal wellness trend supportive of activities that promote an active lifestyle.
For adults this active lifestyle often focuses on individual rather than team activities, and
activities that are less structured and therefore more easily fit into busy and less predictable
schedules. The rise in fitness walking is an indication of this trend.

While there has been an increase in adults (30+) participating longer in team sports, recent
evidence suggests a significant increase in sport-related injuries and death among older players,
clearly an issue for those who sponsor and promote these activities. The need to provide relevant
information and perhaps conditioning support is an important consideration to service providers.
The decline in active team sports may be partially offset in the short term by the growing
participation by women and girls in sports that have traditionally been dominated by males. The
decline in team sport participation does not reflect a loss of interest but rather a reduction in the
proportion of the population that is most likely to participate in team activities — children and
youth. In those communities where children, youth and young adults continue to represent a
large percentage of the local population sirong interest in team based activities and facilities will
continue to exist.

Where sport facilities are designed to attract adult participants the ancillary amenities such as
licensed bars and restaurants provide an opportunity for enhanced revenue generation. There is
some interest in elite, community-based, sport training venues, an interest that tends to grow with
events such as the Olympics ~ either in response to a poor showing, a good showing, or in
anticipation of a high profile sport event. Some communities have developed partnerships with
Provincial Sport Organizations to develop sport training cenires.

2 Source: Squash Ontario, 1999,

Olmstead Consulting Services # dmA Planning & Management Services # James Hettinger Architect
Page 14




Appendix 2

Leaside Memorial Community Gardens -
Needs Assessment and Feasibility Study . May 2001

Needs Assessment Report Trends

3.3.1 Arena Based Sports

In the long term, participation in traditional arena activities in Ontario (e.g. hockey and skating)
is predicted to decline due to general aging of the population and the cost of participation. In
some cases the decrease can be accounted for by a rise in other sports. The growth of girl and
women’s participation in ice sports, and an increasing number of older adults remaining active,
will support the maintenance of ice use over the short term. In the future, such sports as inline
hockey, recreational inline skating, indoor soccer and lacrosse will increase demand and
opportunity to expand use of arenas during the off season, helping to generate revenues.

Ice Hockey: The Ontario Hockey Federation and the Canadian Hockey Association reported decreases
between the 1997/98 and 1998/99 seasons. Female amﬂm:m.mo:w in hockey has increased by over 200% in the
past ten years.

Figure Skating: The Canadian Figure Skating Association experienced a small decrease in the number of
registrants during the 1997/98 and 1998/99 seasons. Membership numbers dropped for both recreational and
competitive skaters, from 137,192 in 97/98 to 135,783 in 98/99, a slight decrease of 1.03%. Some associate
this drop in membership with the increased popularity of girl and women's hockey.

Ringette: The Ontario Ringette Association experienced a small decrease of 0.8% between the 1998 and 1999
seasons. In 1999 the association had 9,375 members. Decreases can be aftributed to the growing popularity of
women's hockey, lack of available ice times, and large start up fees. Conversations with association staff
indicated that decreases occurred in the 13-18 year old range. Littie equipment is required for the gymnasium
version of Ringette and it is becoming increasingly poputar.

Broomball: Participation in this sport by children has increased over the past few years, while adult
participation has decreased.

Sledge Hockey: Participation in this activity, designed for individuals with physical disabilities and sensory
impairments, is increasing. This team sport incorporates the same rules as hockey. Players sit on specially
designed sleds mounted onto skate blades and use two hand held sticks for passing, stick handling and
shoofing, and maneuvering their sleds.

Inline hockey: Parficipation in this sport continues to experience increases in the number of registered and
non-registered leagues in Ontario, This activity benefits from a temporary multi-purpose floor that can be placed
on top of the arena floor and used for a variety of activities much the same as a gymnasium floor.
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3.3.3 Fitness Activities

Fitness participation has changed significantly in recent years and while there is still a strong
market for equipment based fitness facilities there is a more significant growing trend for
opportunities to participate in unstructured lifestyle based fitness i.e., fitness walking, roller
blading, biking etc. The recent interest in scooters as both recreational and transportation
“equipment” is evidence of this trend. The need to fit fitness into busy schedules, longer
commuting times and work and family responsibilities, as well as increased awareness of the
importance of daily fitness activities, has created demand for walking and cycling trails.

Weight Training and Specialized Fitness Equipment: The 1995 Physical Activity Monitor of the
Canadian Fitness and Lifestyle Research institute reported that 23% of the survey population
over the age of 18 participated in weight training activities at least once in the last 12 months
prior to the survey. This represented a significant increase over the 1988 Campbell Survey of
Well-Being in Canada, in which 12% of the survey population over the age of 18 participated.
Much of this increase can be attributed to a relative increase in the number of females
participating in weight training activities (7% in 1988 to 18% in 1995). In the future,
participation in weight training is expected to remain stable since it has many of the
characteristics of those activities that will continue to remain popular: it is an individual,
unstructured activity that fits into one’s daily scheduled and can take place in one’s home or on a

drop-in basis.
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Needs Assessment Report The Leaside Memorial Gardens Organization

4.0 THE LEASIDE MEMORIAL GARDENS ORGANIZATION

4.1 Overview of Facilities and Services

The Leaside Memorial Community Gardens consists of:

a single pad 1000 seaf arena

a snack bar

five dressing rooms

fwo offices for major user groups

a 25 yard pool

the William Lea Banquet Hall that holds 300 people seated and has a large kitchen, and separate bar
an administrative office.

* 4 4+ 4+ 4+ 4+

The facility is owned by the City of Toronto. The City also owns 3.3 acres of land surrounding
the facility used for a 171-car parking lot and grass, dog walking area. This parking area has
been used over the past 12 years for dog shows, parade marshalling area, and car and yard sales.
Adjacent to the Facility is the Leaside Curling Club owned and run by the City. The Curling
Club has an advisory board.

Leaside Gardens’ arena is used during the off-season by a ball hockey league four nights a week
for 19 weeks, and as a pavilion during Toronto’s multicultural festival Carabana. Three weeks of
the off-season are used for maintenance.

The Parks and Recreation Department offers swimming lessons, pool rentals and country line
dancing at the Leaside Gardens’ pool and banquet hall. The LMG Board operates the arena and

Banquet Hall and also is responsible for pool maintenance and capital retrofit.

Figure 4.1 outlines the organizational structure of Leaside Gardens.
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Figure 4.1 Leaside Memorial Community Gardens Organizational Siructure

Finance Committee

A Board of Management, reporting directly to the City of Toronto’s Council Finance Committee,
operates the Leaside Memorial Community Gardens. The Board is responsible for facility policy

development (includes setting ice rates) and planning. The Board has three sub-committees

dealing with facility operations:

+ Finance and Property Committee;
+ Management and Labour Relations Committee; and
+ Business Development and Community Liaison.

The LMG Board was first established by By-Law in 1951 by the Town of Leaside to oversee the |

management of the facility. This by-law was updated in 1980. New authorizing legislation has

not been passed since amalgamation of the Borough of East York with the City of Toronto. The

role of Boards of Management within the new City of Toronto is under review as part of the
Mayor’s Agencies, Boards and Commissions Reduction Task Force.
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Needs Assessment Report ’ ’ ’ ’ ' The Leaside Memorial Gardens Organization

Reporting to the board is one facility manager responsible for the day-to-day management and
administrative functions of the facility. One full time Banquet Coordinator/Administrative
Assistant, four full-time facility operators, one full-time seasonal labourer and 15 part time staff
including a bookkeeper, maintenance staff, public skating staff, pool maintenance person, snack
bar atteridants, and banquet hall operators report to the General Manager. At present time all staff
with the exception of the General Manager are unionized.

4.2 Facility and Site Audit

A preliminary inspection of the facility was held on February 13,2001, to formulate and visualize
potential design and development options for the existing facility. Our inspection did not include
a detailed investigation of the mechanical and electrical systems currently in use, nor their
capacity to handle increased service. In addition, a more thorough assessment of the structural
capacity of the facility would have to be conducted to ascertain the potential for adding any
community and/or ancillary spaces on top of existing spaces, such as on top of the William Lea
Banquet Hall location. On a walk-around of the facility’s exterior, it was observed to be in good
and serviceable condition for its age. This is, in part due to a rigorous maintenance program
conducted by the staff and Management Board.

The site is zoned “O” - Open space (i.e. recreational use) and is approximately 1.8 hectares in
area. This zoning designation is consistent with both the Official Plan and the Municipal Zoning
Bylaw as they currently stand. It should be noted that the City of Toronto intends to review the
Official Plan as it applies to the newly amalgamated city. Zoning Bylaw 1916 applies to the site,
and requires all buildings and structures to be setback 9m from the site boundaries. A maximum
10.7m building height is permitted. The parking requirement is 1 space per 7.5m2 GFA. With
new arena space in the order of 2,300 to 2,500 square metres an additional 300 parking spaces
would be required for the twinned arena alone.

Generally the site is well located next to major thoroughfares, although site access is limited to a
single location. The site borders the Canadian Pacific Railway and the Ontario Censor Board
facility to the southeast. The southwest and northwest boundaries have single-family homes and
are zoned R1A and R2A. The buildings include the arena with the attached William Lea Banquet
Hall, the curling Club and the community indoor swimming pool. The site has been added to
without the benefit of a master plan and consequently portions of the site are difficult to access
(i.e. the area behind the Arena and Pool). A preliminary assessment indicates that the 170
existing parking spaces (including handicapped) are adequate for all but two annual events that
exceed the parking provided of site. The parking lot has a major sewer line passing below grade

Olmstead Consulting Services # dmA Planning & Management Services # James Hettinger Architect
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and although easements were found on the Censor Board site, no permanent easements were
found on the community centre site. The site also enjoys a fine history as the location of the
original Lea family home for whom Leaside was named and as an arena that has produced many
NHL players.

The site would suggest that three distinct schemes (options) are available for consideration. The
schemes (options) could be characterized as perpendicular, parallel and campus form, in relation
to the existing grouping of facilities. The first scheme could be accomplished on residual lands
situated behind the existing arena, while, the other two would require the acquisition of adjoining
land to the southeast, where the Censor Board currently resides. Additional space would be
required to accommodate new parking requirements.

The perpendicular form would involve the construction of a second ice surface in the area behind
the existing arena. The existing facility would require considerable infrastructure modifications
to accommodate user access. While the scheme would encounter difficult construction access,
the site is developable. In the second scheme, the parallel form, the ice surface would be situated

o Feey e ey e e T

to the side where the existing parking turnabout is located. In this scheme interior modification

would occur, however, not to the same extent as the previous option. Finally, the third scheme,
the campus form, the ice surface and associated ancillary spaces would be situated as a stand-
alone facility. This form would consist of unifying the separate facilities with a connecting
pergola forming an enclosed exterior courtyard. Interior modifications would have to take place
with each of the separate facilities having to have their entrances modified. Extensive regrading
of the existing site topography would have to occur to accommodate this concept.

Of the three schemes the campus form offers very limited operating economies of scale, and
along with the extensive regarding and interior modifications is not a realistic approach. Both
scheme one and two will provide the desired operating economies, while only scheme one can be
accommodated on existing land. The additional parking required by a second ice pad will be in
the order of 300 spaces.
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4.3 Financial Overview

J————
1

Table 4.1 shows financial summaries for Leaside Memorial Gardens between 1996 and 2001.
These figures include annual debt repayment of between $48,836 and $75,075.

]

p———

i

ﬁ T Pool revenues accrue to the Parks and Recreation Department of the City of Toronto (or pre 1997
L to the Borough of East York). In 1996 a poo! agreement between the Board of Management and
the Borough of East York was signed by which the Borough agreed to pay “rent” each year to
Leaside Gardens® Board equal to the pool capital and operating expenditures. As a result, pool
surplus/deficit is shown as zero. The City, as the owner of the facility pays all programming and
- LMG staff handle facility maintenance. More detailed pool and arena accounts are given in
4 ‘ sections 6.1 and 6.2.

N Table 4.1 Leaside Memorial Community Gardens Net Actuals 1996 — 2000, Budget 2001

LA Actual 1996 Actual 1997  Actual 1998  Actual 1999  Actual 2000 Budget 2001

¥ Arena (166.730)  (142,797) (130,010 94,702) (97,812) (140,792)

Lo Pool 0 0 0 0 0 0

o Auditorium 25,022 4,811 20,727 11,263 9,914 26,047

- Snack bar 12,488 16,265 12,199 14,594 15,635 17,324

] % Vending machine 17,436 11,326 18,336 20,548 17116 94,000
Surplus (Deficit)  (111,784)  (110,395) (78,748) (48,297) (55,147) (129,321)

a_—

Table 4.2 presents the projected capital expenses at Leaside Gardens between 2001 and 2005.

w _ Table 4.2 Projected Capital Expenditures 2001 - 2005

Project Year Cost
o Pool tile completion . 2001 $375,000
)ﬁ w Roof replacement (arena lower roof, banquet hall, pool, lower office roof) 2002 $90,000
Arena board replacement glass 2003 $350,000
: Arena compressor replacement 2003  $55,000
o1 Dressing room shower and washroom replacement 2004  $175,000
ﬁ , Arena roof replacement 2004  $350,000
Parking lot rehabilitation . 2006  $250,000
r Insulation and dehumidification 2005  $150,000
L Banquet hall lobby renovation 2005 $200,000

Olmstead Consulting Services # dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hetlinger Architect
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5.0 PUBLIC CONSULTATION

Community consultation involved interviews with key informants, user groups, and public
meeting comment forms. Detailed accounts of these results are given in Appendix A. The
following are main points or themes from the consultation activities.

Please note that the comments from the public meeting, key informants and user group
participants are not comments from the consultants. It may be that the comments don’t represent
Jact, or that they don’t reflect the full story. They do however represent accurately the
perceptions of those individuals who participated in these activities.

5.1 General Comments From the Public Meeting

need for an additional ice pad at Leaside Gardens

year round ice or better use of the facility during the off-season

the need for greater balance of facility availability for males and females

lower ice rates

increased public skating times

the board should review its current policy regarding the subsidization of ice rates and its breakeven policy

the proposed land cited by many as expansion room for an additional ice pad is Provincial Government
Censor Board property, unoccupied land zoned Recreafional/Open Space, adjacent fo the property.
Proponents of an additional ice pad would like to purchasefreceive the property from the Province, however
no assessment of the market value of the land has been undertaken.

+ some felt that the Municipality has more pressing budget demands than an expansion of Leaside Gardens

+ the need for general interior upgrades at the pool was noted including befter intemnal traffic flow, brighter
lights, cleaner change rooms and showers, hot water for showers, barrier free access, expanded lockers,
more pool features (starling blocks and diving board), and consistent water temperature of between 84 and
86 degrees

it was suggested that the pool does not need to be refiled, only repainted
the need for mulfi-purpose space of dry classes and pool patties was expressed
the lack of pool availability for local school use was noted

the need for beftter wheelchair accessibility and the problem of rink snow taking up parking spots for the
physically challenged was identified

of concemn was pool staff taking premium pool parking spots at the front door

+ complaints were expressed about the running of the pool and in particular the number of pool supervisors
available

* ¢ * 4+ 4+ &+

* &+ 4+ »

s
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5.2 Key Informant Interviews

Much of the information obtained from the key informant inferviews with City and facility staff,
past and Present Leaside Board Members, user group representatives efc. dealt with facility
operations and have been incorporated into other sections of the report. Other general comments
received were as follows:

Needs

+

Need for additional ice facilities, including ice for unstructured use, meeting rooms, coaches room, fitness
room, mulfi-purpose space and storage;

Need additional programs such as dance, aerobics, fitness;

Present facility needs much retrofitting i.e. brighter lights, gef rid of mildew, need new sound system, make

accessible for parents with baby strollers and the physically challenged;

Traditional use by boys hockey is greater than that of girls in terms of scheduling, need greater access for
women;

Indoor rinks were not identified as a high priority in the City of Toronto community centre needs study;

Relationship with Other Organizations

+*

.+ 0+

The Leaside Curling Club does not feel there is a need for joint meetings or ventures between themselves
and LMG, unless they were beneficial to the club;

Long term fenants should be found for the auditorium.

Board should remain autonomous from the City of Toronto and not act as an advisory board;

Greater liaison should be developed between the Board and Municipal Councillors for awareness reasons;
The City should govern the cost and allocation of ice;

Fundraising

+

* *+

Other

Fundraising could be successful relative to the project at hand;

Fundraising must start soon as possible as people are leaving Leaside for other facilities;
Fundraising may be difficult because Leaside is small;

Select teams could have a surcharge to fund development;

Positive atmosphere in LMG with responsive staff, less bureaucracy than with the City, and quick response
with respect to facility bookings;

Leaside’s decision to charge commercial rates to the GTHL, resulted in GTHL no longer using LMG;

The City does not currently have policies for ice rate harmonization or ice use allocation.
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5.3 User Group Surveys and Meeting

The following points summarize the relevant results of the user group surveys:

*

'Between 1997 and 2000, participation rose or remained stable in all arena based programs at Leaside;
All organizations anticipate increases or stability in their organization over the next five years;

Sixty seven percent of user group participants live within the boundaries of the traditional Leaside
neighbourhood.

Groups, who gave unavailability of Leaside as the sole reason for use of other rinks, use a tota! of 1,268
hours per season of ice time at other arenas. Over a 33 week season, this equates to over 38 hours per
week.

+ Eleven of the fifteen responding organizations said that they could not adequately accommodated all

‘interested participants in their programs with the facilities available at Leaside;

* Respondents specified at least an additional 66 hours of ice time required to meet their existing demand and
27.5 hours per week to provide additional programs;

Another ice pad was the most frequently mentioned needed facility improvement;
All but one ice user group said that they would be willing fo pay increased fees for new or improved facilities;

+ Six of the 13 responding ice user groups said that they would be willing to fundraise for new or improved
facilities at Leaside.

+ One of the two responding pool user groups would be willing to pay additional fees and fundraise for

improved facilities.

Participants at the user group meeting suggested the need for children's programming available at an
affordable cost in an indoor play area.

+* &

+*

>

*- »

-
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6.0 FACILITY NEEDS ANALYSIS

Section 6 examines the existing and additional facility needs at Leaside Gardens. The needs
analysis is based on financial analysis, discussions with study key informants, user group and
public consultations, and current recreation trends. Assessment has been undertaken for existing
Leaside facilities as well as facility additions suggested throughout the community consultation
process.

6.1 Arena Needs Assessment

The Arena was built as part of the original Leaside community centre in 1951. Over the past
eight years improvements to the arena, i.e., a low e-ceiling, new seats, chiller, header,
compressor electrical panel and flooring have been made. As shown in section 4.3, projected
improvements to the arena in the next four years include arena boards, compressor replacement,
roof replacement and improved insulation and dehumidification, totaling approximately $2m.

6.1.1 Service Level Comparisons

Leaside Gardens is the only indoor arena within our study area. With a 1996 population of
20,290, the service level of 1:20,290 as shown below in Table 6.1, is considerably better than the
service levels in former East York and better than those of Toronto’s East District (includes
Scarborough and East York) and that of Toronto.

Table 6.1 Provision of Indoor Arenas

Service Area Poputation ~ Numberof Current Service Level
1996 indoor pads (pop. per facility)

Leaside 20,290 1 1: 20,290

East York 107,824 2 1:53,912

East Disfrict 666,785 20 1:33,339

Taronto 2,385,420 63 1: 37,863

Although service level comparisons are a good starting point to examine future facility needs,
many other variables, such as trends in leisure activities, the socio-demographic make-up of the
community and the current user group demand for facilities must also be considered.

As discussed in section three of this report, recreation trends predict a decline in traditional arena
activities such as male hockey and ice-skating, however increases are expected in participation of
females in hockey. The predicted decline in fraditional arena activities is based on rising costs of
participation, the rise in popularity of other sports such as soccer, and the general aging of the

Olmstead Consulting Services # dmA Planning & Management Services # James Hettinger Architect
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population. For the Leaside facility factors such as, the relative affluence of the community, the
importance of this facility to the immediate community, the slight increase in younger children in
the community, the growing communities immediately to the east and the lower service levels in
communities surrounding Leaside contribute to continued high demand and will mitigate the
anticipated decline in ice usage, at least over the short term.

The demand indicated by current user groups for additional ice time in the public consultation
process was strong. As summarized in section 5.3 of this report, respondents to the user group
survey indicated a need for an additional 93.5 hours of ice time to meet the demand for existing
and new programs. As well, current Leaside users, use a total of 1,268 hours per season of ice
time at other facilities due to unavailability of Leaside.

Eleven ice user groups serve primarily males while only two serve primarily females (Girls
Hockey and Figure Skating). When we look at the number of participants by sex, this translates
into 59% male and 41% female participation. The Leaside Girls’ Hockey League (L.G.H.L.)
would like to consolidate their activities at Leaside Memorial Gardens.

6.1.2 Financial Analysis

Table 6.2 outlines arena revenues and expenditures. Between 1996 and 2000 the annual deficit
decreased from $166,730 to $77,135 due to increased ice and dasher board rental and skate
sharpening revenues. The 2001 Budget anticipates an increase in expenditures in wages, utilities
and allocated expenses® and a slight decrease in dasher board rental revenue, with a projected
deficit increase to $140,792. (Note: this is much higher than we would find in similar facilities).

Debenture costs (should that be required) of the approximately $2m in arena retrofit will increase
the annual operating cost of the arena to between $200,000 and $250,000 annually.

The 2000 prime time rate for major community youth user groups was 102.3%/hr and adult user
group was 180.00/hr. These rates are higher than municipally operated Toronto rinks, which are
approximately $80.00/hr for youth and $150.00/hr for adults.

3 Allocated expenses include office salaries, employee benefits, office supplies, insurance, communications, supervision, office and general,

advertising and promotion, training and uniforms, professional fees, security, bank changes and interest and capital reserve. Expenses are

allocated to each of the area components as follows: 63% arena; 23% pool; and 8% auditorium and catering.
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Table 6.2 Arena Revenues and Expenditures Actual 1996-2000, Budget 2001

Actuat 1996 Actual 1997 Actual 1998  Actual 1999  Actual 2000 Budget 2001
Revenue
Ice rental 277,872 309,308 298,490 310,252 325,029 310,000
Dasher board rental 4,316 5,029 6,408 9,945 11,778 6,500
Skate Sharpening 970 1,308 1,449 935 2,687 -
Total 283,158 315,645 306,347 321,132 339,494 316,500
Expenses
Wages 143,597 146,501 144,161 142,326 147,938 155,254
Utilities 59,904 57,244 59,015 59,015 52,173 71,065
Bldg. repairs and 37,190 49,775 46,744 17,913 24,719 25,240
maintenance
Equip. repairs and 13,500 9,975 12,548 14,847 0,476 13,300
maintenance
Ice resurfacing and 11,872 7.713 9,216 4,443 8,344 5,570
shop supplies
Allocated expenses 149,368 149,306 144,956 147,376 173,979 167,701
Debenture debt 34,357 37,928 19,717 25,967 - 19,162
Total 449,888 458,442 436,357 411,887 416,629 457,292
Deficiency (166,730}  (142,797) (130,010 (94,702) {(77,135) (140,792)

Based on a 33-week season, a 90-hour week and the annual expenses noted above the “cost” of
an hour of ice is approximately $140/hr. It is understood that higher usage in prime time would
make those hours more expensive (more staff required etc.) and true costs of an hour of ice
during prime time would be higher than $140, and non prime time lower. A majority of prime
time ice use is by community youth (approximately 2/3 of the prime time hours) and with these
rates are well below cost is an important factor in the arena’s ability to increase revenue. This
results in the rink operating at a significant deficit. An implication of these figures is that a
second ice pad oriented predominantly to adult use would create surpluses well able to support
the number of youth using the existing facility.

The majority of those consulted in the study process expressed a need for an additional ice pad at
Leaside. Twin pad arenas are more cost efficient than single pad facilities due to significant
economies of scale related to staffing costs.

A study undertaken to assess arena twinning in Windsor, Ontario illustrated the following cost
savings® of twinned facilities: Prior to 1996, all arenas shown below were single pad arenas, the
majorify of which were operating at a deficit. In 1996, the South Windsor and Forest Glade
arenas were twinned. Prior to twinning, South Windsor operated at a deficit of $119,807.

4 dmA Planning & _smsmumama Services, Cify of Windsor Arena Twinning Feasibilify Study and Strafegy. October, 2000.

Olmstead Consulting Services # dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hettinger Architect
Page 27




Appendix 2

Leaside Memorial Community Gardens -
Needs Assessment and Feasibility Study . ‘ May 2001

Needs Assessment Report Facility Needs Analysis

Subsequent to the twinning, a surplus of $54,097 was achieved. Prior to twinning Forest Glade
operated with a surplus of almost $40,000 annually. Subsequent to twinning the surplus
increased to between $61,000 and $126,000 over the next four years.

Figure 6.1 Comparison of Windsor Arena Surplus/Deficit

- $150,000

$100,000

.»8_08 1 - - 4 - - Windsor Arena

$0

Amount

~ -+ ~ - Adsfoll Arena
$50,000

~n-2— Riverside Arena

-$100,000

-$150,000 -

Year

Current operating costs of Leaside’s single pad are much higher than those expected from a twin
pad. From a cost perspective, Leaside would achieve operating cost efficiencies with the
twinning of the arena in terms of staff costs. We note that the twinned arenas shown above were
not operating at deficits as large as the one at Leaside, and therefore operating surpluses, as
shown above, would not necessarily result. Leaside’s use of Toronto union rates for operating
staff, contribute to the current deficit. Other operational items, beyond the scope of this study

i.e., staff allocation, operating policies etc., may also influence the higher that average operating |
costs. While twinning will respond to user needs, operating costs should be addressed from the !

perspective of an overall operational audit to create greater cost efficiencies.
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6.2 Pool

The Leaside Pool is a City owned facility with the facility’s maintenance operations managed by
the LMGB staff. The City’s Recreation Department programs the pool, and revenues from
aquatics programs and public swimming is directed to the City. The City in turn pays for the cost
of maintenance and capital. .

6.2.1 Service Level Comparisons

Table 6.3 Provision of Indoor Pools

Service Area Population Numberof . Current Service Level
1996 indoor pools’ {pop. per facility)
- Leaside 20,290 1 1. 20,290
East York 107,824 3 1: 35,942
East District 666,785 7 1. 95,255
Toronto 2,385,420 64 1: 37,272

As in the case of indoor rinks, Leaside enjoys a level of service greater than the east district of
Toronto, East York and Toronto. It is noted however, that there is a considerable number of
School Board owned pools in the East District of Toronto, not factored into this analysis, that
may somewhat mitigate this disparity.

Information provided by Leaside Garden staff indicates that the pool is currently operating near
capacity. The survey of user groups found an interest in leisure and wading pools and a need for
an additional 3-5 hours per week to offer existing and additional programs. During the public
consultation process, a few complaints were heard with respect to pool supervision, however the
major concerns were for improvements to the pool’s interior i.e. improved change room facilities
and warmer water temperature.
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6.2.2 Financial Analysis | ™

Table 6.4 shows the Board of Management’s revenues and expenditures for the Leaside Pool
between 1996 and 2001. As mentioned previously, the Parks and Recreation Department covers
the cost of pool operations and the revenues shown in the following table reflect the Board’s cost 1“
of operating the pool. -

f

Table 6.4 Pool Revenues and Expenditures Actual 1996-2000, Budget 2001 |
Actual 1996  Actual 1997  Actual 1998 Actual 1999  Actual 2000 Budget2001

Revenue 170,705 149,023 172,706 172,793 206,306 199,305 [
Operating Expenses -
Wages 38,002 39,399 37,536 39,371 40,792 41,470 |
Utilities 32,397 31,078 34,661 41,630 39,091 45,336 F
Bldg. repairs and 14,128 15,323 13,380 9,800 11,877 41,870 _
maintenance m
Equip. repairs and 4177 2434 5,048 3,749 4,924 7,750 -
maintenance
Shop Expenses - - 4643 - - - .m
Allocated expenses 49,789 49,769 48,319 49,124 56,526 55,900 M
Debenture debt - 32,212 11,020 29,119 29,119 53,096 6,979
Total 170,705 149,023 172,706 - 172,793 206,306 199,305 u
Deficiency 0 0 0 0 0 0

1
S

Table 6.4 shows maintenance operating costs only, and does not include program costs or -
revenues. The operating deficit of 206,306 (including equipment and building repair and
maintenance, utilities, maintenance staff wages and allocated expenses for Leaside’s office staff
and supplies) is paid for by the City of Toronto. The separate program costs of the Parks &
Recreation Department (including lifeguard wages and registration office supplies)
approximately break even.

B

7

The pool deficit is within the range of other similar Ontario pools. By way of comparison, Table _F
6.5 shows revenue and expenses for pools in Uxbridge and Burlington. The Leaside pool is most
similar to Burlington’s Aldershot pool with respect to configuration, depth and ancillary |
amenities, and operating costs are similar. We expect the lower revenue figures at Leaside reflect L
the City of Toronto’s policy not to charge for swimming lessons for children under 12 years of
age, traditionally high revenue programs in other communities. The figures below do not include
vending, and miscellaneous revenue and revenue from the sale of materials. The Leaside pool -

3<oncommbaoxvm=&ﬁﬁmmEmﬂmmvo_oéw:n_cmoEomBEBEmoSﬁﬁb&Rﬁbﬁ%uo:bo_zaoama"ﬁ Q
Table 6.4, : W
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6.5 Revenues and Expenditures for Uxbridge and Burlington Pools

Leaside Pool  Uxbridge Burlington Centennial  Burlington Angela Burlington

2000 Uxpool Pool 2000 Coughlan Pool  Aldershot Pool
1998 . 2000 2000
Pool Revenue - 106,700 325,058 183,079 133,494 159,645
Expenses 319,600 377,449 411,754 340,952 295,504
Total - 212,900 - 52,391 - 228,675 - 207,458 - 135,859

6.3 Other Facilities

6.3.1 Multipurpose Space

The William Lea Room, Leaside Garden’s banquet hall operates at a surplus, as shown
previously in Table 4.1. The room is rented for weddings, banquets and fundraisers and is
available without cost for one major event and two meeting per season for major user groups.
The facility however operates under capacity. The Parks and Recreation community programs
provided in this facility are counfry line dancing and yoga each once a weck. The hall’s
availability provides an opportunity to host a wide range of activities such as aerobic and fitness
activities trade shows, and special events such as weddings and banquets. As well, the marketing
of this facility should be reviewed with the goal of increasing its use. Facility marketing will
further be discussed in the feasibility component of this study.

Meetings at Leaside Gardens are held in the William Lea Room. The banquet hall is far larger
than necessary for the majority of meetings, and incorporating a smaller multipurpose space into
the facility would allow the banquet hall to be used for larger events.

A number of comments received during the public participation process suggested incorporating
facility components that could be accommodated in multipurpose space, such as a small
meeting/programming room. Multipurpose space to host dry-land classes for swimming groups
was mentioned previously in the pool section of this report. As well, participants at the user
group meeting suggested the need for children’s programming available at an affordable cost in
an indoor play area. The East District Parks and Recreation Program Supervisor also identified
the possible need for pre-school space in Leaside.

Information provided by the Parks and Recreation Department staff indicated that surrounding
community centres including Trace Manes Centennial Building, Jenner Jean-Marie Community
Centre and the East York Community Centre, provide multi-purpose facilities that are operating
either at or near capacity.

Olmstead Consulting Services # dmA Planning & Management Services # James Hettinger Architect
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6.3.2 Fitness Facilities

There are currently no fitness facilities at Leaside Gardens. Participants at the user group
meeting as well as the facility manager suggested the addition of a fitness facility. Information
provided by Parks and Recreation Department staff indicates that the fitness facility at the
neighbouring community centre East York Community Centre is at capacity.

An investigation of area privately owned fitness facilities was not undertaken as part of this
study. To assess the market for fitness facilities, the number of privately owned facilities, their

level of use and their membership fees must be investigated.

Trends indicate an increase in the popularity of weight training particularly among females.

Many community centres offer these facilities in conjunction with arena, pool, and gymnasiums |

and can be used by both community user groups and individual residents.

6.3.3 Office/Storage Space

User groups complained of a lack of office and storage space at the facility. One group is
currently building their own storage closet in space offered by the Gardens.

Two offices are provided below deck for major user groups. One group commented that the
offices are unhealthy and should be removed. ,

6.3.4 Outdoor Facilities
Outdoor facilities such as basketball hoops, baseball and soccer fields were suggested additions

to Leaside Gardens. Discussion with the East District Parks and Recreation Department Program

Supervisor revealed a general lack of outdoor playing space in the Leaside area. While baseball
and soccer fields are too large for addition at the current Leaside property, basketball hoops
could be made available in the facility’s back vard currently used as a grassed dog walking area.
Leaside’s facility manager classified this area as under capacity use.

Olmstead Consuiting Services # dmA Planning & Management Services # James Hettinger Architect
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Needs Assessment Report : T ‘ Discussion and Recommendations

7.0 DiSCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This needs assessment explored recreation needs of the local community and how these could be
addressed in Leastde Memorial Gardens. Specifically, the study looked at needs related to the
arena, the pool, multi-purpose space, and fitness space.

7.1 Arena

The assessment provides a number of indicators related to additional ice facilities including:

+ The use of a high number of hours of ice at other communities by local ice organizations;
+ The relatively low service level for ice provision across Toronto as a whole;
+ The potential fo reduce annual operating costs of the facility if the arena is twinned.

With respect to funding additional ice facilities there were mixed responses from public
consultation activities. A number of ice user groups expressed a willingness fo fundraise for and
contribute to a new pad including payment of increased fees. On the other hand some who
attended the public meeting expressed concern with the current rates (considering them high),
and the feeling that the City has more pressing demands.

Although LMG is managed by a community board, it receives capital and operating support from
the Municipality. The relationship between the Board and the City with respect to the pool is
clear. The financial relationship regarding the arena is less clear. Table 6.2 shows a net annual
deficit of approximately $98,000. The high use of the facility by youth during prime time
(approximately 2/3 of the prime time hours) at a subsidized rate, is the major reason for the
deficit, and a twinned arcna, particularly if more time was allocated to the higher adult user
should eliminate this deficit.

The capital costs of an additional pad are not insignificant and if these are to be covered to any
sizeable degree by the municipality, there are issues beyond the scope of the needs assessment
that need to be addressed. No background information used in this study® indicated a net deficit
in ice facilities in Toronto generally. While we have received some anecdotal information from
staff responsible for scheduling rinks across Toronto indicating more demand than can be
accommodated, City policy and planning staff (not former East York Staff) do not see the
provision of future ice as an immediate priority. Over time the City will conduct rationalization
studies for all facilities, but indoor ice facilities are not currently a priority.

5 This information would generally come from a Mastes Plan or a much larger, area facility assessment.
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In response to the City’s current financial situation we understand a number of high priority
capital projects, that had formerly received budget approval and were at the tender stage, have
been put on hold. If the City were a major funding partner for development at LMG it would be
reasonable to have a better understanding of how this facility will affect other public ice facilities
that currently accommodate the 40+/week hours that would prefer to use Leaside Memorial
Gardens.

The purpose of the preceding discussion does not reduce the apparent need and cost benefit

opportunity related to the twinning of the ice pad. The activities of this study indicate that if the

arena is twinned all prime time hours will be used immediately. Twinning the arena will create a
more cost efficient operation and, based on the experience of most twin pad arenas will break
even on its annual operating costs and will generate some additional funds that can be directed
toward capital debt. The twinning of the ice pad, with respect to demand and operating costs
savings is supported by the needs assessment.

The issue that the LMG Board must address next is the degree to which they will require capital
support from the City to purchase the adjacent land, should it come available, and pay for the
capital development. Given the City’s current budget dilemma, and the priority we believe this

project will receive relative to other capital projects, the less capital commitment required from

the City the more feasible this project is. If it is intended that the City will be a major capital
contributor to the project there is definitely merit to getting this project into the budget process,

recognizing that the City is unlikely to be in a position to commit capital funds for some years to |

come.

With this in mind the identification of a sfrong business plan with an emphasis on how the
capital funding will be generated, is the most critical component of the next phase of the study.

The preliminary site assessment indicates that additional land will be required to accommodate

any new development on the site. While the so-called perpendicular scheme provides sufficient |

land for the twinning of the arena, additional new land will be required to accommodate new
parking requirements. Bven the ice facility in the perpendicular scheme cannot easily be
accommodated on existing land, indicating that prior to redevelopment of the space the Board
with the City should address the issue of land acquisition.
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Needs Assessment Report Discussion and Recommendations

Recommendation: The feasibility study should assess the potential to develop a twin pad facility on the existing
land i.e. the opportunity and cost to develop underground and/or tiered parking.

Recommendation: Based on the findings of the above recommendation, the Leaside Memorial Garden Board,
along with the City should confirm the availability and cost of the adjacent lands, cumently
owned by the Ontario Realty Corporation. Further a determination should be made regarding
the purchase of this land prior fo redevelopment of the site for additional recreation space.

Recommendation: The second phase of the Feasibility Study for Leaside Memorial Gardens should focus on the
manner in which the capital funding of the facility and land acquisition will be accomplished.

Recommendation: The second phase of the Feasibility Study for Leaside Memorial Gardens should develop a
clear business plan for the facility, including an accurate cost of producing prime-time and non-
prime time ice and a recommendation for user fees based on these costs

7.2 Pool

The assessment identified desired upgrades for the pool including better internal traffic flow,
barrier free access, more locker space, enhanced pool features, consistent water temperature and
better parking access. As with the arena, Leaside on its own, has a better aquatic service level
than does the former Borough of East York, the current East District (East York and
Scarborough) and the City of Toronto as a whole. This study did not assess demand for the pool
relative to the overall supply in the City. It also did not review the program mix or the manner in
which the programs are offered i.c., time, cost etc., as these are the responsibility of the City and
not the LMG Board. The higher number of seniors in the community does indicate that daytime,

- therapeutic and wellness use of the pool would be popular service directions. The enhancements
" noted by public consultation participants are consistent with this type of usage.

Recommendation:  Development of the desired upgrades to support use of the pool by a wider variety of users,
particularly older adults, and those with disabiliies be considered as essentfial upgrades for
the pool.

7.3 Multipurpose Space

Public consultation participants identified an interest in additional small meeting room space, as
well as space for dryland training. The addition of sliding doors enabling the banquet room to be
divided into smaller rooms would extend its potential. While the room is well used for wedding
receptions and other social events during the evening and on weekends it is underused during
other times of the week.
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Recommendation:  The opportunity to provide movable/sliding doors to create up to three small meeting rooms in ]
the William Lea room should be considered. Provision of audio visual equipment, upgraded | _
meeting room tables and chairs, suitable for day-time business meefings should be
investigated. [

Recommendation:  Increased emphasis on marketing the banquet room for use by dryland training, trade shows, —
aerobics groups and business meetings should be undertaken.

[

'While there was interest expressed by some participants at the public meeting for a fitness —

7.4 Fitness Space

E—]

facility and the East York Community Centre’s fitness facility is at capacity, this study did not -
incorporate the degree of assessment that would be needed to identify the need for such an
operation. This greater assessment would include determining the number of private and agency
fitness operations in the area, areas of latent demand, fee tolerance etc. Trends do support |
increasing interest among older adults for strength training and fitness equipment, particularly '
when associated with aquatic facilities, and with an overall weliness facility focus. As with the
pool, the larger number of seniors in the area may provide a strong market for a publicly
operated facility, even if there are a number of private facilities in the area. This assessment did
not undertake any tasks that would assess fee tolerance for fitness facilities.

-

L

-

Recommendation:  Additional assessment would be needed to assess the need and feasibility of a fitness center
as part of the Leaside Memorial Gardens redevelopment.

r
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Needs Assessment Report Appendix A - Community Consultation

Appendix A - Community Consultation

The following Appendix A provides the results of the community consultation process. It
presents summaries of the public meeting held with Leaside residents, comment forms filled out
by attendees, user group meeting and user groups survey results.

A-1 Public Meeting

A public meeting was held on January 23 to obtain public input into the future of the Leaside
Memorial Community Gardens’ facilities and services. Among the sixty-four residents that
attended were those affiliated with programs or organizations such as Cityscape, Activities Inc.,
Leaside Curling Club, Leaside Gardens Board of Management, Leaside Skating Club, Local
Riding Association, swimmers, aquafit participants, figure skaters and hockey players, Leaside
house league participants, City Council, Toronto Parks and recreation staff (pool) and concerned
residents.

A large number of meeting attendees were swimming groups. Concern was raised over programs
cut backs due to lack of lifeguards. As well, this year’s expected temporary closure of the pool
retiling, and escalating costs estimates (from $170K to $350K) for the work, has begun rumours
of permanent closure. Those in attendance were told that the closure would be temporary and
that pool programming is the responsibility of the Parks & Recreation Department.

Facility and Program Needs

Participants raised the following recreation facility and program needs:

= jce surfaces—a minimum of two more;

= 12 month (year round) ice ;

= improve present rink facility e.g. sound system, showers, heated areas for spectators, more exterior lighting,
and clean comfortable change rooms;

= barrier free design (pool and rink);

« multi-purpose facility e.g. Mississauga , Markham;

= more programming for teens and seniors;

= increase parking and improve fraffic flow;

= pool improvements such as starting blocks, longer pool, diving board, expanded lockers, café (refreshment
areas),

= flexible meeting rooms;

= outdoor facilities e.g. basketball hoops.
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Facility and Program Improvements

Participants suggested means of improving the facility and its programs. These included:

= relocate to a new, bigger sight;

= integrate present facilities -bring all under one roof;

] acquire land for expansion, such as Provincial land adjacent to property;
gl maintain confinuity of programs;

. evaluate present facilities to ascertain their life expectancy.

Priority Projects

Participants were asked to name the most pressing facility improvements required. The following :

priorities were identified:

u multipurpose facility with ice, locally centered , meeting many of the needs identified
] must be barrier free

" good internal traffic flow

= integrate management of ali facilities

= keep what we have (Leaside concept)

Project Funding
Participants suggested the following funding opportunities:

= corporate sponsorships;

u grants such as SuperBuild, Trilium Foundation;

" development fees;

] direct Leaside property tax re-distribution;

= increase user fees; .

" City of Toronto;

. private dollars through re-development (sell land fo developer who would develop facilities);
x parinerships with developers;

= fundraising campaign.
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Facility Marketing

Appendix 2

The following were suggested as marketing instruments for Leaside Gardens:

u local newspapers -Town Crier, North Toronto Post;

= Internet web page;

_ Toronto Parks and Recreation Fun Guide;

L = Fiyers through schools, libraries, political newsletters;
; = Direct mail to Leaside;

= Cable TV,

= Leaside Property Owners Association;

] Real estate promotions;

word of mouth;

- Local churches;

= Notices on bulletin boards in faciliies;

Read-o-graph signs;

= Direct to users;

Stores on Bayview.

.
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Community Comment Sheets

; = |easide has served the community well for 50 years and the size of the community has not grown. Other than
E minor maintenance fo the pool the facility does not need to be expanded. Public money should not be spent
on improved recreational facilities for a “well-to do” community when the City/Province/Country has so many
pressing concerns. Few who were requesting improvements at public meeting are willing to fundraise or pay
| through increase taxes and user fees.

L] = There is room for improvement in hours of operation and staffing.

_ = Pool is nice compared with others because of all the windows.

B = One ice pad has never been enough;

L = Agqua fitis a wonderful activity but understaffed much of the time;

- »  Encompassing all three facilities under one roof would make it more user friendty;

= Would like exercise and sfretching areas and a restaurant;

= Running of the pool is appalling;

= Do not retile the pool it is fine, instead fidy the change rooms and paint the pool;
= No ice or pool time available for local schools;

= Need facilities/programs for teens (basketball efc.) and for older adults;

A »  Need more public skating time and a Leam-to-skate program;

I = Better sound system;

) = Wamm area for ice spectators;

a : = Brighter more appealing entrance to William Lea Room and door that don't swing out
. = Yearround ice or more efficient off-season use;

= Need barrier free access to pool;
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Get rid of below deck offices;

Bigger change room and shower areas;

Improve pool signage and outdoor lighting and add pool viewing area;
multi-purpose space for dry classes and pool parties.

A-3  User Group Meeting

Thirty-two organizations that use the Leaside Memorial Community Gardens were sent :
invitations to a user group meeting held on January 22" to discuss current issues and future |

facility needs. Nine people attended the focus groups meeting, representing the following seven'
organizations:

1 easide Hockey Association;

Toronto Parks and Recreation Department;
Activities inc.;

YCBH;

Leaside Girls Hockey League;

Leaside Flames;

Leaside High School.

User groups identified the following facility needs:

a multi-pad ice facility to include adult programs and resident use;

more ice fime: local hockey teams must travel outside Leaside therefore loss of potential revenue;
General improvement of existing facilities -insulation of present building and upgrade of all infrastructure;
Baseball and soccer fields;

Fitness center;

Pool -altemative style (leisure, zero entry) wading pool;

Children’s programming {programming space, affordable costs, indoor play area);

Multi-use recreation facility.

Current Concerns

When asked about their current concerns, participants indicated that the Board of Management is
looked upon as the elected representatives of the people for the gardens and that they should
achieve a resolve to the needs of the study. Some groups mentioned that the Board should review

its position on the breakeven and /or subsidization policy /practice of ice programs.

i

Some organization representatives, which were unable to attend this meeting, attended the public mesting discussed in section A-1.
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Participants were asked to name the number one action that the Board of Management should
take to improve the facilities and services at Leaside. Participants discussed acquiring more land
(in particular the adjacent Provincial land), providing more ice surfaces and retrofitting the
exiting building. Suggested financing of these proposals were capital funding from the
municipality, partnerships with the Park and Recreation Department, private partnerships,
corporate identify sales, private funding, capital fundraising and grants.

Discussion took place around the type of relationship the facility should have with the City.
Users indicated that from a customer service perspective, the Board of Management works better
and that the City should have the same level of involvement as at present or less. It was also
suggested that the level of City involvement should be proportionate to their facility funding.

Participants were asked to give the best way to market Leaside Gardens’ services. The following
responses were received:

= [ntemet web page;

= Read-o-graph sign worked well;

= Flyers through school re registration of sports clubs;
=  City of Toronto Park and Recreation Fun Guide;

= Direct mail;

= Telemarketing fimm;

= Doctors’ offices.

A-4  User Group Surveys

Surveys were sent to 32 Leaside Memorial Community Garden user groups to identify key issues
regarding facility use, fees, program participation, and required improvements. 15 surveys were
returned for d response rate of 47%.

The following organizations responded to the survey:

= Scoft Clements’ hockey team x  Mike Thompson {ice user)

= Tremco Ltd. (ice user) »  York Central Ball Hockey

= The Junior Academy (ice user) =  Tuesday Night Hockey

= Shinny = Toronto Parks and Recreation
= Coca-Cola {ice user) = Leaside Hockey Association

= Leaside Girls Hockey League = Leaside Skating Club

.>o:<amm_:n.€oo_=mma ._u_mmmEm_._oo_s<
= Adult Recreational Hockey :
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Membership Information

Table A.l1 shows the number of participants in organizations that use facilities at Leaside
Gardens. Between 1997 and 2000, the number of participants rose or remained stable in all
organizations, except the Leaside Skating.Club, which saw a decrease of 10% in membership in
the last year. The most significant increase was with York Central Ball Hockey, which saw
membership rise by 54%. Other significant increases shown were with Tuesday Night Hockey
(40% increase), The Junior Academy (20% increase), Leaside Girls Hockey (19% increase) and
the Leaside Hockey Association (10% increase).

D

Table A.1 Number of Program Participants 1997-2000

QOrganization # parficipants 2000 - # participants 1999 # parficipants 1998 # parficipants 1997

Scott Clements Hockey team 15 15 15 -
Tremco Ltd. 30 30 30 30
The Junior Academy 60 55 52 50
Shinny 18 15 14 15
Coca-Cola 24 24 24 24
Leaside Girls Hockey League 475 460 420 400
Adult Recreational Hockey 25 25 25 25
Mike Thompson 29 2 2 29
Activiies Inc. 40 40 40 40
Leaside Skating Club 450 500 500 500
York Central Ball Hockey 10,000 8,000 7,000 6,500
Tuesday Night Hockey 35 30 25 -
Toronto Park and Recreation 23,966 23,000 23,000 23,000
Pieasure Hockey 20-25 20-25 20-30 20-30
Leaside Hockey Association 839 793 739 764

o™

Organizations were asked to give the proportion of residents in their programs that live within
the former Town of Leaside, within other parts of the former Borough of East York and other
areas. Table A.2 below shows the estimated proportion of participants in the 14 organizations
that responded by location and by facilities they use (12 ice users and 2 pool users).

Tahle A.2 Proportion of pariicipants by facility and location of residence

Users % Leaside % East York % Other
lce Users 3% 25% 3%
Pool Users 69% 20% 1%
All Responding Users 67% 20% 12%

Organizations were asked to list the age groups that their programs primarily serve. Four .
organizations serve participants aged 0-5 years; 6 serve those aged 6-12 years; 4 serve those 13-
18 years; 5 serve those 19-25 years; 12 serve those 25-54 years; and 5 serve participants 54 years '

and older.

Olmstead Consulfing Services # dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hetfinger Architect

Page A6



Leaside Memorial Community Gardens .

Needs Assessment and Feasibility Study . May 2001
,_,;. Needs Assessment Report - Appendix A — Cammunity Consultation
L] N
2
% mw Organizations were asked to give the proportion of their participants that are male and female.
1<,

Table A.3 shows the proportion of responding organization’s participants that use each the pool,
M P the ice rink, and arena in the summer by sex.

Table A.3 Proportion of Participants by Facility and Sex

T Users % Male % Female
a lce Users : 59% 41%
- Pool Users 50% 50%
| Arena Summer Use 100% 0%
M All Responding Users 64% 36%

Organizations were asked to state whether their organization increased, decreased remained
stable or fluctuated in the number of participants over the past three fo five years. Table A.4 lists
the organizations in each category.

T
SN

Table A.4 Membership Participation Over Past Three to Five Years

7
LS

Increased Decreased Remained Stable Fluctuated

- Tuesday Night Hockey Leaside Skating Club Pleasure Hockey
J A ! Yark Central Ball Hackey Mike Thompson Taronfo Parks and Recreation
L Activities Inc. Adult Rec. Hockey

i Leaside Girl's Hockey League Coca-Cola

! Shinny Tremeo Ltd,

Leaside Hockey Association L easide Flames

The Junior Academy

Organizations were also asked to predict whether participation in their organization would
‘ increase, decrease or remain stable over the next five years. Table A.5 shows the organizations in
= each category.

|
L e

7

Table A.5 Expected Membership Participation Over Next Five Years
j Increase " Decrease Remain Sfable
| York Central Ball Hockey Pieasure Hockey
ot Activities Inc. Toronto Parks and Recreation
Leaside Gil's Hockey League Tuesday Night Hockey
j Shinny - Leaside Skating Club
=i The Junior Academy Mike Thompson
o Tremco Lid. Adult Rec. Hockey
Leaside Hockey Association Coca-Cola
r Leaside Flames

[
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Hours Used at Leaside by Responding Organizations

Responding organizations account for a total of 2,587 hours of arena time; 3,616 hours of pool
time and ten hours of banquet hall time per season at Leaside Gardens. Of the 14 organizations
that responded to this question, 9 use facilities two or fewer hours per week, one organization
uses the facility 7.5 hours per week and 4 organizations use facilities more than 20 hours per
week.

Table A.6 shows the number of weeks per season and the total hours per season used by each
arena user. Note that York Central Ball hockey uses the facility in the hockey off-season. The
largest ice user of the responding organization is the Leaside Hockey Association who uses 42%
of the reported ice time per season (does not include off season hours used by ball hockey),

followed by the Leaside Skating Club who uses 37% of the reported ice time per season.

Table A.6 Arena Hours Used at Leaside

Organization # of Hours per week #WVeeks/Season Total Hours/ Season
Scott Clements Hockey Team 1 32 32
Tremco Ltd. 1 30 30

The Junior Academy 1.5 1 1.5
Shinny 1 30-35 30-35*
Coca-Cola 1 32 32
Leaside Girs Hockey League 75 28 210
Adult Recreational Hockey 1 32 32
Mike Thompson 1 32 32
Leaside Skating Club 29 29 841
York Central Ball Hockey (off season user) 20 16 320
Tuesday Night Hockey 2 32 64
Pleasure Hockey 110 response no response no response
Leaside Hockey Association 32 30 960
TOTAL 98 2,587

* Calculations are based on average 32.5 weeks per season.

Hours Used at Other Locations by Responding Organizations

Five organizations use ice facilities at locations other than Leaside Gardens. Table A.7 shows the
number of hours per week and per season used by these groups. Five of these organizations

responded that they regularly use other facilities than Leaside Gardens due to unavailability of ;

time at Leaside Gardens. Three of these organization added that Leaside Gardens is not available
at the times they need. York Central Ball Hockey also gave location as a reason, as they use
facilities throughout the G.T.A.
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Table A.7 Arena Hours Used at Other Facilities

Organization #of Hours perweek  #Weeks/Season  Tofal Hours/ Season Reason

Leaside Hockey Association 18 30 540 Unavailability of Leaside
Scott Clements Team 4 32 ) 128 Unavailability of Leaside
Mike Thompson 2 30-32 62 Unavailability of Leaside
Leaside Girls Hockey League 2875 243 538 Unavailahility of Leaside
York Central Ball Hockey 290 16-52 6,712* Location and
{off-season user} Unavailability of Leaside
Total 340.75 7,980

* Does not include all facilities used by the league.

In addition to the arena users that use facilities other than Leaside, Toronto Parks and Recreation,
which uses the Leaside pool, uses classrooms at other facilities to teach their higher leadership
classes. .

Table A.9 lists other facilities used by responding organizations and the number of hours and
weeks per season used by these groups. A total of 7,980 hours per season are used by these
organizations at locations other than Leaside Gardens. If we include only organizations that gave
solely unavailability of Leaside as their reason for using other locations, the total per season is
1,268 hours. The York Central Ball Hockey League uses the balance of the hours at other
facilities. It is noted that this league gave unavailability as well as location as the reasons.

Table A.9 lce Time Used at Other Facilities

Facility # of Hours #Weeks/Season Total Hours/Season
Centre Ice 1.5,14.5 32,30 483
Vaughan leeplex 1.5 30 45
Various North York Arenas {North District) 25 32 80
East York Arena (East York) 3 27 81
Ted Reeve Arena {Old Toronto) 2 2 o8
Moss Park Arena (Old Toronto) 3 3 , 93
Baycrest {North District) 1.75 24 42
Grove Arena ) 3 24 72
The Rinx Arena 5,42 28,52 2324
Gord & !rene Risk (North District) 1 24 24
De La Salle _ 1 28 28
St. Mikes Arena 1 , 32 32
Forest Hill Arena {Cld Teronfo) 1,1 30,30 60
Phil White (West Disfrict) 1 30 30
Clatworthy Arena 30 16 480
Milliken Mills Arena 28 16 448
Garnet Awiallamp Arena 10 16 160
Cummer Park Arena (North District) 2 16 320
Bond Lake Arena 20 16 320
Pine Point Arena (West District) 20 20 460
Albion Arena {(West District) 20 20 400
Central Arena (West District) 20 20 400
Long Branch Arena (West District) 20 20 400
Amesbury Arena (North District) 20 20 400
Oriole Arena {North Districf) 20 20 400
froquois Park 20 20 400
TOTAL ' 7,980

Olmstead Consulfing Services # dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hettinger Architect
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Leaside Memorial Community Gardens

Needs Assessment and Feasibility Study . May 2001
Needs Assessment Report Appendix A — Coramunity Consultation J
Additional Facility Hours -

Of the 15 organizations that responded, eleven organizations (73%) said that they could not *
adequately accommodate all interested participants in their programs. Of these organizations,
five kept waiting lists of between 5 and 50 people.

Table A.10 shows the number of additional hours required for each organization. As shown 66 :
additional hours of ice time per week and 2 hours of pool time were requested by user groups to L-
meet the existing demand for facilities.

.
:
Table A.10 Additional Hours Requested to Meet Existing Demand by Current User Groups
Organization Facility Number of Days of Week Block of time Times of Day M
HoursWeek ,_
teaside Skating Club lee 5 -Saturday 2hrs 10 am~12 p.m. =
Sunday Jhrs 5p.m.-8pm.
Leaside Girls Hockey League lce 20 Weekdays 4 hrs 7 pm.—11pm. .
Shinny lce 4 Saturday 1hr 7am.-11am. :
Mike Thompson lce 3 Wesknight 4 hrs 6-11pm. b
Coca-Cola les Unspecified Weekday marnings other
than Wednesday -
Scott Clements hockey team ice 3 Any day, Weekend 15hrs 5-8pm, :
1.5 hrs 7am.-8pm. -
Pleasure Hockey Ice 1 Saturday 1.5-2hrs 12am.-2am,
Activities Inc. Pool 2 Tuesday & Thursday 1hr 6:20 - 7:10 am. r
9:30 -10:30 am. f
Leaside Hockey Associaftion Ice 30+ unspecified 1.5 hrs early hours for
younger players

e

Five of the 15 responding organization said that they would like to offer additional programs but
are unable to do so due to lack of facilities at Leaside. Respondents specified an at least an -
additional 27.5 hours of ice time required, 2 to 4 hours of pool time and 8.5 hours at a work
out/training facility. Table A.11 lists these organizations, the programs they would like to offer,
the facilities needed and the number of hours per week required.

L

oy
!

Table A.11 Days and Time Required for Additional Programs

M }

Organization Program Facility Needed Additional Hours Per Week .
Leaside Skating Club Competitive Skating [ 4 hrs L
Fitness Studio 2hes
York Cenfral Ball Hockey Adult lce Hockey League ice 20+
Coca-Cola unspecified Wark out facility Shrs : %
Activities Inc. Aquatics Pool 2t04 hrs e
Scott Clements hockey team Power skating Ice 1hr
Game Ice 1hr {
Practice lee 15hrs q
Off ice Training Training facility 1.5 hrs -~
Olmstead Consulting Services  dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Heftinger Architect _
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Leaside Memorial Community Gardens
Needs Assessment and Feasibility Study May 2001
Needs Assessment Report Appendix A — Community Consultation

Facility Improvements

Ten of the 15 responding organizations felt that improvements are required to Leaside Gardens.
Table A.12 shows the facility component and the improvement suggestions received.

Table A.12 Suggested Facility Improvements

.

—

—

]
—

—

r

]
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-
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e

Facility Improvements

Arena another ice pad (3}, hot beverage vending machine, sound system

Showers/Change rooms general improvements (2), consistent hot water (2), more showers {2), more mirrors {2), clean
floors (2), alittle larger, need for lockers

Ice Permit summer usage, harder surface

Pool Warmer waler (84 to 86 degrees) required

Bar/Restaurant  Greater flexibility

Staff change rooms - Warmer temperature

Storage need storage faciliies (2)

Officefeoaches room Need separate rooms, office need to be a healthy environment at ground level {not below ground)

Timekeeper booth - Need permanent power for heaters, microphone jack

Usage Fees

All of the responding organizations are charged for the facilities they use. Eleven organizations
feel that the fees they are charged are reasonable. All three organizations that did not feel that
prices were reasonable were ice users. Reasons given were lower costs at other arenas and poor
facilities relative to the cost.

All but two organizations, Toronto Parks and Recreation and Mike Thompson would be willing
to pay increased fees for new or improved facilities at Leaside. Of the ten organizations that
specified the increase they would be willing to pay, 40% said a 0-5% increase, 10% a 6-10%
increase and 30% an 11-15% increase. One organization specified a 25% increase and another a
50% increase. Fifty percent of responding organizations said that they would and 50% said that
they would not be willing to fundraise for new or improved facilities at Leaside Gardens.

If it were necessary to increase fees for the use of facilities, the majority of respondents said that
they would increase participant’s fees. 33% of responding organizations said that this would not
impact their organization: One organization felt a raise in participant fees would put the program
beyond the reach of many families. Two organizations predicted a resulting decline in
participants, Three organizations felt that a justified nominal increase would be acceptable.
Toronto Parks and Recreation noted increased budget pressure due to the citywide user fee
policy that will not allow them to pass the added expense on to the public.

Olmstead Consulting Services # dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hettinger Architect
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Leaside Memorial Community Gardens

Needs Assessment and Feasibility Study May 2001

Needs Assessment Repori >vum=&x A - Community Consultation :

Additional Comments:

Responding organizations made the following additional comments (If the comment was given
by more than one respondent, the number of time mentioned is included after the statement):

fce Pad

Pool

Need one more ice pad (4);

Leaside Girls Hockey League would like to consolidate operations at Leaside Gardens;

Stands heating is erratic

Other facility improvements should not increase costs so as to endanger imptementation of additional ice pad;
Leaside residents must use other facilities due to limited space at Leaside;

Need consistent water temperatures in pool (84 — 86 degrees)
More hot water storage for showers (2},
Sand and salt from winter streets get into change room floors;

General

Facility is clean and well maintained;

Office facilities below ground are unhealthy;

Corridors at dressing room level do not allow safe traffic flow;
Rink staff provides very good service (2);

Leaside facilites and services no longer compare to other facilities in the GTA. Complete overhaul well

overdue and would increase [ocal facility enroliment;
Provide a hot beverage vending machine.

Parking/accessibility

Staff should nof take up premium pool parking at front door;
lce rink snow takes up spots for physically challenged;
Need better wheelchair accessibility;

Oimstead Consulting Services 4 dmA Planning & Management Services 4 James Heffinger Architect
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Leaside Memorial Community Gardens
Needs Assessment and Feasibility Study

May 2001

Meeds Assessment Report

Appendix B — People Contacted During the Study

Appendix B - People Contacted During the Study

Appendix B lists those people consulted during the course of this study. Sign in sheets from the
user group public meeting are included and list those in attendance.

City of Toronto
¢ Heather Atherion, Toronto Parks and ¢+ John  Elvridge, Senior  Corporate
Recreation East District Program Supervisor Management and Policy Consultant
« Janet Ellis, Toronto Parks and Recreation ¢ Brian Rutherford, Manager of recreation
East District Recreation Manager Policy and Development
+ Jane Pitfield, Councillor
Other Key Informants
¢ Henry Stachelbeck, General Manager of + Glen Meshino, Leaside Girls Hockey League
Leaside Community Memorial Gardens + Warren Ferguson, President of Leaside
+ Dr. Tom Pashby, Past Board Member Curling Club
+ Peter Oyler, Past Board Member + Agnes Vermes, President of the Leaside
+ Kathy Mackenzie, Administrator and Property Assaciation
Johanna Lowman, President of Leaside + Rob McCrea, Architect
Skating Club + John Gardner, President of G.T.H.L.
+ Jim Lutz, President of Leaside Hockey + Andrew Gowdy, Toronto District School
Association Board
+ Brian Spencer, Treasurer of Leaside Hockey

Association

Olmstead Consulting Services # dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hettinger Architect
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Appendix B - Peaple Contacted During the Study

Organizations Invited to Respond to the User Group Questionnaire (those that responded are
italicized)

+
+
+

L B R N B B B R 4

Leaside Skating Club,

Manor Montessori School,
Leaside Flames Sefect Minor Novice
Hockey,

Canadian Tire,

General Spors,

Doug King and Len Racioppo,
The Junior Academy,
Magnetia Group,

Leaside High School,

Leaside Hockey Association,
Coca Cola,

Leaslde Wildcats Pee Wee,
Glenayr,

Adulf Recreafional Hockey,
Leaside Girl's Hockey League,

A

T A A R A N R R AR

Pleasure Hockey,

Original's Spaghetii Westem,

Mr. Wallace Quan,

Mr. Greg Tedesco,

Tremco Lid,

Tuesday Night Hockey,

Toronto French School,

Roy Schoichet M.D.,

Shinny,

Bill Richardsen Hockey School,
Mr. Richard Woods,

York Central Ball Hockey League,
Rolph Road Home and School,
Mr. Tony Tsakiris,

City of Toronto Parks and Recreaftion,
Activities Inc., .

Mr. Mike Thompson

Community Members That Returned Comment Fotms

+*
+

L. Strain and S. Swift,
Sandra Hubley,

S. Spoffork,
Cindy Barron

Oimstead Consuiting Services ¢ dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hettinger Architect
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OLMSTEAD CONSULTING SERVICES

3180 Woodward Avenue Tel: {905) 639-4686
Burlington, Ontario . Cell: {905) 520-9474
L7N 3G6 _ Fax: (905) 333-6695

Email: olmstead4@home.com

Qctober 26, 2001

Mr Bob Brent

Chairman, Leaside Memorial Gardens Board
1073 Millwood Road

East York, Ontario

M4G 1X6

Dear Mr Brent;

Re: Leaside Memorial Community Gardens Final Report

On behalf of the consulting team | am pleased to submit the final report for the above named study. It has been our

pleasure fo work with you, other members of the Leaside Memorial Community Gardens Board of Directors, and Staff.
It is our hope that this study and business plan will support the implementation of your plans and aspirations for
Leaside Gardens. We know that this facility has been an important part of your community for many years and we

wish you all the very best.

If we can be of support in the future please do not hesitate to contact me or other members of the consulting team.

Sincerely,

James Olmstead
President



Appendix 2

Leaside Memorial Gardens

Feasibility Study & Business Plan

Qctober 2001

Final Report

TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECULIVE SUMMAIY v ssesessesessessssssssssssesesessassenssasassresssassanssssorsssssnsosnanenn |

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

INEFOAUCHION 1ovveerrrrrsserrssrnssissnesssnsssssesnssnsesssssssnssssnsensrssesssasensssemssnssesensnrsserasassnssssssneesssarssese esesssarsnns

1.1 Purpose ofthe Study.......cccovvemvcrrrececnevenneeenons
1.2 Organization of Report.............
1.3 Key Findings and Recommendations from njmmm osm.
1.3.1 Communily Profife........ -
1.3.2 Facility Needs Assessment m.as.:.qm ...........................
1 m 3 mmoossmamgam from h:mmm One:..

om<m_o.v§m3 Concept and Capital Costs ... 0

2.1 Design Concept and Space Program.................... R IR AL BB PR OO K PO b s e ee e et ren 6
2.1.1 Sife Development Concepl .......ueercesirsrerinns vt bss s sr et erasassissassanans rectreenserseresnrorasrasarensras 6
212 THO FACHHY ..ovvarrecrecertrirssssssssstessasssesssrerss s sass s sssssses st s shs s b e sb st b st sbass b bbbt rantenn PP S 10
213 ParKING.coeecereeceeerirerescensssessseseeresssrsasssssssensstssnsnn O U OO PO I
2.1.4 Summary........

2.2 Capital Cost ESHMAtE......coueeuree et essn e scassessssnens reerensesrrenns OTTTTOUOUOUOTOTPRPON .

BUSINESS PlaN..euiessenieneisesiessessmssassssssiassssisessassssssassssisssssssssmssssasssnssensanssasnsssssssssesssessssassassanssnsssasses V&

3.1 Staffing Structure.....ereeeeeccivireeenrenne RO OO TP TOT OO 14
3.2 Projected Operating Costs of New Facility

3.2.1 Operating Budget Summary............
3.3 Service and Marketing Directions..
3.4 SUMMALY .ecrerrnirreresireensns

Implementation Strategy...mamammimmim s —————————————.. 20

e T T Ty Y P T P P YR T P Y wee MO

4.1 Implementation ACHVIIES........ccceveereerececreie e sesererens

Olmstead Consulting Services + dmA Planning & Management Services  James Hettinger Architect



Appendix 2

M

[ S—

i

ey

e

Leaside Memorial Gardens
Feasibility Study & Business Plan October 2001

Final Report

Executive Summary

The Leaside Memorial Community Gardens Feasibility Study reviewed the recreation needs and interests of the local
community and the users of the community centre, fo assess requirements for additional or adapted recreation
facilities. The study was undertaken in two phases. Phase One, reviewed current usage patterns, consulted with user
groups and the general public to identify needs and issues, and assessed current opportunities within the context of
leisure and social frends, and community growth and demographics. Phase Two, developed a concept for future
development, identified order of magnitude capital and operating cost estimates, and outlined an implementation

plan. The implementation plan highlights next steps, assigns responsibilities for carrying out these steps, and
suggests timing for each step.

The final study report outlines in detail the tasks undertaken to carry out this assessment and the findings and

recommendations of each stage.

Activities of Phase One incorporated surveys of cument user groups, key informant interviews with staff, board

members, the local Councillor, a public meeting, growth and socio-demographic analysis and identification of relevant

trends. Key findings of Phase One included:

e Development of a community profile for the local Leaside community, and within the context of the former
Borough of East York, the new City of Toronto and relative to the Province as a whole. This community profile
identifies a generally stable and established population, with perhaps a small decline for Leaside. The local area
is characterized by larger than average number of older adults and young children.

» An assessment of facilities that considered the expressed needs of the cumrent user groups, trends in ice and
multi-purpose and aquatic facility use, an comparisons to other communities, indicates that while the Leaside
area specifically, is relatively well served, there are facility deficits in the sumounding communities.

» Provision of recreation facilities using a centralized approach, where ice facilities are twinned, and multiple
services are provided in one location, is considered both efficient and effective.

Recommendations arising from Phase One activities;

Recommendation: The feasibility study should assess the potential to develop a twin pad facility on the existing
land i.e. the opportunity and cost to develop underground and/or tiered parking.

Recommendation: Based on the findings of the above recommendation, the Leaside Memorial Garden Board,
along with the City should confirm the availabifity and cost of the adjacent lands, currently
owned by the Ontario Realty Corporation. Further a determinafion should be made regarding
the purchase of this land prior fo redevelopment of the site for additional recreation space.

Recommendation: The second phase of the Feasibility Study for {.easide Memorial Gardens should focus on the
manner in which the capital funding of the facility and land acquisition will be dccomplished.

Qlmstead Consulfing Services + dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Heftinger Architect
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Recommendation: The second phase of the Feasibility Study for Leaside Memorial Gardens should develop a
clear business plan for the facility, including an accurate cost of producing prime-time and non-
prime time ice and a recommendation for user fees based on these costs

Recommendation: Development of the desired upgrades to support use of the pool by a wider variety of users,
particularly older adults, and those with disabilities be considered as essential upgrades for the
pool.

Recommendation: The opportunity to provide movable/sliding doors to create up to three small meeting rooms in
the William Lea room should be considered. Provision of audiovisual equipment, upgraded
meeting room tables and chairs, suitable for daylime business meetings should be
investigated. .

Recommendation: Increased emphasis on marketing the banquet room for use by dryland training, frade shows,
aerobics grotps and business meefings should be undertaken.

Recommendation: Additional assessment would be needed to assess the need and feasibility of a fitness centre
as part of the Leaside Memorial Gardens redevelopment.

Following review of Phase One findings and recommendations, the Leaside Memorial Gardens Board of Directors
adopted a long-term view of the site that would eliminate the existing arena {and potentially other facilities on the
property) and create a new complex including a twinned arena, While further assessment is required to confirm the
viability of this option, including confirmation of site availability, support for the concept by the City of Toronto, and
available capital finances, the preliminary facility and site concepts in Phase Two, and the business plan, are based

on the redevelopment of the existing site and facilities, and adjacent lands, to create a new multi-purpose recreation
complex.

This option will require a phase building and implementation program. The initial phase, following acceptance by the
City and purchase of the adjacent lands, cumrently owned by the Ontario Realty Corporation (ORC), would see the
construction of a new single pad arena and parking structure on the ORC lands. In phase two, the existing arena
would be eliminated and a second ice pad added to the “new” stand-alone arena. The ability or desirability fo connect
other structures on the site i.e., curling rink, indoor pool, would be discussed with appropriate stakeholders as part of
the overall development plan.

The projected capital costs of building the first (phase one) arena, at costs identified in the fall of 2001, are
anticipated fo be in the order of $6,000,000. This does not include the cost of the land base.

Increased revenue opportunities from the new arena, and relatively fimited additional staff costs, would resulf in an
annual profit in the order of $140,000 on the second rink (this reflects imited staff costs, with most staff costs
continuing to be applied to the existing facility). Leaside Gardens operates under a cost recovery basis with any
deficit covered by the City of Toronto. The Board reviews City policy _,mmmaw_:m subsidies and adheres to those
policies, which assist youth sports. The existing annual operating deficit of approximately $120,000 is covered by the
City of Toronto. The addition of a second ice pad would result in a projected annual net profit of approximately
$20,000. This projection assumes that the existing manager will operate both facilities, and that there will be some

Olrmstead Consulting Services ¢ dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hettinger Architect
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crossover of current maintenance and office staff. The eventual twinning of the ice facility should further increase
annual profit margins.

To ensure that revenue targets are met this report recommends a marketing approach that develops summer hockey
and skating camps, markets the new facility fo a higher percentage (70%) of adult users and aggressively promotes
and develops non-prime time markets.

Implementation Strategies

1. Approve the Feasibility Study; Approval by the Leaside Memorial Gardens Board is required fo facilitate the next

step of the project.

Timeframe: Fall 2001

2. Forward Report fo City Council and Dialogue with the City on Key Issues: As a municipal facility all future

developments, we assume will need approval by municipal staff. In the case of this facility there are quite a
number of issues to be addressed.

a.

The purchase the adjoining property must happen before any further development of this project.
Confirmation of its availability for purchase, determination of cost, availability of funding for this purchase
and the timing of funding, are crifical factors that need to be discussed and confirmed. When forwarding this
report to Council the Leaside Memorial Gardens Board should include a list of implementation steps, using
this section as an outline, for discussion with Members of Council and senior municipal staff.

Confirmation of Future Operations of Site Facilities must be discussed with the legal owners of the
facility — the City of Toronto. The agreement of the City to plan the demolition of the existing facility and
eventual twinning of the planned facility, plans for the redevelopment of the indoor pool, impact on the
existing curling facility etc., are among the issues that need to be addressed by future discussions. We
expect that the City will also want to consider the development of a new facility within the overall context of

its arena and other facilities.

Future Management Directions of the City: The curmrent operation and management was developed within
the context of a different time and legal structure. We understand that the City is currently reviewing the role
of the various Boards and Commissions that provided setvices under former municipalities. The City's future
plans for the management of its facilities, along with the City's intent to rationalize its facility services, needs
to be addressed. While the discussion of potential implications of change to current operations is well
outside the scope of this study, recognition that the management directions of the City will have a significant

impact on the directions of the Board is important to this discussion.

Timeframe: Fall 2001 through 2002

3. Purchase of Adjacent Land: Once the Board and the City have discussed and approved purchase of the
adjacent property, and have allocated funds to its purchase, the acquisition of this property is the next step.

Timeframe: Contingent on successful dialogue and decision to purchase land.

Olmstead Consulting Services ¢+ dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hetfinger Archifect
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4. Development Initiatives: -With the purchase of the properly there are a number of initiatives that will follow. if

these are not managed by full fime municipal staff (the following points assume that the development of this
project remains a responsibility of the Leaside Memorial Gardens Board), they will need to be guided by the
Board through a variety of sub-committees, to be established by the Board and who will report directly to the
Board.

Finance Committee: A formal finance committee composed of well positioned and experienced community
leaders from the business sector and the community at large should be established with a mandate to develop a
fundraising sirategy and a targeted amount.

Communications Committee: Communication of the status of the project, its objectives, who is involved etc.,
should be an ongoing part of the process. This committee must be an integral part of the Fundraising Committee
and be well apprised of all aspects of the project. Representation from the local media and staff and community
should be included on this committee.

Design and Construction Committee: It is assumed that, as a municipally owned facility, the City will manage
the design, tender and construction of the project using municipal resources. However, it is appropriate to have a
design and construction committee (this could be the LMG Board) to work with the City to review and comment
on design and construction documents.

Timeframe: Contingent on land purchase

Prepare Betailed Design and Documentation: This stage involves the preparation of the Terms of Reference and
the hiring of an architect staff to design of the facility. There are a number of approaches including construction
management, design/build, and the traditional approach (involving consultant design, tender process, general
contract award). As a municipal facility it is anticipated that the City would take a lead role in this part of the
development process. In this step construction ready documents will be prepared from which exact costing of the
construction will be developed {cost estimates in this study are based on a conceptual building only). Design and
documentation will take approximately 6 to 8 months, including negotiation for various approvals required by
local authorities.

Timeframe: Contingent on approval of previous stages.

Olmstead Consulting Services 4+ dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hettinger Architect
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X
) m Construction; Site development and building construction are estimated to take 12 -18 months. This will allow
E m adequate time for the preparation of the site in advance of the facility construction. A fully detailed site and

building development schedule should be developed during the preparation of the construction drawings. The
schedule will outline the specific tasks required in each step of the development process from ground breaking to
door opening.

presmans
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Timeframe: Timing contingent on previous steps
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Facility Staffing and Operations: It is assumed that the current staffing structure will remain in place. However, in
preparation of the new facility's opening there is a need to hire additional full time operational staff, part time
staff, and to discuss with existing staff what role they will have with respect to the new facility.
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Timeframe: Timing contingent on previous steps
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1.0 Introduction

S,
Appendix 2

il 1.1 Purpose of the Study

The Leaside Memorial Community Gardens Feasibility Study reviewed the recreation needs and interests of the local
) community, and assessed how those could be provided if the community center were renovated and/or enlarged.

The study was undertaken in two phases. Phase One, completed in the spring of 2001, assessed need through a
review of opportunities and facility use within the local community, interviews with key community representatives
including Board Members, the local Councilior, municipal and centre staff, and a socio-demographic and trend
analysis. The main findings of Phase One are outlined below in section 1.3.

Following completion of Phase One, in which unmet recreation needs were identified, the LMG Board approved
completion of Phase Two — development of a concept plan, capital and operating cost estimates, staffing
requirements and operating options, and an implementation plan for study recommendations.

N

o
[—

The Final Report of the Feasibility Study summarizes the key findings of the initial study phase, discusses the
implications of the development option chosen, and provides directions for implementation of the recommendations.

i
5.
Q 1.2 Organization of Report
The final report is organized in four sections.
L Section 1.0 Summarizes the study purpose and key findings and recommendations from Phase One;
- Section 2.0 Provides a space program, facility concept and site plan, and estimated capital costs;
_ @ Section 3.0 Provides a financial and staffing plan;
Section 4.0 Outlines the implementation steps that should-be taken to following the completion of this study.
-
i
i
i
1
-
, g Olmstead Consulting Services + dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hettinger Architect
i Page 1



Appendix 2

Leaside Memorial Gardens
Feasibility Study & Business Plan Ocfober 2001

Final Report

1.3 Key Findings and Recommendations from Phase One

1.3.1 Community Profile

Traditionally LMG has served the Leaside community — historically the area bounded by Bayview Avenue on the
west, Glenvale Boulevard to the north, and the Don Valley to the east and south. Formerly the Town of Leaside, this
area was part of the Borough of East York untit the amalgamation of the Borough and the other Cities of Metropolitan
Toronto to form the new City of Toronte, in 1997. Population growth projections provided by the City of Toronto
indicate that Leaside’s population is anticipated to decline slightly over the next 10 years, while communities of the
former East York, to the immediate east and south of Leaside, are projected to increase by over 8% during that same
time period. Socio-demographic indicators show that Leaside is an established community with a stable population. It
is home to both, more older adults, and young children, than Toronto as a whole, which may suggest a community in
transition, as older adults move out of the community and homes are bought by younger families.

The former Borough of East York provided several multi-purpose community cenfres including the Trace Manes
Centennial Building — with a senior's lounge, tennis lounge and meeting rooms; the Jenner Jean-Marie Community
Centre — one gymnasium, small program rooms and a branch library; the East York Community Centre — indoor pool,
gymnasium, fitness centre, pre-school rcom and program rooms; and the East York Arena. Several other facilities
serve the general area including the North Toronto Memorial Arena, an ocutdoor artificial ice rink and two Board of
Education indoor poois.

Leaside Memorial Community Gardens is a single pad ice facility and large social room/banquet facility owned by the
City of Toronto (formerly the Borough of East York) and operated and staffed by a community Board of Management.
The LMCG is sited on property adjacent to a City owned and co-operated (between the City and the LMCG Board)
25 yard indoor poo!, and a municipal curling club. The single pad ice facility does not support summer ice. During the
non-ice season it is used by ball hockey leagues, and for community events i.e., a pavilion during Carabana,

The LMCG Board of Management reports directly to the City of Toronto's Council through the City's Finance
Committee, and is responsible for facility policy development, staff management, facility fundraising and tong term
planning, including all capital works programs funded through the yearly operating budget and debentures.

The facllity is located next to major thoroughfares with site access limited to a single access point. The 3.3 acres
surrounding the facility includes a 171-car parking lot. A preliminary assessment indicated that the current parking
allotment was sufficient for all but two annual events. A major sewer line passes below grade under the parking lot.

Leaside Gardens operates under a cost recovery basis with any deficit covered by the City of Toronto. The Board

reviews City policy regarding subsidies and adheres to those policies that assist youth sports. Hence any operating
deficit is covered by the City of Toronto.

Olmstead Consulting Services « dmA Flanning & Management Services + James Hettinger Architect

Page 2

P
|

’

temnny

L

3

3

s



{'-.-;—: ::_A]«

Appendix 2

Leaside Memorial Gardens
Feasibility Study & Business Plan October 2001

Final Report

1.3.2 Facility Needs Assessment Findings
Ice Facilities

Comparison of the level of arena ice services in this part of Toronto indicate that the Leaside community enjoys a
higher leve! of service for indoor ice than does the City as a whole, the east district, or the former Borough of East
York. Respondents to the ice user group survey however, indicated an immediate need for an additional 93 hours of
ice fime for existing and new programs. The ice user survey also noted that current Leaside ice users rent
approximately 1,268 hours of ice per season (average 45 — 50 hours per week during the ice season). It is somewhat
unclear whether these hours are in addition to, or the same as, the 93 hours of ice per week that the ice users would
like at Leaside. Based on our best understanding, the assumption is made that current users of Leaside would like to
transfer their 45-50 hours per week at other facilities fo a Leaside facility. Therefore, while the Leaside community
cutrently has a favourable allocation of ice, relative to other communities, there is clearly an ice deficit in the former
East York and surrounding area. Provision of additional ice should, where possible, be provided in conjunction-with
an existing facility — preferably through a twinning of an existing facility to provide economies of scale and operafing
cost savings.

Other Facility Needs

LMCG staff provides operating maintenance and capital requirements for the indoor pool, while all programming is
provided by the City of Toronto. This is conducted under the rental agreement between the City of Toronto and the
Leaside Board of Management. The City pays the cost of maintenance and capital retrofit of the pool. Concemns
expressed during the public meeting included the need for improvements to the pools interior and desire for warmer
water temperature.

The William Lea Room ~ the Facility’s banquet hall operates at a surplus. It is rented for weddings and receptions,
fundraisers etc. It was noted that the banquet room is far larger than necessary for many of the events held in the
room e.g., meetings, and smaller multi-purpose space would be desirable.

User groups noted a lack of office and storage space at the facility. interest in a fitness facility in the area was also
noted.

1.3.3 Recommendations from Phase One:

Recommendation: The feasibility study should assess the potential to develop a twin pad facility on the existing
land i.e. the opportunity and cost fo develop underground and/or tiered parking. -

Recommendation: Based on the findings of the above recommendation, the Leaside Memorial Garden Board,
along with the Cily should confirm the availability and cost of the adjacent lands, currently
owned by the Ontario Realty Corporation. Further, a determination should be made regarding
the purchase of this land prior to redevelopment of the site for additional recreation space.

Recommendation: The second phase of the Feasibility Study for Leaside Memorial Gardens should focus on the
manner in which the capital funding of the facility and fand acquisition wili be accomplished.

Olmstead Consulfing Services ¢ dmA Planning & Management Services 4 James Hetfinger Architect
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Recommendation: The second phase of the Feasibility Study for Leaside Memorial Gardens should develop a
clear business plan for the facility, including an accurate cost of producing prime-time and non-
prime time ice and a recommendation for user fees based on these costs

Recommendation: Development of the desired upgrades to support use of the pool by a wider variety of users,
particularly older adults, and those with disabilities be considered as essential upgrades for the
pool. oo

Recommendation: The opportunity to provide movable/sliding doors to create up to three small meeting rooms in
the William Lea room should be considered. Provision of audiovisual equipment, upgraded
meeting room fables and chairs, suitable for daytime business meetings should be
investigated,

Recommendation: Increased emphasis on marketing the banquet room for use by dryland training, frade shows,
aerobics grouips and business meetings should be undertaken.

Recommendation: Additional assessment would be needed to assess the need and feasibility of a fitness centre
as part of the Leaside Memorial Gardens redevelopment.

1.4 Direction of the Leaside Memorial Gardens Board

Two of the key recommendations of Phase One were to “assess the potential to develop a twin pad facility on the
existing land", and “along with the City...confirm the availability and cost of the adjacent lands...prior to
redevelopment of the site for additional recreation space”. On review, the LMG Board has identified its preference to
develop a new single pad arena on the adjacent lands. The long-term view is to eliminate the existing arena (and
potentially other facilities on the property) to create a new complex including a twinned arena.

The assessment of this option is beyond the scope of the cumrent study. We are not aware of any municipal plans to
redevelop the indoor pool. No assessment was done on the need or option to redevelop the curling facility. No cost
assessment refated to demolition of the current arena, or implications of demolition and reconstruction of the current
hall, or ability to retain the current hall within a future complex, was undertaken. Finally, while some informal
discussions have occurred between senior City Staff and the local Councillor regarding interest in purchasing the
adjacent land from the Ontario Realty Corporation, we are not aware of a formal decision to proceed with that
purchase.

It is clearly most efficient - financially and from a service perspective, to twin arenas, and to develop faciliies within a
multi-purpose complex. The existing facility is almost 50 years old and it is felt that within the next 10 to 15 years it
will need to be replaced. On this basis it is reasonable to proceed to develop a new facility with the capability of being
twinned. ‘

Olmstead Consulting Services + dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hettinger Architect
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The site plan and business plan within this report only address those items within the scope of the study, and for
which a reasonable amount of information is available.

The business plan in Chapter 3.0 is developed for a new single pad ice facility to be built on adjacent land currently
owned by the Ontario Realty Corporation. Further, it assumes that for the time being, the existing arena will operate
as a single pad ice facility with the aftached hall. This business plan assumes that the other facilities on the site will
also, for the time being at least, operate as they currently do. Finally, this study did not include an operational review
of the existing staffing structure to assess staff allocation efficiencies. The Facility's Manager was consulted
regarding the adequacy of the current staffing structure and the comments of the Manager, and information regarding

imminent staffing changes, were considered when developing the proposed staffing structure.

Section 4.0 — Implementation, discusses the steps the City and Board will need to take to move toward the long-term
plan for this site.

_Olmstead Consulting Services ¢ dmA Planning & Management Services + James Hettinger Architect
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2.0 Development Concept and Capital Costs

Section 2.0 of the report provides a space program designed to accommodate to the extent possible, the facility
needs identified in Phase One. This section of the report outlines a building space program, provides a concept
footprint located on the site and a conceptual plan for the proposed facility. Finally, this section outlines the projected
capital costs of the planned addition.

2.1 Design Concept and Space Program

2.1.1 Site Development Concept

Using the information gathered in Phase One, and during a secondary inspection of the existing facility held in
August, a conceptual design was formulated to accommodate a phased building and implementation program. In our
previous report, we suggested three distinct schemes (options) for consideration. Now, this proposed scheme would
seem fo reverse our previous recommendations. This phase considered and developed the campus form. In this
scheme the ice surface and associated anciflary spaces would be situated as a stand-alone facility, it became
evident that developing a scheme that integrated and shared common elements (such as lobbies, entrances and
other support spaces) would not work because of the lack of a cohesive master plan that situated the existing
buildings to allow for expansion and/or integration and the irregular topography of the site. Allowing for partial or total
infernal connectivity between the various facilities while maintaining the sense of autonomy could not be achieved
when situating the new addition(s) near or next to the existing buildings. Our proposal is to consider a phased
concept. This concept is presented in two phases graphically, however, in reality there would be several phases to
replace the existing facilities and subsequently integrate the new elements within a cohesive master plan. This
scheme requires the acquisition of the adjoining land to the southeast, where the Censor Board currently resides,
and extensive regrading of the existing site fopography to accommodate this concept. In addition, the cost of
relocating the existing site services and the construction of a multi-story parking facility would also have to be
considered.

The site development concept is illustrated in Figure 2.1-2.3. Figure 2.1 is the existing site plan. Figure 2.2 and
Figure 2.3 show phase one and two, respectively, of the site development. In phase one, a new stand-alone arena
and parking structure would be developed. In phase two, the existing arena would be eliminated and a second ice
pad added to the new stand-alone arena. Additional parking is also provided,

Olmstead Consulting Services + dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hettinger Architect
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Figure 2.1 ~ Existing Site Plan
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Figure 2.2 - Site Development Concept -Phase One
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Figure 2.3 - Site Development Concept ~Phase Two
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2.1.2 The Facility

The size of the proposed facility would be approximately 36,000 gross square feet (See Table 2.1 for facility
components and sizes). The main frame of the building would be a pre-engineered steel structure with the supporting
ancillary spaces of insulated load bearing masonry walls. The ceifing over the ice surface would be an insulated
prefinished metal roof with an insulated built-up roof over the ancillary spaces. All interior partitions would be
masonry with a paint finish. Interior graphics and way finding signage will provide a colourful background and a quick
method to orient visitors within the facility. Flooring will be combinations of rubber, exposed concrete and campet. The
surface of the ice rink will be 85 x 200 feet at intetior dimensions. All plumbing fixtures utilizing water saving
mechanisms will be strictly adhered to. Figure 2.4 is the Floor Plan Concept for the arena.

Table 2.1: Space Program

= Concession _ 700
= Proshop 350
= Public Lobby 1300
=  Entrance 130
= Ticket area 135
= Office 1 200
= Office 2 150
»=  Mesling Room 500
= Men's washroom 264
= Women's washroom 264
= First Aid 277
= Electrical 332
»  Refrigeration 123
»  Ice Resurfacing Machine 600
= Storage 1 1000
= Storage 2 154
= Referee (2 separate rooms for adults/minors) 350
=  Change Room 1 550
»  Change Room 2 550
= Change Room 3 550
»  Change Room 4 550
= Change Room 5 550
= Change Room 6 550
*  Rink (85' x 200") 17,000

Players Benches, Penalty Box, Timekeeper, seating for 250 2,000

,_loﬂm_ Net Square Feet (80%) 30,129 sf
Total Gross Square Feet {100%}) 36,255 sf

Olmstead Consulting Services + dmA Planning & Management Services + James Hettinger Architect
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Figure 2.4 - Floor Plan Concept
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2.1.3 Parking

The site is located next to major thoroughfares with limited vehicular access to a single location. The site borders the
Canadian Pacific Railway and lands owned by the Ontario Censor Board facility to the southeast. This property is
approximately 3 acres in size. There are 170 existing parking spaces including handicapped stalls located within the
site boundaries. Parking seems to be adequate for existing usage and purposes, save special annual events that
predicate a situation where the demand exceeds existing parking provided on site. Any future development and
reorganization of the existing site as indicated in the preliminary report to the Leaside Memorial Gardens Community
Centre Board of Management would indicate a need for approximately 300 more vehicular spaces. These
calculations are based upon facility recalculation in respect to relevant City of Toronto bylaw requirements.

To address the Board's concem of how to incorporate these vehicles onfo the existing site, the following strategies
are suggested:

« Acquire the Censor Board's property and develop a phased methodology of incorporating surface anda
multistory parking structure. On one hand this property acquisition will provide a second access point to the
recreation complex; and on the other hand, considering setbacks and other regulatory restrictions these may
limit the number of accommodated vehicle stalls and responsible traffic pattemns.

« Consideration of incorporating a muitistory parking structure along Millwood Road and Southvale Drive may
also have merit. With a strong urban context and exposure, the building is well situated to take advantage of
opportunities fo incorporate retail and commercial components info the structure at ground level. These could
be seen as revenue generating and softening the parking facility's edge. A study should be done to assess the
potential for this. The study would look at both locations. Having the parking structure ‘reach’ beyond the
immediate site and work in concert with the City of Toronte’s parking system. Incorporating elements that are in
scale and harmony with the existing urban fabric will produce a win-win situation for the recreation complex and
the community as a whole. )

In the first scenario, in addition fo the cost of land acquisition, site remedy and preparation should be considered.
Land costs are not immediately known, however, it is suggested, for discussion purposes only, that these costs could
be in the range of §.25M per acre, thus site acquisition could be $.75M. Actual costs could be lower depending upon
previous discussions and arrangements. Because the topography is varied over the width and length of the site,
construction costs are anticipated fo be incrementally higher than a similar site that is fiat and accessible.

The second scenario, in contrast, there will not be any associated site acquisition costs, and the site topography is
relatively regular with a constant slope. It is estimated that on this location one would expect to accommodate 100 to
125 vehicles on each level of a multistory facility. This would translate into a parking facility of 4 to 4 1/2 levels. If the
entire frontage along the thoroughfares constitutes lower level retail andfor commercial components, this may
translate into one more additional level. At this point, it is suggested that a unit cost of ten fo thirteen thousand per
stall or $4M fo $5.2M building cost.

Olmstead Consulfing Services ¢ dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hettinger Architect
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2.1.4 Summary

There are two prime parking strategies that will accommodate the requirements associated with facility development
and reorganization, The Board may wish o pursue either of these suggestions in whole or in partnership with others.
A Public-Private Partnership may be the vehicle that warrants consideration by a study in collaboration with the
facility's Management Board. In summary, there are options through intense utilization of existing infrastructure, that
offer potential for expanded recreational and community use.

2.2 Capital Cost Estimate

The capital cost estimate is indicated in Table 2.2. The order of magnitude capital cost, exclusive of GST, furniture,
fitment and equipment, administrative and legal fees and land purchase is $5,757,250. This capital amount also does
not include escalation costs. In spring of 2001 escalation was estimated to be .5% per month, assuming stable
market conditions. There are a number of pending situations that make it difficult to assess the future stability of the
construction market including the impact of significant construction stemming from SuperBuild initiatives (currently
not announced), and availability of construction and other materials related to cross-border shipping issues. At the
time of construction these costs should be reevaluated based on the date of construction.

Table 2.2: Capital Cost Summary

Net s.f. Gross s.f. Costls.f. Total
1. Capital Cost
New Arena 30,129 36,255 $130/gross sf | $4,713,150
2. Capital Cost - Site Development
Landscaping, parking, etc. (6% allowance) $283,000
3. Contingencies
Design (5% allowance on arena and site $235,700
development)
Construction (3% allowance on arena and site - $141,400
development) -
4. Cash Allowances
Building Permit o
Building Control Connections $3,000
Construction Testing & Inspections $24,500
Building Systems Comrnissioning . $5,000
Signage (Interior & Exterior) $7,500
Administrative Cosls (Printing, elc.) $4,000
Interior Landscape $10,000
5. Professional Fees & Disbursements @ 7% - $330,000
{on construction costs)
TOTAL PROJECT COST $5,757,250

Olmstead Consulting Services + dmA Planning & Management Services + James Hetiinger Architect
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3.0 Business Plan

This chapter documents operating cost projections for the new single pad facility to be located on the site currently
owned by the Ontario Reality Corporation. Costs provided assume that the existing single pad facility will continue to
operate as it currently does. The business plan includes a staffing structure that builds on current staffing allocation
and the incremental requirements of an additional, but not twinned, arena.

3.1 Staffing Structure

Current staffing for the arena includes a full time manager, not within the City’s collective bargaining unit, a Banquet
Co-ordinator/Administrative Assistant, a part-time Bookkeeper, 4 full-time operators (within the collective bargaining
unit), and a full time maintenance person. Additionally, part time staff, equivalent to 4.2 full time equivalents (FTE) are
in place for 32 weeks annually and .4 for the summer. Of the 4.2 FTE's hired throughout the 32 week winter season,
approximately Y2 FTE is allocated to the public skating program.

The following staff positions are recommended for the operation of the site with the existing facilities and with the
addition of a new single pad facility. In some cases these staff positions reflect existing positions, and these are
noted as “(current and future position)". Where additional positions are noted these are identified as “(new position)”.

Facility Manager (current and future position) — The Facility zmzmmmw is responsible for the overall administration
and management of the ice facilities and the Hall and, as per the ongoing agreement with the City, the maintenance
and capital works of the indoor aguatic facility. The existing Facility Manager will be responsible for both buildings, a

situation that will add responsibilities to this position, particularly while the facilities remain separate physical plants.

To reflect these added responsibilities additional support to manage the new facility has been identified in several of

the positions reporting to the Facility Manager. The additional responsibilities, including staff supervised, have
implications for the salary of this position (please see the list of assumptions in section 3.2).

Banquet Coordinator/Administrative Assistant {current and future position) — This position is responsible for the
coordination of banquet schedules, catering arangements efc., connected with use of the Hall. Additionally, this
position is responsible for word processing, ice booking, and other administrative tasks related to the facility's
operation. .

Olmstead Consulting Services + dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hettinger Architect
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Bookkeeper (Part-time) {current and future position) — This position is responsible for maintaining the accounts for
the facility. The position is currently funded at 10 hours per week for 52 weeks per year. It is anticipated that
additional hours will be required with the addition of a new facility and this has been accommodated in the projected
operating budget. (See assumptions in section 3.2).

Operators (current and future positions) — Currently 4 full time Operators are responsible for maintenance of the ice
plant, the indoor pool and the hall.

Operators (new positions) — The new facility, for the time being, will not be a twinned facility, limifing the opportunity
to conveniently share staff with the existing facility. Of the 4 existing operators it is assumed that at least one and a
half of the existing operational staff complement can be attributed to the operation of the indoor pool the William Lea
Room. The current staff complement is not large for a full time arena operation and it is not anticipated that there wilt
be a great deal of opportunity to share operations staff with the new facility, particularly while the facilities are not
twinned. It is also assumed that the new facility will accommodate summer ice. Therefore, two and a half additional

operators are identified for the new facility.

Maintenance Staff (current full time) — The individual in this full time position will refire at the end of the current year
and Facility Management Staff indicate that this position will be converted to a part-time position (full fime on a
seasonal basis}) of approximately .7 FTE.

Maintenance Staff (new position) — With the addition of a second ice facility it is assumed there will be requirements
for .5 FTE's for the new building.

Part-time Seasonal (winter) Facility Staff (current and future) — These staff work in the.concession, assist
operational staff, ticket sales and skating monitors. They equal approximately 4.2 FTE's, for 32 weeks annually.

Part-time Seasonal (summer) Facility Staff (current and future) — These staff work in the concession, assist
operational staff, ticket sales efc. They equal approximately .4 FTE's, for approximately 10 weeks annually.

Part-fime Seasonal (winter) Facility Staff (new positions) — These staff willt work in the concession, assist
operational staff, ticket sales and skating monitors. Current management staff note that only one of the facilities will
schedule public skating and the .5 FTE assigned to public skating will not duplicated. The new facility will however
accommodate summer ice, Therefore, an allocation of 4 FTE's, for 45 weeks annually, has been made for the new
ice facility.

Olmstead Consulling Services + dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hettinger Architect
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3.2 Projected Operating Costs of New Facility

The projected operating costs are based on the incremental increase from current operations, and includes the
following assumptions:

« Salary rates are based on current rates as noted by Facility Staff. Benefits are based on 25% for full time
positions and 8% for part time positions.

« To reflect the additional facility responsibilities including additional staffing, the Salary of the Facility Manager
(who will be responsible for the operation of the new ice facility as well as that individuals current
responsibilities) is increased by 10% of current salary.

» To accommodate the needs of additional bookkeeping responsibilities the hours of the current bookkeeper are
increased by 50% to 15 hours per week for 52 weeks, at the current salary rate of $18.80/hour.

o Two and a half additional full time operation staff @ $38,000 annually will be required by the new facility.

« In addition to the staffing allocation change related to the maintenance position a half maintenance position at a
salary rate of $38,000 annually has been added for the new facility.

o There will be annual requirements for various part-time positions roughly equivalent to 4 FTE for 45 weeks
annually at an average salary rate of $9/hour, or approximately $16,500 per FTE.

» Itis assumed that the same ice rates as currently apply to the existing facility will be used for the new facility.
The adult ice rates will be $180/hour; minor ice rates will be $102.30/hour.

o Itis assumed that of the approximate 90 hours weekly of primetime ice in the new facility, adults will use 50%
and 50% by minor groups. This is a slightly higher percent of adult ice users than is reflected in the current rink.

» During the winter season it is assumed that approximately 25% of the non prime time ice {approximately 60
hours) will be used. Of this we have allocated 5 hours weekly to adult ice at a rental rate of $130/hour and 12
hours to minor groups and individuals at a cost of $80/hour.

« [ltis assumed that during the summer season the summer ice will be used 100% of the time by minor hockey
schools etc., during the summer prime time of Monday through Friday 9:00 am to 3:30 pm, for 8 weeks. The
annual weekly rental rate for the ice by hockey schools is set at $4,000 weekly.

» Use by adult ice users during the summer is assumed to be 5 hours per week at $180/hour for 10 weeks,
» QOccupancy costs are assessed at 2.50 per net square foot of new arena space.

o ltis assumed that adminisirative costs are largely covered in the existing operation budget although an annual
allocation for additional phones, administrative supplies, and promotional materials, of $7,000 has been made.
An allocation for insurance is made.

» Allocations for equipment repair, building repair, ice resurfacing and shop supplies are based on current costs
but are altered to reflect a newer building and a longer ice season.

» Expenses have been increased annually at a rate of 2.5%. Revenues have been increased at 3% annually.

Olmslead Consulling Setvices ¢ dmA Planning & Management Services + James Hetfinger Archilect
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Table 3.1 Leaside Memorial Gardens - Incremental Staffing Cost Increases
Full Time Staff . Increased mm_mJ. and
Benefits*

¢ Facility Supervisor (10 % wage increase) $7,394

+ Operations Staff (2.5) $118,750

+ Maintenance Staff (.5) $23,750

Part Time Staff

+ Bookkeeper (5 hoursiweek) $5,282

¢ Other Staff (4 FTE for 45 weeks) $71,280

Total Staffing Costs During First Year of Operation | $226,456

*As nofed previously these costs reflect incremental increases. Where positions reflect current staff the costs above reflect the
. incremental difference nof entire salary costs.

Using the revenue assumptions noted on the preceding page Table 3.2 summarizes the anticipated revenues for the

new facility. - .

Table 3.2 Projected New Revenues

Rental Revenues - Winter ‘ Revenues

+  Winter prime time adult rental revenue (45 hrsiweek @ $180hour for 32 weeks)) $259,200

+ Winter prime time minor rental revenue {45 hrsiveck @ $102.30Mour for 32 $147,312
weeks))

+ Winter non prime time adult rental revenue (5 :azmmw.@.ﬁgaos for 32 $20,800

- weeks) ’ - T :

+ éﬁﬁﬂ non n.msm time minor rental revenue {12 hrshweek @ $80our for 32 $30,720
WEEKS

* 9:8.%3: Revenue (net) o . $ 8,000

Rental Revenues - Summer

¢ Summer “hockey school” rental revenue (8 weeks at $4,000/week) $32,000

+ Summer Adult rental revenue (5 hrs/iweek @ $180mour for 10 weeks) $9,000

+ Concession Revenue (net) $4,000

Total Annual Revenue ~ First Year of Operation $511,032

Olmstead Consulting Services « dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hetfinger Architect
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16 Table 3.3 Five-Year Composite Budget for New Single Pad Facility .
g
. Year Two Year Three Year Four Year Five

ﬂ Salaries Year One TOTAL|  TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL __TOTAL
] Full Time Staff |
B Facility manager $7,394.38 $7,579 $7,769 $7,963 $8,162
F Qperations Stafi $118,750.00 $121,719 $124,762 $127 881 $131,078
i Maintenance Staff . $23,750.00 $24,344 $ 24,952 $25,576/ $ 26,216
i [Part Time/Permanent Staff
E Bookkeeper $65,281.74 $5.414 $ 5,549 $ 5,668

Part time staff $71,280.004 $73,062 m 74,889 $76,761]

. [o S tathGosts) 7432018
General Office/Cccupancy Costs

E

>aa§.m=m__.ca $7.,0001 $7.210 $7.426 $7,649 $7,879
Insurance $10,000 $ 10,300 $10,609 $10,927 11,255
$ 90,125

o i

Mazintenance Costs

Small Equip. Repair . : $ 7,500 $7,725 $7,957 $ 8,195 $8,441
Minor Building Repair $10,000 $10,300, $10,609 $10,927, $11,255
Ice Resurfacing and Shop

Supplies $20,000 $20,600 $21,218 $21,855 $22,510

. TOTAL EXPENDITURES : $368,456 $378.378 $388,568 $399,036 $ 409,787
i _ TOTAL REVENUES $511,032 $526,363 §542,154 $558,418] $575,171
B CAPITAL DEBENTURES | ? ? 7 ?

O $159382  §$165,384

NET Profit/ Deficit) - $142576"  $147985  _ §$153,586

3.

3.2.1 Operating Budget Summary

L . Table 3.3 above shows a net operating profit for the new ice facility. The costs do not reflect an assessment for.
capital debentures for either the facility or major equipment requirements. Fuli time staffing costs, particularly for
_ operating staff are minimal and anticipate that to some degree operational staff in the current facility can provide
= support to the new ice facility. It is important fo note that these operating costs do not reflect the full costs of
ww operating the facility as considerable management costs are covered in the existing staffing complement.

i

If the cument operation's 2001 budget is used, and eliminating the allocation of approximately $20,000 for debt
g repayment, the combined budgets of the new and existing facilities would result in a net profit of $20,000 - $25,000. If
the facility is twinned, additional profits, resulting from lower operating costs would be expected to show a net profit of

m y Olmstead Consulfing Services ¢ dmA Planning & Management Services + James Hettinger Architect
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$60,000 to $100,000. While the cost savings of the planned construction approach are not of the same order as a
twinned facility, the close proximity of the facilities and the sharing of key staff including the Facility Manager and
administrative staff, and some operational staff certainly reduces net cost over two very separate operations.

3.3 Service and Marketing Directions

The decision fo construct the new ice facility as a single facility with future twinning plans, limits, at least in the short

term, the ability to maximize operating efficiencies and to most efficiently use the various facilities on the property.
That said, the development of a facility with summer ice, on a site with an indoor pool and the William Lea Memorial
Hall provides the Board and Management with a number of marketing oppertunities. These are discussed below:

1. Summer Hockey, Skating Camps: The availability of summer ice provides the Board with an opportunity to
aftract summer users, most notably skating and hockey schools. The proximity to the indoor pool and the
availability of the hall provide a number. of on-site venues for such an opportunity. These camps are not
generally run by facility staff, e.g., the Town of Kawartha Lakes (formerly Lindsay) has for a number of years
been the home of the Roger Neilson Hockey School. It would be the responsibility of the Board and Staff to
recruit an operator of such a program and to provide facility management, marketing and registration suppott for
these programs.

2. Promotion of new prime time winter ice to adult users: The higher the number of minor users, the lower the
revenues. The current facility has approximately 70% minor team use. If the new facility increased its marketing
to-adult users the net revenue picture is considerably better. In the projected budget a 50/50 split of adult and
minor teams is assumed.

3. Development of non-prime time markets: Some communities have aggressively marketed their non-prime ice
to such groups as industrial teams and shift workers, young figure skaters enrolled in special high school
programs that enable them to practice during part of the school day, special senior only programs, pre-school
groups for leam to skate etc. The assessment in Phase One indicates there will be little difficulty to fill 100% of
the prime time slots. The active development of programs fo fill and attract non-prime time users represents an
opportunity for new revenue.

3.4 Summary

The addition of a second ice facility on adjacent land, while not as efficient as a twinned facility, provides
opportunities to increase the number of adult users and to enhance programming through the availability of summer
ice. The former requires a decision to maximize adult use in the new facility (without significantly reducing it further in
the existing facility). The later requires the developing of new marketing and promotion activities by staff, including
the bundling of facility service opportunities such as the William Lea Room and the indoor poal.

Olmstead Consulting Services + dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hetiinger Architect
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5 .
T2 4.0 Implementation Strategy
-
J 4.1 Implementation Activities
) The following list of activities represents the next step activities to be undertaken in the.implementation of this v_.o_.moﬂ
i They are generic and may be subject to revision based on the Board’s specific implementation process.
o 1. Approve the Feasibility Study: Approval by the Leaside Memorial Gardens Board is required to damo_amﬁm the next
L step of the project.

Timeframe:; Fall 2001 : o :

.2. Forward Report to City Council and Dialogue with the City on Key Issues: As a municipal facility all future
developments, we assume will need approval by municipal staff. In the case of this facility there are quite a
number of issues to be addressed.

a. The purchase the adjoining property must happen before any further development of this project.
Confirmation of its availability for purchase, determination of cost, availability of funding for this purchase
and the timing of funding, are critical factors that need to be discussed and confirmed. When forwarding this

- report to Council the Leaside Memorial Gardens Board should include a list of implementation steps, cmS@

, % this section as an outline, for discussion with Members of Council and senior municipal staff.

b. Confirmation of Future Operations of Site Facilities must be discussed with.the legal owners of the
facility — the City of Toronto. The agreement of the City to plan the demolition of the existing facility and
eventual twinning of the planned facility, plans for the redevelopment of the indoor pool, impact on the
existing curfing facility etc., are among the issues that need to be addressed by future discussions. We

’ expect that the City will also want to consider the development of a new facility within the overall context of

w its arena and other facilities.

¢. Future Management Directions of the City: The current operation and management was developed within
the context of a different time and legal structure. We understand that the City is currently reviewing the role
of the various Boards and Commissions that provided services under former municipalities. The City's future
plans for the management of its facilities, along with the City's intent to rationalize its facility services, needs
to be addressed. While the discussion of potential implications of change to current operations is well -

L outside the scope of this study, recognition that the management directions of the City will have a signifi oma

impact on the directions of the Board is important to this discussion.

: g Timeframe: Fail 2001 through 2002 :

. 3. Purchase of Adjacent Land: Once the Board and the City have discussed and approved purchase of the
m w adjacent property, and have allocated funds fo its purchase, the acquisition of this property is the next step.

—
i
o

Timeframe: Contingent on successful dialogue and decision fo purchase land.

L

ey

Olmstead Consulting Services ¢ dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Hettinger Architect
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4. Development Initiatives: With the purchase of the property there are a number of initiafives that will follow. If

these are not managed by full time municipal staff (the following peints assume that the development of this
project remains a responsibility of the Leaside Memorial Gardens Board), they will need to-be guided by the
Board through a variety of sub-committees, to be established by the Board and who will report direcly to the
Board. _

Finance Committee: A formal finance commitiee composed of well positioned and experienced community
leaders from the business sector and the community at large should be established with a mandate to develop a
fundraising strategy and a targeted amount.

Communications Committee: Communication of the status of the project, its objectives, who is involved efc.,
should be an ongoing part of the process. This committee must be an integral part of the Fundraising Committee

and be well apprised of all aspects of the project. Representation from the local media and staff and community .

should be included on this committee.

Design and Construction Committee: it is assumed that, as a municipally owned facifity, the City will manage
the design, tender and construction of the project using municipal resources. However, it is appropriate to have a
design and construction committee {this could be the LMG Board) fo work with the City to review and comment
on.design and construction documents.

z

Prepare Detailed Design and Documentation: This stage involves the preparation of the Terms of Reference and

the hiring of an architect staff to design of the facility. There are a number of approaches including construction-

management, design/build, and the traditional approach (involving consultant design, tender process, general
contract award). As a municipal facility it is anticipated that the City would take a lead role in this part of the
development process. In this ﬂ.% construction ready documents will be prepared from which exact costing of the
construction will be developed (cost estimates in this study are based on a conceptual building only). Design and
documentation ‘will take approkimately 6 fo 8 months, including negotiation for various approvals required by
local authorities.

Timeframe: 0025%3 on approval of E._m.so:.m stages,

Construction: Site development and building construction: are ‘estimated to take 12 -18 months. This will allow
adequate time for the preparation of the site in advance of the facility construction. A fully detailed site and
building development schedule should be developed during the preparation of the construction drawings. The

schedule will outline the specific tasks required in each step of the development process from ground breaking to
door opening.

Timeframe: Timing contingent on previous steps

Olmstead Consulting Services + dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Heftinger Architect
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7. Facility Staffing and Operations: It is assumed that the current staffing structure will remain in place. However, in

preparation of the new facility's opening there is a need to hire additional full time operational staff, part time

staff, and to discuss with existing staff what role they will have with respect to the new facility.

Timeframe: Timing contingent on previous steps

Olmstead Consulting Services ¢ dmA Planning & Management Services + James Hettinger Architect
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Appendix A - Community Consultation

The following Appendix A provides the results of the community consultation process. It presents
summaries of the public meeting held with Leaside residents, comment forms filled out by attendees, user
group meeting and user groups survey results.

A-1 Public Meeting

A public meeting was held on January 23 to obtain public input into the future of the Leaside Memorial
Community Gardens' facilities and services. Among the sixty-four residents that attended were those
affifiated with programs or organizations such as Cityscape, Activities Inc., Leaside Curling Club, Leaside
Gardens Board of Management, Leaside Skating Club, Local Riding Association, swimmers, aquafit
participants, figure skaters and hockey players, Leaside house league participants, City Council, Toronto
Parks and recreation staff (pool) and concerned residents.

A large number of meeting attendees were swimming groups. Concern was raised over programs cut
backs due to fack of lifeguards. As well, this year's expected temporary closure of the pool retiling, and
escalating costs estimates (from $170K to $350K) for the work, has begun rumours of permanent closure.
Those in attendance were told that the closure would be temporary and that pool programming is the
responsibility of the Parks & Recreation Depariment.

Facility and Program Needs

Participants raised the following recreation facility and program needs:

= jce surfaces—a minimum of two more;

» 12 month (year round) ice ;

improve present rink facility e.g. sound system, showers, heated areas for spectators, more exterior lighting,
and clean comfortable change rooms;

barrier free design {pool and rink);

multi-purpose facility e.g. Mississauga , Markham;

more programming for teens and seniors;

increase parking and improve traffic flow;

pool improvements such as starting blocks, longer pool, diving board, expanded lockers, café (refreshment
areas),

= flexible meeting rooms;

« outdoor facilities e.g. basketball hoops.

Olmstead Consulting Services # dmA Planning & Management Services ¢ James Heftinger Architect
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Facility and Program Improvements

Participants suggested means of improving the facility and its programs. These included:

. relocate to a new, bigger site;

= integrate present facilities -bring all under one roof;

= acquire land for expansion, such as Provincial land adjacent to property;
. maintain continuity of programs;

= evaluate present facilities to ascertain their life expectancy.

Priority Projects

Participants were asked to name the most pressing facility improvements required. The following priorities
were idenfified:

= multipurpose facility with ice, locally centered, meeting many of the needs identified
= must be barrier free

. good internal traffic flow

. integrate management of all facilities

= keep what we have {Leaside concept)

Project Funding

Participants suggested the following funding opportunities:

» corporate sponsorships;

= grants such as SuperBuild, Trilium Foundation;

= development fees;

= direct Leaside property tax re-distribution;

n increase user fees;

u City of Toronto;

= private dollars through re-development (sell land to developer who would develop facilities);
] partnerships with developers;

- fundraising campaign.

Olmstead Consulting Services  dmA Flanning & Management Services ¢ James: Hettinger Architect
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Facility Marketing
The following were suggested as marketing instruments for Leaside Gardens:

" local newspapers -Town Crier, North Toronto Post;
= Internet web page;

u Toronto Parks and Recreation Fun Guide;

] Fiyers through schools, libraries, political newsletters;
» Direct mail fo Leaside;

= Cable TV,

= Leaside Property Owners Association;

= Real estate promotions;

u word of mouth;

= Local churches;

= Notices on bulletin boards in facilities;

= Read-o-graph signs;

= Direct to users;

] Stores on Bayview.

A-2 Community Comment Sheets

» Leaside has served the community well for 50 years and the size of the community has not grown. Other than
minor maintenance to the pool, the facility does not need to be expanded. Public money should not be spent
on improved recreational facilities for a “well-to do” community when the City/Province/Country has so many
pressing concems. Few who were requesting improvements at public meeting are willing to fundraise or pay

through increase faxes and user fees.
= There is room for improvement in hours of operation and staffing.
= Pool is nice compared with others because of all the windows.
= One ice pad has never been enough;
= Aqua fit is a wonderful activity but understaffed much of the fime;
= Encompassing all three facilities under one roof would make it more user friendly;
»  Would like exercise and stretching areas and a restaurant;
= Running of the pool is appalting;
= Do not retile the pool it is fine, instead tidy the change rooms and paint the pool;
= No ice or pool time available for local schools;
= Need facilities/programs for teens (basketball efc.) and for older adults;
= Need more public skating time and a Leam-to-skate program;
= Better sound system;
= Warm area for ice spectators;
. = Brighter more appealing entrance to William Lea Room and door that don't swing out
= Yearround ice or more efficient off-season use;
= Need barrier free access fo pool;

Olmstead Consulting Services 4 dmA Planning & Management Services 4 James Hettinger Architect

Page A3



Appendix 2

Leaside Memorial Commuinity Gardens
Feasibility Study & Business Flan Octfober 2001

Final Repart Appendix A - Community Consultation

»  Get rid of below deck offices;

= Bigger change room and shower areas;

= improve pool signage and outdoor lighting and add pool viewing area;
= multi-purpose space for dry classes and pool parties.

A-3 User Group Meeting

Thirty-two organizations that use the Leaside Memorial Community Gardens were sent invitations o a user
group meeting held on January 22 to discuss current issues and future facility needs. Nine people
attended the focus groups meeting, representing the following seven' organizations:

. Leaside Hockey Association;

- Toronto Parks and Recreation Department;
= Activities Inc.;

] YCBH,;

= Leaside Girls Hockey League;

= Leaside Flames;

. Leaside High School.

User groups identified the following facility needs:

- a multi-pad ice facility to include adult programs and resident use;

" more ice time: local hockey teams must travel outside Leaside therefore loss of potential revenue;

. General improvement of existing facilities - insulation of present building and upgrade of all infrastructure;
= Baseball and soccer fields; .

= Fitness center;

= Pool -aitemative style {leisure, zero entry) wading pool;

- Children’s programming (programming space, affordable costs, indoor play area);

. Multi-use recreation facility.

Current Concerns

When asked about their current concerns, participants indicated that the Board of Management is looked
upon as the elected representatives of the people for the gardens and that they should achieve a resolve to
the needs of the study. Some groups mentioned that the Board should review its position on the breakeven
and /or subsidization policy/practice of ice programs.

Participants were asked fo name the number one action that the Board of Management should take to
improve the facilities and services af Leaside. Participants discussed acquiring more land (in particular the

1 Some organization representatives, which were unable fo attend this meeting, attended the public meeting discussed in section A-1.
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adjacent Provincial land), providing more ice surfaces and refrofitting the existing building. Suggested
financing of these proposals were capital funding from the municipality, partnerships with the Park and
Recreation Department, private partnerships, corporate identity sales, private funding, capital fundraising
and grants.

Discussion took place around the type of relationship the facility should have with the City. Users indicated
that from a customer service perspective, the Board of Management works better and that the City should
have the same level of involvement as at present or less, It was also suggested that the level of City
involvement should be proportionate fo their facility funding.

Participants were asked to give the best way to market Leaside Gardens' services. The following
responses were received:

Internet web page;

Read-o-graph sign worked well;

Flyers through school regarding registration of sports clubs;
= City of Toronto Park and Recreation Fun Guide;

= Direct mail;

= Telemarketing firm;

= Doctors’ offices.

A-4 User Group Surveys

Surveys were sent to 32 Leaside Memorial Community Garden user groups to identify key issues regarding
facility use, fees, program participation, and required improvements. 15 surveys were returned for a
response rate of 47%.

The folfowing organizations responded to the survey:

= Scoft Clements’ hockey team = Mike Thompson (ice user)

= Tremco Lid. {ice user) = York Central Ball Hockey

= The Junior Academy (ice user) =  Tuesday Night Hockey

= Shinny = Torontoe Parks and Recreation
= Coca-Cola (ice user) = | easide Hockey Association

= Leaside Girds Hockey League » [easide Skating Club

= Activities Inc. (pool user) = Pleasure Hockey

=  Adult Recreational Hockey

Olmstead Consulting Services 4 dmA Planning & Management Services 4 James Hettinger Architect
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Membership Information

Table A.1 shows the number of participants in organizations that use facilities at Leaside' Gardens.
Between 1997 and 2000, the number of participants rose or remained stable in all organizations, except the
Leaside Skating Club, which saw a decrease of 10% in membership in the last year. The most significant
increase was with York Cenfral Ball Hockey, which saw membership rise by 54%. Other significant
increases shown were with Tuesday Night Hockey (40% increase), The Junior Academy (20% increase),
Leaside Girls Hockey (19% increase) and the Leaside Hockey Association (10% increase).

Table A.1 Number of Program Participants 1997-2000

QOrganization # participants 2000 # participants 1993 # participants 1998 # participants 1997

Scott Clements Hockey team 15 15 15 -
Tremeo Lid. 30 30 30 30
The Junior Academy 60 55 52 50
Shinny 18 15 o 14 15
Coca-Cola 24 24 24 24
Leaside Girls Hockey League 475 460 420 400
Adult Recreational Hockey 25 25 25 25
Mike Thompson 29 29 ya 29
Aclivifies Inc. 40 40 40 40
Leaside Skating Club 450 500 500 500
York Central Balt Hockey 10,000 8,000 7,000 6,500
Tuesday Night Hockey 35 30 2% -
Toronto Park and Recreation 23,965 23,000 23,000 23,000
Pleasure Hockey 20-25 20-25 20-30 20-30
Leaside Hockey Association 839 7493 739 764

Organizations were asked fo give the proportion of residents in their programs that live within the former
Town of Leaside, within other parts of the former Borough of East York and other areas. Table A.2 below
shows the estimated proportion of participants in the 14 organizations that responded by location and by
faciliies they use (12 ice users and 2 pool users).

Table A.2 Proportion of participants by facility and location of residence

Users % Leaside % East York % Other
Ice Users 36% 25% 39%
Pool Users 69% 20% 11%
All Responding Users 67% 20% 12%

Organizations were asked fo list the age groups that their programs primarily serve. Four. organizations
serve participants aged 0-5 years; 6 serve those aged 6-12 years; 4 setve those 13-18 years; 5 serve those
19-25 years; 12 serve those 25-54 years; and 5 serve participants 54 years and older.

Organizations were asked to give the proportion of their participants that are male and female. Table A.3

shows the proportion of responding organization's participants that use each the pool, the ice rink, and
arena in the summer by sex.

Qlmstead Consulting Services ¢ dmA Planning & Management Services # James Hettinger Architect
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Table A.3 Proportion of Participants by Facility and Sex

Users % Male % Female
lce Users 59% 41%
Pool Users 50% 50%
Arena Summer Use 100% 0%
All Responding Users 64% 36%

Crganizations were asked to state whether their organization increased, decreased remained stable or
fluctuated in the number of participants over the past three to five years. Table A.4 lists the organizations in
each category.

Table A4 Membership Participation Over Past Three to Five Years

Increased Decreased Remained Stable Fluctuated

Tuesday Night Hockey Leaside Skafing Club Pleasure Hockey

York Central Ball Hockey Mike Thompson Toronte Parks and Recreation
Activifies Inc. . Adult Rec. Hockey

Leaside Girl's Hockey League Coca-Cola

Shinny Tremco Lid.

Leaside Hockey Association Leaside Flames

The Junior Academy

Organizations were also asked to predict whether participation in their organization would increase,
decrease or remain stable over the next five years. Table A.5 shows the organizations in each category.

Table A.5 Expected Membership Participation Over Next Five Years

Increase Decrease Remain Stable
York Central Ball Hockey Pleasure Hockey
Activiies Inc. Toronto Parks and Recreation
Leaside Gir's Hockey { eague Tuesday Night Hockey
Shinny Leaside Skating Club
The Junior Academy Mike Thompson
Tremeo Ltd. Adult Rec. Hockey
Leaside Hockey Association Coca-Cola
Leaside Flames
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Hours Used at Leaside by Responding Organizations

Responding organizations account for a total of 2,587 hours of arena time; 3,616 hours of pool time and ten
hours of banquet halt time per season at Leaside Gardens. Of the 14 organizations that responded to this
question, 9 use facilities two or fewer hours per week, one organization uses the facility 7.5 hours per week
and 4 organizations use facilities more than 20 hours per week.

Table A.6 shows the number of weeks per season and the fotal hours per season used by each arena user.
Note that York Central Ball hockey uses the facifity in the hockey ofi-season. The largest ice user of the
responding organization is the Leaside Hockey Association who uses 42% of the reported ice time per
season (does not include off season hours used by ball hockey), followed by the Leaside Skating Club who
uses 37% of the reported ice fime per season.

Table A.6 Arena Hours Used at Leaside

Organization # of Hours per week #Weeks/Season Total Hours/ Season
Scolt Clements Hockey Team i 32 32
‘Tremco Lid. 1 30 30

The Junior Academy 1.5 1 1.5
Shinny 1 3035 30-35"
Coca-Cola 1 32 32
Leaside Girls Hockey League 75 28 210
Adult Recreational Hockey 1 32 32
Mike Thompson 1 32 32
Leaside Skafing Club 2 29 841
York Gentral Ball Hockey (off season user) 20 16 320
Tuesday Night Hockey 2 32 64
Pleasure Hockey no response no response no response
Leaside Hockey Association 32 30 960
TOTAL 98 2,587

* Calcutations are based on average 32.5 weeks per season.

Hours Used at Other Locations by Responding Organizations

Five organizations use ice facilities at locations other than Leaside Gardens. Table A.7 shows the number
of hours per week and per season used by these groups. Five of these organizations responded that they
regularly use facilities other than Leaside Gardens due fo unavailability of time at Leaside Gardens. Three
of these organization added that Leaside Gardens is not available at the times they need. York Central Bali
Hockey also gave location as a reason, as they use facilities throughout the G.T.A.

Table A.7 Arena Hours Used at Other Faclilities

Organization #of Hours perweek  #Weeks/Season  Total Hours! Season Reason

1 easide Hockey Association 18 30 540 Unavailability of Leaside
Scott Clements Team 4 32 128 Unavailability of Leaside
Mike Thompson 2 30-32 62 Unavailability of Leaside
Leaside Girls Hockey League 26.75 24-31 538 Unavailability of Leaside
York Central Ball Hockey 290 16-52 B,712* bLocation and
{off-season user) Unavailability of Leaside
Total 340.75 7,980

* Does not include all facitities used by the league.
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In addition to the arena users that use facilities other than Leaside, Toronto Parks and Recreation, which
uses the Leaside pool, uses classrooms at other facilities to teach their higher leadership classes.

Table A.9 lists other facilities used by responding organizations and the number of hours and weeks per
season used by these groups. A total of 7,980 hours per season are used by these organizations at
locations other than Leaside Gardens. If we include only organizations that gave solely unavailability of
Leaside as their reason for using other locations, the total per season is 1,268 hours. The York Central Ball
Hockey League uses the balance of the hours at other facilities. It is noted that this league gave
unavailability as well as location as the reasons.

Table A.9 Ice Time Used at Other Facilities

Facility # of Hours #Weeks/Season Tolal Hours/Season
Centre Ice 1.5, 145 32,30 483
Vaughan iceplex 15 . 30 45
Various North York Arenas {North District) 25 32 : 80
East York Arena (East York) 3 27 81
Ted Reeve Arena (Old Toronto} 2 29 58
Moss Park Arena (Old Toronto) 3 3 93
Baycrest (North District) 1.75 24 42
Grove Arena 3 24 72
The Rinx Arena 5,42 28,52 2,324
Gord & Irene Risk {North District) 1 24 24
DeLa Salle 1 28 28
St. Mikes Arena 1 32 32
Forest Hill Arena (Old Toronto) 1.1 30,30 60
Phil White {(West District) 1 30 30
Clatworthy Arena 30 16 480
Milliken Mills Arena 28 16 448
Garnef Awiallamp Arena 10 16 160
Cummer Park Arena (North District) 20 16 320
Bond Lake Arena 20 16 320
Pine Point Arena {West District) 20 20 400
Albion Arena (West District) 20 20 400
Central Arena (West District) 20 20 400
Long Branch Arena (Wast Disfrict} 20 20 : 400
Amesbury Arena (North District) 20 20 . 400
Oriole Arena (North District) 20 20 400
Iroquois Park 20 20 : 400 '
TOTAL 7,980

Additional Facility Hours

Of the 15 organizations that responded, eleven organizations (73%) said that.they could not adequately
accommodate all interested participants in their programs. Of these organizations, five kept waiting lists of
between 5 and 50 people.

Table A.10 shows the number of additional hours required for each organization. As shown 66 additional
hours of ice time per week and 2 hours of pool time were requested by user groups to meet the existing

demand for facilities.
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Table A.10 Additional Hours Requested to Meef Existing Demand by Current User Groups

Organization Facility Number of Days of Week Block of time Times of Day
Hours/Week
{ easide Skating Club Ice 5 Saturday 2hrs 10 am~12 p.m.
Sunday 3hrs 5 p.m. — Bp.m.
Leaside Girls Hockey League lee 20 Weekdays 4 hrs 7 pm.—~11 p.m.
Shinny lce 4 Saturday 1 hr 7 am.-11am,
Mike Thompson lce 3 Weeknight 4 hrs 6-11pm.
Coca-Cola Ice Unspecified Weekday mornings other
than Wednesday
Scott Clements hockey team Ice 3 Any day, Weekend 15 hrs 5-8pm.
1.5hrs 7am-8pm.
Pleasure Hockey lce 1 Saturday 1.5-2hrs 12am.-2am.
Aciivifies Inc. Pool 2 Tuesday & Thursday 1hr 6:20-7:10 am.
9:30 -10:30 a.m.
Leaside Hockey Assaciation lce 30+ unspecified 1.5hrs eatly hours for
younger players

Five of the 15 responding organization said that they would like to offer additional programs but are unable
to do so due to lack of facilities at Leaside, Respondents specified at least an additional 27.5 hours of ice
time required, 2 to 4 hours of pool time and 8.5 hours at a work out/training facility. Table A.11 lists these
organizations, the programs they would like to offer, the facilities needed and the number of hours per week
required.

Table A.11 Days and Time Required for Additional Programs

Organization Program Facility Needed Additional Hours Per Week
Leaside Skating Club Competitive Skating ice 4 hrs
‘ Fitness Studio 2hrs

York Cenfral Ball Hockey Adult Ice Hockey League Ice 20+
Coca-Cola unspecified Work out facility 5hrs
Activities Inc. Aquatics Pool 2tod hrs
Scoft Clements hockey leam Power skaling Ice 1hr

Game Ice 1hr

Practice lce 1.5 hrs

Qif ice Training Training facility 1.5 hrs

Olmstead Consuiting Services 4 dmA Planning & Management Services 4 James Heftinger Architect
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Facility Improvements

Ten of the 156 responding organizations felt that improvements are required to Leaside Gardens. Table A.12
shows the facility component and the improvement suggestions received.

Table A.12 Suggested Facility Improvements

Facility Improvements

Arena another ice pad (3), hot baverage vending machine, sound system

Showers/Change rooms general improvements {2), consistent hot water {2), more showers (2}, more mirrors {2}, clean
fioors {2), a little larger, need for lockers

lce Permit summer usage, harder surface

Pool Warmer waler (84 to 86 degrees) required

Bar/Restaurant Grealer flexibility

Staff change rooms Warmer temperature

Storage need storage facilities (2}

Officefcoaches room Need separate rooms, office need to be a healthy environment at ground level (not befow ground)

Timekeeper booth Need permanent power for heaters, microphone jack

Usage Fees

All of the responding organizations are charged for the facilities they use. Eleven organizations feel that the
fees they are charged are reasonable. All three organizations that did nof feel that prices were reasonable
were ice users. Reasons given were lower costs at other arenas and poor facilities relative to the cost.

All but two organizations, Toronto Parks and Recreation and Mike Thompson would be willing to pay
increased fees for new or improved facilities at Leaside. Of the ten organizations that specified the increase
they would be willing to pay, 40% said a 0-5% increase, 10% a 6-10% increase and 30% an 11-15%
increase. One organization specified a 25% increase and another a 50% increase. Fifty percent of
responding organizations said that they would and 50% said that they would not be willing to fundraise for
new or improved facilities at Leaside Gardens.

If it were necessary to increase fees for the use of faciliies, the majority of respondents said that they
would increase participant’s fees. 33% of responding organizations said that this would not impact their
organization. One organization felt a raise in participant fees would put the program beyond the reach of
many families. Two organizations predicted a resulting decline in participants. Three organizations felt that
a justified nominal increase would be acceptable. Toronto Parks and Recreation noted increased budget
pressure due to the citywide user fee policy that will not allow them fo pass the added expense on to the
public.

Olmstead Consulting Services ¢ dmA Planning & Management Services 4 James Heftinger Architect
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Additional Comments:

Responding organizations made the following addifional comments (if the comment was given by more
than one respondent, the number of time mentioned is included after the statement):

fee Pad

Need one more ice pad (4);

Leaside Girls Hockey League would like to consolidate operations at Leaside Gardens;

Stands heating is erratic

Other facility improvements should not increase costs so as to endanger implementation of additional ice pad;
Leaside residents must use other facilities due to fimited space at Leaside;

FPool

= Need consistent water temperatures in pool (84 — 86 degrees)
»  More hot water storage for showers (2);
= Sand and salt from winter streets get into change room floors;

General

w - Fagility is clean and well maintained;

= Office facilities below ground are unhealthy;

=  Corridors at dressing room level do not allow safe traffic flow;
»  Rink staff provides very good service (2);

» Leaside facilities and services no longer compare to other facilities in the GTA. Complete overhaul well
overdue and would increase locat facility enrollment;

= Provide a hot beverage vending machine.

Parking/accessibility

= Staff should not take up premium pool parking at front door;
= |ce rink snow takes up spots for physically challenged;
= Need better wheelchair accessibility;

Oimstead Consulting Services 4 dmA Planning & Management Services # James Heftinger Architect
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Appendix B — People Contacted During the Study

Appendix B - People Contacted During the Study

Appendix B lists those people consulted during the course of this study. Sign in sheets from the user group
public meeting are included and list those in attendance.

City of Toronto
+ Heather Atherfon, Toronto Parks and + John  Elvridge,  Senior  Corporate
Recreation East District Program Supervisor Management and Policy Consultant
+ Janet Ellis, Toronto Parks and Recreation + Brian Rutherford, Manager of Recreation
East District Recreation Manager Policy and Development
+ Jane Pitfield, Councillor
Other Key Informants
+ Henry Stachelbeck, General Manager of + Glen Meshino, Leaside Girs Hockey League
Leaside Community Memorial Gardens + Warren Ferguson, President of Leaside
+ Dr. Tom Pashby, Past Board Member Curling Club
+ Peter Oyler, Past Board Member + Agnes Vemnes, President of the Leaside
+ Kathy Mackenzie, Administrator and Property Association
Johanna Lowman, President of Leaside + Rob McCrea, Architect
Skating Club + John Gardner, President of G.T.H.L.
+ Jim Lutz, President of Leaside Hockey + Andrew Gowdy, Toronfo District School
Association Board
+ Brian Spencer, Treasurer of Leaside Hockey

Association
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Organizations Invited to-Respond to the User Group Questionnaire (those that responded are

italicized) A
+ Leaside Skating Club, + Pleasure Hockey,
+ Manor Montessori School, + Original's Spaghetti Western,
+ leaside Flames Select Minor Novice + Mr. Wallace Quan,
Hockey, + Mr. Greg Tedesco,
+ Canadian Tire, + Tremco Ltd,
+ General Sporis, + Tuesday Night Hockey,
+ Doug King and Len Racioppo, + Toronto French School,
+ The Junior Academy, + Roy Schoichet M.D.,
+ Magnetta Group, + Shinny,
+ leaside High School, + Bill Richardson Hockey School,
+ Leaside Hockey Association, +  Mr. Richard Woods,
+ Coca Cola, + York Central Ball Hockey League,
+ Leaside Wildcats Pee Wee, + Rolph Road Home and School,
+ Glenayr, + Mr, Tony Tsakiris,
+ Adult Recreational Hockey, + Cily of Toronto Parks and Recreation,
+ Leaside Girl's Hockey League, + Activities Inc.,
+ Mr. Mike Thompson
Community Members That Returned Comment Forms
+ L. Strainand S. Swift, + 5. Spofiork,
+ 3andra Hubley, + Cindy Barron
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Members of the Leaside Gardens Board and
Expansion Committee

BOARD OF MANAGEMENT

Paul Mercer (Chair) is a licensed independent insurance adjuster and has been the co-
owner of Mercer Myers & Associates Insurance Adjusters Ltd. since 1984. For over 32
years, Paul has been involved in the investigation, negotiation and settlement of claims
involving personal injury, liability and property. Volunteer work has always been a high
priority. Paul spent five years as Vice President of the Leaside Hockey Association and six
years as a director of the Canadian Independent Adjusters Association. He is still a
member of the examining panel for the Financial Services Commission of Ontario. His
family members are regular users of the arena and the William Lea Room.

Brooke Biscoe is director of business development for Fundata Canada, which is a
Canadian leader in collecting and distributing data on Mutual Funds in Canada. Previously,
he worked for Canada Life and Royal Bank. Brooke currently is Treasurer of Leaside
Gardens Board and Chair of the Board’s Management & Finance committee. He has lived
in Leaside for the past 20 years, having coached his son in the Leaside Hockey Association
league for four years. In addition, his daughter skates at the Leaside Figure Skating Club
and has participated on synchronized skating teams for six years.

Paul Burns is currently Vice President of Public Affairs with the Canadian Gaming
Association, a national association representing Canada's gaming entertainment industry.
A seasoned public affairs practitioner with more than 15 years' experience in the private
and public sectors, as a political advisor, Paul most recently served as Senior Advisor to
Toronto Mayor David Miller. Prior to joining the Mayor's Office, Paul served as the Director
of Organization for Mr. Miller's campaign for Mayor and as National Operations Director for
Peter MacKay's successful campaign for Leader of the PC Party of Canada. Paul was a
consultant with one of Canada's leading public affairs firms, where he counselled clients on
a range of public policy and procurement issues with the Government of Ontario.
Previously Paul has served Party Leaders and Cabinet Ministers at the Provincial and
Federal levels.

Charlotte Gibson has made it her mission in life to help improve the health and quality
of life for people in Ontario. As President and Chief Executive Officer of The Easter Seal
Society, Ontario, from 1998 to 2005, Ms. Gibson was committed to helping children, youth
and young adults with physical disabilities live independent and rewarding lives. She came
to Easter Seals from The Heart and Stroke Foundation of Ontario where she held a variety
of positions of increasing responsibility from 1985 to 1998. An honours graduate from
Wilfrid Laurier University in Waterloo, Ontario, Ms. Gibson has a B.A. in Psychology and a
M.A. in Social Community Psychology. Ms. Gibson has been a past member of a number
of professional boards including the Folic Acid Alliance (1998-2002), Ontario Friends of
Schizophrenics (1996), the Waterloo District Health Council (1985-1991) and Wilfrid
Laurier University Board of Governors (1998 — 2004). Current membership includes
CanChild Advisory Board Institute for Applied Health Sciences, McMaster University (2003)
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along with volunteer work with the Leaside Garden Club, Bendale Acres Longterm Care
Facility, and the Longest Yard Children’s Fund (Chair).

John L. Parker is a Lawyer, currently serving as City Councillor for Toronto Ward 26 (Don
valley West). He is a Graduate of University of Toronto and Osgoode Hall law School and
a Leaside resident where he resides with his five children and his wife, Beth Parker, a
communications consultant. John is a member of the Toronto Works Committee and Audit
Committee, as well as the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority. He also serves as
Director of the Toronto Symphony Orchestra, the Canadian Churchill Society and the
Ontario Association of Former Parliamentarians. In his spare time he coaches hockey,
soccer and baseball.

Barry H. Samuel, CEO Peak Potential Ltd and founder, insideout Health & Fitness, is a
practicing coach, educator and accredited presenter. He is regularly featured in
mainstream media as an industry expert and writer. Samuel's credits include developing
an excellence program to facilitate surpass goals and realize potential. Also, Samuel has
been recognized for original programming distinction by City of Toronto and Province of
Ontario. He received accolades for spearheading and consulting on many programs toward
betterment in the community.

Elaine Snider is a retired high school Vice Principal with the Toronto District School
Board. She still works occasionally in this role at high schools throughout the city. Elaine
holds an M Ed from OISE/U of T. Before she was a Vice Principal, Elaine taught at East
York Collegiate Institute. She raised four children — all of whom attended Leaside High
School. Elaine is the Chair of Deacons at her church. She grew up in Moore Park and as a
child she and her siblings attended public skating at the Gardens on Friday evenings and
Sunday afternoons. Her two boys played house league hockey at Leaside Gardens and her
two girls belonged to the Leaside Skating Club and were members of Synchronized
Skating. For two years during that time, Elaine was on the Board of the Leaside Skating
Club. All four children took swimming lessons at the pool. Elaine’s grandchildren attend
swimming lessons at the pool and her grandson is enrolled this year in hockey school.

Bruce Thornton is currently the fourth generation to operate a family printing firm
located in Leaside industrial park. Bruce is a life long resident of Leaside; he currently
resides in North Leaside with his wife and three children. Bruce is committed to
community service and currently is a Hockey coach in the GTHL. Bruce also coaches a
baseball team with the Leaside Atom Baseball Association. Bruce enjoyed playing for the
Leaside Hockey Association as a child and his daughter currently plays with the Leaside
Girls Hockey association. Bruce and his family continue to utilize the Arena and swimming
pool.

Ray White is the Director of Finance with Canadian Feed the Children and brings over 32
years experience working in government and not-for-profit organizations, including
positions such as Director of Revenue and Director of Communications with the former
Borough of East York, Corporate Controller for the Law Society of Upper Canada and
Secretary Treasurer for the East York Foundation and Law Society Foundation. As a
volunteer, Ray has served as President of the Leaside Hockey Association and Chair of the
Board East York Foundation. Ray also has coached for the past 15 years for the Leaside
Flames GTHL Hockey Club. His education background includes a Commerce degree from
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University of Toronto, Public Administration with distinction from St. Lawrence College and
Certified General Accountants of Ontario.

Allan Williams is a writer and communication consultant who specializes in helping
organizations communicate more effectively with the members, donors and volunteers
who support their activities. From 1995 to 2003 Allan served in stakeholder relations,
communication and policy advisory positions within the offices of the Premier, the Minister
of Economic Development and the Minister of Public Safety for the Government of Ontario.
Allan is a long-time resident of East York and volunteers with several local associations.
For the past ten years Allan has organized a group that plays shinny hockey at Leaside
Arena every Tuesday night. Allan joined the Leaside Arena Board of Management in 2008.

EXPANSION COMMITTEE

David Allen has been part of the Leaside Gardens scene for over twenty years as the
father and sometime hockey coach/team manager of his five sons’ teams. All enjoyed
lengthy careers playing minor hockey with the Leaside Hockey Association. From a career
perspective, David has for a large part been involved in sports marketing and its ability to
create relevant connections between product and or service brands and their respective
consumer target audiences. David is a past Chair of the Leaside Gardens Board of
Management.

Bob Brent (Chair, Expansion Committee) is a lawyer with the Government of Ontario
whose practice focuses on Aboriginal and Constitutional law, with emphasis on disputes
involving education, employment and defamation. In addition to his law degree, Bob
holds Bachelor's and Master's degrees in journalism from Northwestern University in
Evanston, IL. Before pursuing a career in law, he was a staff reporter with the 7oronto
Star covering municipal politics. Bob belongs to The Advocates’ Society and The Canadian
Bar Association, and is Chair of the OBA's Education Law Section. Bob is a past Chair of
the Leaside Gardens Board of Management. Bob grew up playing hockey at Leaside
Gardens, and still plays shinny there on Tuesday nights. His two sons are part of the third
generation of his family to use the arena.

Bob Dale is a former East York Councillor; for all nine years as a Councillor Mr. Dale
chaired the Parks and Recreation committee. Bob has sat on the Gardens Board various
times from 1985 — 2004. Currently Bob is working as a consultant in Municipal Affairs as
well as a Marketing and Advertising Consultant. Also, Bob is a Director of the Community
Police Liaison committee at 41 Division, a Board of Director for the Crescent Town Centre
and the Chair of the Accessibility Committee.

Lorna Krawchuk has lived in the Leaside community since 1970. She has been active as
a community volunteer and leader. Two examples: with Girl Guides of Canada for over 35
years and with the Anglican Church for nearly 30 years - on various boards and
committees with the Diocese of Toronto and in leadership roles at her church in Leaside.
She was on the Board of Leaside Memorial Community Gardens for some of her 9 years as
an elected Councillor in the Borough of East York, and has served on the Expansion
Committee since its inception. Her daughters grew up figure skating and playing hockey
at Leaside Gardens.
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John Masterson has been a Leaside resident since 1992. His son Andrew played hockey
with the boy’s hockey association for 12 years, and his three children were staff members
at Leaside Gardens during their High School years. John's 35 year business career in
automobile sales and leasing includes 22 years in sales management. As a member of the
Leaside Gardens Board of Management from 1996 to 2004, John held the positions of
Board Secretary, Board Treasurer, and Chair of the Finance & Property Committee, and is
currently a member of the Expansion Committee. During his tenure on the Board, John
initiated and completed the installation of the new Arena seating in 1997. He is generally
credited for inaugurating the second Arena Project in 1998. John is in his 17" year as a
volunteer adult leader with Scouts Canada. His group, the 132" Toronto Scout Group, is
sponsored by the Leaside Presbyterian Church, where he is a member of the
congregation. John is presently in a senior management role as a Deputy Council
Commissioner of the Scouts Canada - Greater Toronto Council, which has about 10,000
members. His role includes developing and managing adult training, providing support to
the 150 Scout Groups in Toronto, and the organization of several large annual events.
John is a member of the East York Canada Day Committee, the E.Y. Agnes Macphail
Committee and the East York Kiwanis Club.

Bill Pashby is a partner in Borden Ladner Gervais LLP, a major Canadian law firm. The
focus of his practice is acting for not-for-profit organizations, charities, multinational
corporations and entrepreneurs. He holds a JD and a B.Com from the University of
Toronto. He is a director and officer of several charities including Vice Chair of Thorncliffe
Neighbourhood Office, Chair of Dr. Tom Pashby Sports Safety Fund and Secretary of
Toronto East General Hospital Foundation. Bill is Chair of the Ontario Bar Association Not-
for-Profit Section and serves on the Investment Advisory Committee of The Salvation
Army. He serves on the boards of several business corporations and is currently Secretary
of Borden Ladner Gervais LLP. Bill has lived his whole life in Leaside and has been
involved with Leaside Gardens in one way or another, for over 50 years. He played
hockey there as boy, coached there as an adult and was Vice Chair of the Leaside Gardens
board many years ago. His father, Dr. Tom Pashby, was a well respected physician, coach
and volunteer in Leaside for many years. Bill raised three children in Leaside, all of whom
skated and swam at the Leaside Gardens.

Peter Simmie is a founding director of Bristol Gate Capital Partners Inc. in Toronto,
where he manages a US stock dividend growth fund. A senior executive in the investment
industry for twenty-five years, he was educated at the University of Manitoba and holds
the MBA and a graduate degree in managerial economics from the Kellogg School of
Management at Northwestern University. For several years he taught economics at the
University of Toronto and has extensive experience helping charitable, voluntary and
public sector organizations. Peter is a past Chair of the Leaside Gardens Board of
Management and a resident of Leaside for 30 years. His three daughters were extensively
involved in skating, hockey and swimming programs offered at the arena and pool in their
public school days.

Bob Smith is the Senior Vice President Design Build with EllisDon Corporation. EllisDon is
the largest construction company in Ontario and second largest in Canada with extensive
experience in all facets of the industry including recreational facilities of all size and
nature. Bob has responsibility on many of these projects as they are often completed on a
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design build basis, often times including the operation and financing aspects of new facility
development. Bob brings this specific expertise to the Leaside Arena Expansion
Committee. Mr. Smith lived in Leaside and his two sons and daughter all participated in
Leaside Arena activities with Bob acting as assistant coach on his son’s house league
hockey team. Bob still lives in the immediate neighbourhood.

Jeff Weller is financial consultant. After graduating college with diploma in business
administration, Jeff spent the first thirteen years of his career with two Canadian banks
and a Trust Company. Jeff's experience includes term finance and leasing of industrial
equipment and computers, together with real estate. Jeff has operated a financial
consulting practice as a principal since 1985. His daughter is a former member of the
Leaside Figure Skating Club, his son learned to play hockey at the Bill Richardson hockey
school which operates as part of the Leaside Hockey Association at Leaside arena. His son
has played for the Leaside Flames for the past several years.
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