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1.0 Introduction 
Recreation services (including facilities, programs, and events) provide a broad array of benefits. 
These benefits are received by the direct users of facilities, program participants, and event 
attendees. The greater community benefits as well from the provision of recreation services. 
 
Here are some primary benefits from recreation as 
presented in the “Nelson & District Parks & Recreation 
Master Plan 2014”. 
 
The Community Recreation Campus is an important 
regional hub for indoor recreation for residents in the 
Nelson & District area. Yet, there is not a collective vision, 
between the Regional District of Central Kootenay (RDCK) 
and City of Nelson, for this campus.  
 
The Community Recreation Campus is composed of both 
City of Nelson owned facilities and amenities and those 
owned by the RDCK. 
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With the aging of its facilities, the RDCK and City of Nelson need the community’s input on the best 
recreational uses for the Community Recreation Campus considering its current facilities and any 
future ones. Ultimately, this engagement project will provide information to be used in the 
development of a shared vision for the Community Recreation Campus. 
 
With this need for community input, the RDCK commissioned a program of engagement to capture 
the community’s perspectives on the Community Recreation Campus. The information gathered 
through this process will be used ultimately by the Nelson & District Recreation Commission in its 
decision making about the Campus.  
 
The program of engagement consists of three phases as illustrated below. This report includes the 
detailed findings from the Phase 2: Information Seeking engagement components.  
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Phase 2: Information Seeking including two separate engagement tactics. A survey was fielded with 
residents in the Nelson & District area between November 27, 2024 and January 8, 2025. In total, 
2,035 responses were gathered from residents of Nelson, Electoral Area F, Defined Area E, and 
Other1. A community group survey was fielded between December 12, 2025 and January 15, 2025. 
A total of 35 organizations provided a response.  
 

Engagement Tactic Fielding Window Responses 
Resident survey Nov. 27, 2024 – Jan. 8, 2025 2,035 
Community group survey Dec. 12, 2025 – Jan. 15, 2025 37 

 
The findings from each of these surveys is presented below.  

2.0 Resident Survey 
The survey was fielded with residents in the Nelson & District area. The survey was promoted 
through a variety of means. Phase 1: Project Launch included a series of community meetings in 
November 2024. Convened at the Taghum Hall, the School Des Seniers-alphins, and at the Prestige 
Lakeside Resort in Nelson (2 meetings), these sessions included notice of the survey. Other 
promotional efforts included: 

• Printing and distribution of 1,500 promotional postcards (see Appendix A). 
• The Regional District of Central Kootenay engagement project page (rdck.engage.ca).  
• Word of mouth from Nelson & District Recreation Commission members. 
• Email messages to community organizations.  
• Digital and print advertisements. 
• News releases. 

 
1 Seventy-six respondents from Other Area E participated in the survey. Because the survey was open, people outside the study area 
could participate. A total of 74 people living outside Area E, Area F, and Nelson submitted a response.  
One written submission was collected that spoke broadly about the recreation campus and the process to determine its future. The 
comments provided are reflected in the coded responses reported herein. 
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• Sandwich boards and information displayed around the community and posted at City Hall 
and the NDCC.  

2.1 About the Survey 
From November 27, 2024 through to January 8, 2025 the survey collected 2,035 responses from 
residents living in Nelson, Area F, Defined Area E, and Other (which includes Other Area E and other 
communities). The survey was primarily fielded online, a hard copy version was also available. A 
single completed hard copy questionnaire was received and its responses were manually entered 
into the online survey for inclusion in the overall analysis. The total number of responses includes 
both the hardcopy and online submissions2.  
 
The findings from each of the questions are examined by the residency of the respondents which 
are grouped into the following areas: 

• City of Nelson – taxation supports RDCK and City of Nelson owned and operated recreation 
facilities in the Community Recreation Campus. 

• Defined Area E – portions of Area E that pay into RDCK taxation for RDCK owned and 
operated facilities in the Community Recreation Campus. This includes the communities of 
Bealby / Horlicks, Blewett, Granite Road, Mountain Station, and rural Nelson as far as 
Cottonwood Lake. 

• Area F – taxation supports the RDCK owned and operated facilities in the Community 
Recreation Campus. This includes the communities of Beasley, Bonnington Falls, Crescent 
Bay, North Shore to Kokanee Creek, Taghum, and Willow Point.  

• Other – portions of Area E that do not pay into RDCK taxation for RDCK owned and operated 
facilities in the Community Recreation Campus. This includes the communities of Balfour, 
Harrop, Longbeach, Procter, Queens Bay, and Sunshine Bay. As well some respondents 
indicated that they live outside Area E, Area F, and Nelson.  

 
The survey findings are presented below in the order the questions were posed. Not all respondents 
answered all questions. The percentages reported represent the findings for each question based 
on the number of respondents to that question. The totals may not equal 100% due to rounding. 
 
Some subsegment analysis is presented as well (i.e. children in the household and active member 
of recreation club or organized group). This subsegment analysis has been completed considering 
the entire pool of respondents in the study area. These findings are only mentioned if differences 
are noteworthy.   

 
2 Two written submissions, aside from the questionnaire, were received. The perspectives offered through these submissions is reflected 
in the survey findings. 
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2.2 Findings 

Section A:  About You 
This first section of the survey asked respondents to describe themselves and their households. 
The breakdown in the following table represents the entire survey sample including all respondents. 
 

Where do you live? 
City of Nelson 65% 
Defined Area E 10% 
Area F 17% 
Other 7% 

In which age category do you fall? 
17 yrs and younger 1% 
18-29 years 7% 
30-39 years 24% 
40-49 years 26% 
50-59 years 16% 
60-69 years 15% 
70-79 years 10% 
80 years and older 1% 
Prefer not to answer 1% 

Which of the following best represents your household 
income before tax? 

Prefer not to answer 11% 
Under $50,000 15% 
$50,000 to less than $75,000 16% 
$75,000 to less than $100,000 17% 
$100,000 to less than $125,000 14% 
$125,000 to less than $150,000 10% 
More than $150,000 18% 

What best describes your household’s composition? 
Couple with child / children  36% 
Couple without children  34% 
Multi-generational household (at least three 
generations)  

2% 

One person household  14% 
Single parent with child / children (full time)  3% 
Single parent with child / children (part time)  2% 
Two or more adults who are not a couple (e.g. 
roommates, siblings living together)  

6% 

Prefer not to answer  2% 
Of households with children, proportion of households with 

children in the following age groups. 
0-4 years 22% 
5-9 years 40% 
10-14 years 45% 
15-19 years 34% 
Are you an active member or volunteer of a recreation club or 

organized group? 
Yes 52% 
No 44% 
Unsure 4% 
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Those respondents who indicated they are active members or volunteers of a recreation club or 
organized group (and those who are unsure) were then asked to identify the club or group with 
which they are affiliated. The most frequently identified clubs / groups are noted in the following 
table. 
 

Nelson Defined Area E Area F Other  
• Soccer (151 mentions) 
• Hockey (89) 
• Pickleball / tennis (75) 
• Gymnastics / circus 

(73) 
• Skiing / snowboarding 

(65) 
• Curling (43) 
• Cycling / running (43) 
• Basketball / volleyball 

(41) 
• Squash / badminton 

(28) 
• Dance (26) 
• Swimming (25) 
• Theatre (20) 
• Baseball / softball (18) 
• Ultimate / golf frisbee 

(18) 
• Skating (14) 

• Gymnastics / circus 
(18 mentions) 

• Soccer (16) 
• Hockey (15) 
• Squash (8) 
• Pickleball / tennis (6) 
• Skiing (6) 

• Soccer (45 mentions) 
• Hockey (31) 
• Pickleball / tennis (22) 
• Skiing (22) 
• Gymnastics / circus 

(18) 
• Curling (13) 
• Squash / badminton 

(10) 
• Basketball / volleyball 

(10) 
• Swimming (8) 

 

• Soccer (16 mentions) 
• Curling (8) 
• Pickleball / tennis (7) 
• Hockey (6) 

 

Section B:  Your Community Recreation Campus Utilization 
Nelson & District Community Complex (NDCC) 
Respondents were asked to identify the frequency of which they use or visit each of the different 
amenity within the Nelson & District Community Complex in a typical year. If their use is seasonal, 
they were to indicate their usage considering the season in which they participate. Finally, their 
usage or visitation response should reflect any children they have in their home. Their responses 
are presented in the following graphs with each graph presenting the utilization for a different 
amenity.  
 
Aquatic Areas 
As illustrated in Graph 1, over three-quarters of respondents in each of the areas typically uses the 
aquatic areas in a typical year. Forty percent (40%) of respondents from Area F typically use the 
aquatic areas at least weekly.  
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Graph 1 

 
 
Respondents also identified the activities in which they participate in the aquatic areas – see below.  
 

Nelson Defined Area E Area F Other Area E 
• Swim (762 mentions) 
• Sauna (369) 
• Hot tub (340)  
• Steam (191)  
• Lessons (115) 
• Aquafit (31) 
• Club (23) 

• Swim (91 mentions) 
• Sauna (54)  
• Hot tub (44)  
• Steam (27) 
• Lessons (22) 
• Club (13) 
• Aquafit (8) 

• Swim (267 mentions) 
• Sauna (83)  
• Hot tub (80)  
• Steam (40)  
• Lessons (36) 
• Club (15) 
• Aquafit (7) 

• Swim (81 mentions) 
• Hot tub (35) 
• Sauna (27) 
• Lessons (8) 

 
 
Arena 
Considering the arena, approximately two-thirds of respondents in each of the areas utilizes it. 
Considering “regular” use (at least weekly) utilization ranges from 27% for Area F respondents to 
15% of Other respondents. Refer to Graph 2 for more information.  
  

Subsegment Analysis 

• Respondents with children in the home 
are more likely to use the aquatic areas 
than those without children (95% vs 
74%). 

• Respondents with children in the home 
are more likely to use the aquatic areas 
frequently (daily or weekly) than those 
without children in the home (46% vs 
30%). 
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Graph 2 

 
 
Respondents also identified the activities in which they participate in the area. See the table below. 
 

Nelson Defined Area E Area F Other Area E 
• Hockey (369 mentions) 
• Skating (335) 
• Spectating (86) 
• Walking (56) 

• Skating (77 mentions) 
• Hockey (45) 
• Spectating (18) 
• Walking (9) 

• Skating (122 mentions) 
• Hockey (105) 
• Walking (16) 
• Spectating (14) 

• Skating (40 mentions) 
• Hockey (20) 
• Spectating (11) 

 
 
Fitness Centre 
Utilization is relatively consistent amongst respondents from Nelson, Defined Area E, and Area F 
with 67% to 71% using it compared with 50% of respondents from Other. One-fifth (20%) of 
respondents from Nelson use it daily.  
 
Graph 3 

 
 
Respondents also identified the activities in which they participate in the fitness centre (below).  
 
 

Subsegment Analysis 

• Group member respondents are more 
likely to use the Arena regularly (daily or 
weekly) than respondents not members 
of groups (30% vs 16%). 

• Respondents with children in the home 
are more likely to use the arena than 
those without children in the home 
(79% vs 55%). 

• Respondents with children in the home 
are more likely to use the arena 
frequently (daily or weekly) than those 
without children in the home (34% vs 
15%). 
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Nelson Defined Area E Area F Other Area E 
• Weightlifting (329) 
• Classes (229) 
• Cardio (127) 
• Yoga (53) 

• Weightlifting (54 
mentions) 

• Classes (46) 
• Cardio (12) 
• Yoga (9) 

• Classes (74 mentions) 
• Weightlifting (53) 
• Cardio (46) 
• Yoga (15) 

• Classes (22 mentions) 
• Weights (21) 
• Gym (19) 
• Cardio (15) 

 
 
Multipurpose Rooms 
Utilization of the multipurpose rooms is much lower than for the other amenities in the NDCC. 
Respondents from Area F indicated the most use with 22% of respondents saying they used it. 
Looking at the usage itself (Graph 4), most of it is limited to a few times per year or less.  
 
Graph 4 

 
 
Respondents also identified the activities in which they participate in the multipurpose rooms. See 
the table.  
 

Nelson Defined Area E Area F Other Area E 
• Birthday parties (119) 
• Meetings (40) 
• Classes (28)  

• Birthday parties (11 
mentions) 

• Classes (10) 
• Meetings (8) 

• Birthday parties (31 
mentions) 

• Meetings (27) 
• Classes (8) 

• Birthday parties (11 
mentions) 

• Meetings (3) 

 
 

Nelson Civic Centre (NCC) 
Respondents were asked to identify the frequency of which they use or visit each of the different 
amenity within the Nelson Civic Centre in a typical year – if it was open (the amenities were closed 
in the fall of 2024 and remained closed through the time of the survey). If their use is seasonal, they 
were to indicate their usage considering the season in which they participate. Finally, their usage or 
visitation response should reflect any children they have in their home. Their responses are 
presented in the following graphs with each graph presenting the utilization for a different amenity.  
 
 

Subsegment Analysis 

• Respondents with children in the home 
are more likely to use the meeting 
rooms than those without children in 
the home (30% vs 13%). 
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Civic Arena 
As illustrated in Graph 5, approximately half of the respondents in each of the areas use the Civic 
Arena. A slightly larger proportion of respondents from Area F use the arena and they also use it 
more frequently with 20% using it at least weekly.  
 

Graph 5 

 
 

Respondents also identified the activities in which they participate in the Civic Arena (below).  
 

Nelson Defined Area E Area F Other Area E 
• Hockey (206 mentions) 
• Spectating (51) 
• Skating (50) 
• Events (26) 
• Fitness / walking (11) 
• Private rental (10) 

• Hockey (34 mentions) 
• Skating (15) 
• Spectating (5) 

• Hockey (79 mentions) 
• Skating (22) 
• Spectating (9) 
• Private rentals (5) 

• Hockey (12 mentions) 
• Skating (9) 
• Spectating (8) 

 
 

Dance Studio 
The Dance Studio is leased to Dance Umbrella. As illustrated in Graph 6, less than one-quarter of 
respondents use the Dance Studio at all. Weekly use is 10% or less.  
 

Graph 6 

 

Subsegment Analysis 

• Respondents with children in the home 
are more likely to use the Civic Arena 
frequently (daily or weekly) than those 
without children in the home (27% vs 
10%). 

Subsegment Analysis 

• Respondents with children in the home 
are more likely to use the Dance Studio 
than those without children in the home 
(29% vs 9%). 

• Respondents with children in the home 
are more likely to use the Dance Studio 
frequently (daily or weekly) than those 
without children in the home (16% vs 
2%). 
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Respondents also identified the activities in which they participate in the Dance Studio. Refer to the 
table. 
 

Nelson Defined Area E Area F Other Area E 
• Dance classes (65 

mentions) 
• Children’s classes (61) 
• Events / spectate (15) 
• Ballet / jazz / tap / etc 

(7) 
• Exercise (7) 

• Dance classes (13 
mentions) 

• Children’s classes (9) 

• Dance classes / 
lessons (27 mentions) 

• Children’s classes (10) 
• Ballet / jazz/ tap / etc 

(4) 

• Dance classes (9 
mentions) 

• Children’s classes (6) 

 
 
Gymnasium 
The Gymnasium is leased to Glacier Gymnastics. Approximately one-quarter of respondents from 
each of the areas use the Gymnasium yearly. Fifteen to seventeen percent of respondents use the 
amenity at least weekly. Refer to Graph 7 for more information. 
 
Graph 7 

 
 
Respondents also identified the activities in which they participate in the gymnasium – refer to the 
following table.  
 

Nelson Defined Area E Area F Other Area E 
• Gymnastics (115 

mentions) 
• Children / youth 

gymnastics (78) 
• Exercise / workouts 

(20) 
• Adult gymnastics (20) 

• Children / youth 
gymnastics (16 
mentions) 

• Gymnastics (15) 
• Adult gymnastics (5) 

• Gymnastics (35 
mentions) 

• Children / youth 
gymnastics (22) 

• Exercise / workouts (7) 

• Gymnastics (14 
mentions) 

• Children / youth 
gymnastics (12) 
 

 
 

Subsegment Analysis 

• Respondents with children in the home 
are more likely to use the gymnasium 
than those without children in the home 
(41% vs 10%). 

• Respondents with children in the home 
are more likely to use the gymnasium 
frequently (daily or weekly) than those 
without children in the home (30% vs 
3%). 
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Nelson Curling Rink 
As illustrated in Graph 8, approximately one-quarter of respondents (23-29%) use the Curling Rink 
(leased to the Nelson Curling Club). At 2%, Nelson and Area F respondents use the facility daily to a 
greater extent than do respondents from the other areas.  
 

Graph 8 

 
 

Respondents also identified the activities in which they participate in the Nelson Curling Rink. The 
following table includes the list. 
 

Nelson Defined Area E Area F Other Area E 
• Curling (204 mentions) • Curling (31 mentions) • Curling (53 mentions) • Curling (21 mentions) 

 

Theatre 
Leased to the Nelson Civic Theatre Society, a greater proportion of Nelson respondents use the 
Theatre (87%) than do respondents from the other areas. Approximately two-thirds (68%) of 
respondents from Other use it in a typical year. A small proportion of Nelson and Other 
respondents (1%) use the Theatre daily. See Graph 9.  
 

Graph 9 
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Respondents also identified the activities for which they use the Theatre (table).  
 

Nelson Defined Area E Area F Other Area E 
• Movies (799 mentions) • Movies (124 mentions) • Movies (107 mentions) • Movies (66 mentions) 

 
 
Indoor Soccer Facility 
Leased to the Nelson Soccer Association, the Indoor Soccer Facility received more daily use from 
respondents than do any other amenity in the Civic Centre (27%-35% of respondents from each 
area uses it). Nine percent of Area F respondents use it daily. Refer to Graph 10 for more 
information. 
 
Graph 10 

 
 
Respondents also identified the activities in which they participate in the Indoor Soccer Facility. 
See the table below. 
 

Nelson Defined Area E Area F Other Area E 
• Soccer (239 mentions) 
• Ultimate frisbee (21) 

• Soccer (26 mentions) • Soccer (81 mentions) • Soccer (25 mentions) 

 
 

Section C: A Future For the Community Recreation Campus 
This section seeks to learn the activities that respondents would like to participate in at the 
Community Recreation Campus. To begin, respondents were asked to identify the indoor 
recreation activities in which they currently participate in the Nelson area at least a few times 
per year. They may participate in some of these activities at the Community Recreation Campus 
already, for others they may be participating elsewhere in the Nelson area. See the following table 
for responses by area.  
 

Subsegment Analysis 

• Group member respondents are more 
likely to use the Indoor Soccer Facility 
regularly (daily or weekly) than 
respondents not members of groups 
(28% vs 12%). 

• Respondents with children in the home 
are more likely to use the Indoor Soccer 
Facility than those without children in 
the home (51% vs 22%). 

• Respondents with children in the home 
are more likely to use the Indoor Soccer 
Facility  frequently (daily or weekly) than 
those without children in the home 
(37% vs 7%). 
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Nelson Defined Area E Area F Other Area E 
• Swimming (321 

mentions) 
• Soccer (254) 
• Hockey (210) 
• Gym (201) 
• Fitness Classes (200) 
• Yoga (158) 
• Dance Classes (155) 
• Skating (143) 
• Climbing (131) 
• Gymnastics (96) 
• Basketball (92) 
• Curling (83) 
• Pickleball (77) 
• Squash (74) 
• Badminton (51) 
• Walking (41) 
• Ultimate frisbee (34) 
• Pilates (21) 
• Tennis (14) 
• Golf (11) 

• Swimming (48 
mentions) 

• Fitness Classes (33) 
• Climbing (32) 
• Soccer (29) 
• Gym (28) 
• Dance Classes (27) 
• Hockey (25) 
• Yoga (23) 
• Squash (14) 
• Basketball (13) 
• Curling (13) 
• Badminton (9) 
• Pickleball (7) 

• Swimming (103 
mentions) 

• Soccer (83) 
• Hockey (76) 
• Gym (63) 
• Fitness Classes (57) 
• Dance Classes (52) 
• Skating (50) 
• Yoga (50) 
• Basketball (26) 
• Pickleball (24) 
• Curling (22) 

• Swimming (35 
mentions) 

• Soccer (26) 
• Skating (21) 
• Gym (16) 
• Hockey (11) 
• Curling (11) 
• Fitness Classes (9) 
• Yoga (9)Basketball (8) 
• Gymnastics (8) 
• Music / dance (8) 
• Pickleball (7) 

 

 
Next, respondents indicated whose facilities / amenities they use when participating in the 
activities they identified in the previous question. As illustrated in the accompanying graph, the 
majority of respondents use RDCK and City of Nelson owned facilities.  
 
Graph 11 

 
 
In an effort to determine the unmet need of respondents for participating in activities at the 
Community Recreation Campus, respondents were asked if there are indoor recreation activities 
that they you would like to participate in at the Community Recreation Campus but are unable to. 
They may be unable to because the space to accommodate the activity does not exist on the 
Campus or if it does exist it is not available. As illustrated in Graph 12, approximately half of 
respondents from Nelson (51%) said they would like to participate at the Campus. Less than half of 

Subsegment Analysis 

• Group member respondents are more 
likely to use Mary Hall-Selkirk College 
than respondents not members of 
groups (44% vs 29%). 

• Respondents with children in the home 
are more likely to use the School 
District facilities than those without 
children in the home (40% vs 14%). 

• Respondents with children in the home 
are more likely to use the City of Nelson 
facilities than those without children in 
the home (77% vs 53%). 

• Respondents with children in the home 
are more likely to use the RDCK 
facilities than those without children in 
the home (80% vs 67%). 
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respondents from the other areas said they would like to participate at the Recreation Campus but 
are unable to due to lack of available time in existing spaces or lack of spaces at all.  
 
Graph 12 

 
 
Respondents who want to participate at the Community Recreation Campus (or who are unsure) 
identified the activities in which they would like to participate on Campus but are unable to due 
to lack of availability of an existing space or because the facility or space does not exist.  
 

Nelson Defined Area E Area F Other  
• Curling (106 mentions) 
• Pickleball (93) 
• Climbing (69) 
• Tennis (62) 
• Basketball (60) 
• Dance (45) 
• Soccer (42) 
• Bowling (34) 
• Squash (33) 
• Hockey (33) 
• Badminton (26) 
• Volleyball (25) 
• Gymnastics (24) 
• Skating (23) 

• Climbing (11 mentions) 
• Dance (7) 
• Pickleball (7) 
• Curling (6) 
• Skating (6) 
• Hockey (5) 
• Basketball (4) 
• Squash (4) 

• Pickleball (27 
mentions) 

• Curling (25) 
• Soccer (19) 
• Basketball (16) 
• Climbing (15) 
• Hockey (12) 
• Tennis (12) 

• Curling (12 mentions) 
• Gymnastics (7) 
• Pickleball (6) 
• Concert / music venue 

(6) 
• Soccer (6) 
• Gym / fitness (5) 
• Basketball (4) 
• Hockey (3) 
• Climbing (3) 
• Yoga (2) 

 
 

Section D:  Potential Costing and Taxation Impacts 
To begin this section, a table was presented that identified the annual taxation (2024) households in 
Nelson, Area F, Defined Area E, and Other Area E pay to support the facilities / amenities on the 
Community Recreation Campus (below).  
 

Subsegment Analysis 

• Group member respondents are more 
likely say they would like to participate 
at the Recreation Campus but cannot 
than non member respondents (72% vs 
58%) 
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Depending on decisions that get made related to the Community Recreation Campus, there may 
be a need to fund borrowing for enhancements or new amenities. While specific decisions about 
borrowing will be determined at a later point as decisions are made about the Community 
Recreation Campus, respondents provided insight into their willingness to pay additional property 
taxes to fund facility enhancements or new development. As illustrated in Graph 13, two-thirds of 
respondents from Nelson (67%) and Area F (67%) said they would consider paying additional 
property taxes. Over half (56%) of respondents from Defined Area E said they would consider paying 
additional taxes. Less than half (48%) of Other respondents said they would consider it. 
Approximately one-quarter or less said they would not consider paying additional taxes.  
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Graph 13 

 
 

Respondents who said they would consider paying more and those who were unsure were then 
asked how much they would support paying annually (depending on the project). As illustrated in 
the accompanying graph, respondents in Nelson and Area F are more willing to pay higher 
amounts. Three-quarters of respondents from Nelson and Defined Area E said they would be willing 
to pay at least 25-$99 in additional property taxes per year3 to fund facility enhancements or new 
developments on the Recreation Campus. Similarly, 76% of Area F respondents said the same 
thing. Considering respondents from Other, 68% said they would be willing to pay at least $25-$99 
additionally per year.  
 

Graph 14 

 
 

3 Add the proportion of respondents who selected the categories $25-$99 and higher to arrive at the total. A respondent who indicated 
they would be willing to pay more than $500 per year would be willing to pay $25-$99.  
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While approximately half (54%) of Defined Area E respondents said they do not think that rental and 
admission fees should be increased to help fund potential facility improvements, there was not a 
clear position from respondents. For Nelson respondents, the proportion who said that fees should 
be increased (29%) was very similar to those who were unsure (28%). Refer to Graph 15 for more 
information 
 
Graph 15 

 
 
Finally, respondents were asked about criteria that could be used by the RDCK and City of Nelson 
when making decisions about prioritizing recreation projects. There are limited resources and 
capital-intensive projects need to be prioritized. While many projects may be important or 
worthwhile but they still need to be prioritized. Respondents were presented with a list of potential 
decision-making criteria and asked to indicate the importance that should be placed on each when 
making decisions about prioritizing recreation facility projects. As illustrated in Graph 16, the two 
most important criteria are “providing greater benefit to the community” and “responds to 
demands / requests from the community”.  
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Graph 16 

 
 
 

Section E:  Other Thoughts – Community Recreation Campus 
Respondents were provided with the opportunity to share any comments related to the future of the 
Community Recreation Campus.  
 

Nelson 
Respondents are generally in support of the development and enhancement of recreational 
facilities to cater to the diverse needs of residents across all age groups. Suggestions include 
expanding indoor spaces for popular sports (142) like soccer and pickleball, prioritizing community 
health and well-being (83), and leveraging partnerships for funding (56). Comments include 
concerns about balancing the allocation of tax dollars between housing and recreational projects 
(151), affordable access to facilities (74), and the need for more parking (58). Overall, a key theme 
within the comments was the need to create inclusive, accessible, and engaging recreational 
spaces that contribute to a vibrant and healthy community in Nelson. 
 

Defined Area E 
Respondents’ have noted the need for improvements in recreational facilities (37) in Nelson, 
focusing on expanding space for activities like racket sports (12) and fitness (13), and addressing 
the high demand for indoor recreation facilities (19), particularly for community use. Maintenance 
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of current facilities is also important, as well as providing affordable access (10) to all residents. 
Suggestions include utilizing available land for recreation purposes, improving accessibility for 
community groups, and ensuring a variety of activities for all residents. Concerns about tax 
increases (11) and proper financial management of facilities (10) were also highlighted. 
 

Area F  
Feedback highlights the respondents’ perceptions that the community needs a new or improved 
recreation facility (105) to allow for participation in various sport and recreation opportunities. 
Responses emphasize the need for more affordable options (29) and ability to accommodate all 
age groups and abilities (23). The community values accessible, safe, and inclusive recreational 
spaces that prioritize well-being and building connections. Specific suggestions include a multi-
purpose recreation facility, that allows for different activities to occur in one location (37). 
Responses also note the importance of and need for affordable housing (49) in Nelson. 
 

Other  
While affordable housing is needed, respondents focussed their discussion on support for 
recreation (including music and the arts) provision. Comments include building a Community 
Recreation campus with various indoor sports options, including a renovated curling rink (10), 
indoor soccer pitch (8), multi-use spaces (8), as well as more attention to ongoing maintenance. 
Regional provision and expansion of the service area were also suggested.  
 

Section F:  The Affordable Housing Project 
The final section of the questionnaire focussed on the affordable housing project that was 
proposed by Nelson Cares for the vacant lots at the corner of Cedar and Front Street. The RDCK 
Board, with direction from the Nelson Recreation Commission and the City of Nelson, offered 
letters of support for Nelson Cares to explore the option of an affordable housing project with the 
inclusion of 5,000 - 7,000 square feet of recreation. The RDCK committed to hearing from the 
community on what it would like to see in this space before fully committing the RDCK’s portion of 
land to the project. 
 
Respondents were asked what use(s) they would like to see for the vacant lots at the corner of 
Cedar and Front Streets. As illustrated in the accompanying graph, the majority of respondents 
from all areas want the site used for recreation. Adding those who said “Recreation” and 
“Affordable Housing and Recreation”, recreation uses for the site were supported by between 70% 
and 78% of respondents. Adding “Affordable Housing” and “Affordable Housing and Recreation”, 
affordable housing uses for the site was supported by between 49% and 56% of respondents. See 
Graph 17. 
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Graph 17 

 
 

Respondents were then asked to explain their answers. A synopsis of the comments related to each 
option is noted below (considering all respondents). For an overview of the comments for each 
option by area, please refer to Appendix C.   
 

Affordable Housing 
There is a need for affordable housing in Nelson. Homelessness is a problem and finding affordable 
housing is challenging for many people including those with employment. There are recreation 
opportunities already provided therefore providing affordable housing is a greater need. Housing is 
a need and is a defense against some of the social issues impacting the community.  
 

Recreation 
Respondents indicated that there are affordable housing options already in Nelson. If more is 
needed, consideration of another site should be given. The current recreation facilities on the 
campus are highly used and there is a need, in a growing community, to enhance the provision of 
recreation. Maintaining the campus as focussed on recreation makes sense. A central location for 
recreation is logical and recreation provision is a contributor to resident attraction and retention. 
 

Affordable Housing and Recreation 
In a growing community, respondents spoke about the need for additional affordable housing and 
for enhanced recreation. An approach to provide both is a good solution. Additional recreation 
opportunities can benefit residents and support those living in the affordable housing.  
 

Other 
Acknowledgement of the need for additional affordable housing units and enhanced recreation was 
offered by respondents. Concerns were raised about the current challenges with parking on the site 
as was the need for other services at the campus facilities such as childcare. 

Subsegment Analysis 

• Group member respondents are more 
likely to say recreation only than 
respondents not members of groups 
(46% vs 33%). 

• Respondents with children in the home 
are more likely to say recreation only 
than those without children in the home 
(47% vs 34%). 
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3.0 Community Group Survey 
A survey was fielded with organized community groups who deliver recreation programs and 
services to residents in the Nelson district and those who may use or want to use recreation 
facilities in Nelson and on the Recreation Campus to deliver their programs and services. Using a 
list compiled by the RDCK and City of Nelson, an email invitation was sent to a representative of the 
various groups encouraging participation. Included in the email was the link to the online version of 
the questionnaire; a hard copy of the questionnaire was also attached to the email.  

3.1 About the Survey 
The survey collected responses from groups from December 12, 2024 through to January 15, 2025. 
In total thirty-seven (37) responses were gathered. The findings are presented below in the order the 
questions were asked. Not all respondents answered all questions. As such the findings are based 
on the number of respondents for each question.  

3.2 Findings 

About Your Organization / Group 
To begin the survey, respondents were asked several questions about their organizations. The thirty-
seven respondents represent an array of organizations including sport, tourism, general recreation, 
and so on. In terms of facilities used for programming, respondents represent ice users; field users; 
aquatic users; court, studio, and gymnasium users; educational and student programmers; and 
other organizations in the community. See the list of respondents below. 
 

1. BC Senior Games Society aka 55 BC Games 
2. Discover Circus 
3. Glacier Gymnastics 
4. Granite Pointe Golf and Recreation Society 
5. Kootenay Chaos Track and Field 
6. Kootenay lake rec hockey league 
7. Kootenay Swim Club 
8. Lunch Bucket Hockey 
9. LV Rogers Secondary Athletics 
10. Nelson Badminton Club 
11. Nelson Boxing and Athletics Club 
12. Nelson Civic Theatre Society 
13. Nelson Curling Club 
14. Nelson Hoops Association 
15. Nelson Kootenay Lake Tourism 
16. Nelson Leafs Hockey Society 
17. Nelson Men's Hockey 
18. Nelson Minor Hockey Association 

19. Nelson Neptune Swim Club 
20. Nelson Pickleball Club 
21. Nelson Roller Sports 
22. Nelson Skating Club 
23. Nelson Soccer Association 
24. Nelson Tennis Club 
25. Nelson Ultimate Frisbee Association 
26. Nelson Volleyball Club 
27. Nelson Women Hockey 
28. Nocturne Sound System 
29. Performa Dance Co. 
30. Selkirk College Athletic and Recreation 
31. TGIF Hockey Group 
32. The Dance Umbrella Society 
33. Trafalgar Hockey Lle 
34. Tuesday noon hockey 
35. Whitewater Ski Resort 
36. Zone 6 - 55  BC Senior Games Society 
37. Kootenay Climbing Association 
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As illustrated in the accompanying graph, a large majority (83%) of groups consider themselves 
recreation sport groups, with about two-thirds (61%) also considering themselves competitive 
sport.  
 
Graph 18 

 
 
Approximately two-thirds (70%) of respondents typically delivery their programming throughout the 
year while the remaining are more seasonal. Some described some nuance, indicating limitations 
to facility space has impacted their ability to deliver year-round programming.  
 
Graph 19 

 
 
Considering the recipient of their services, the respondents deliver services to all age ranges as 
shown in the graph. The largest age segments served (by approximately two-thirds of respondents) 
are youth aged 13-17 years (24 of 37), young adults 18-39 years (26 respondents), and adults aged 
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40-64 years (24 respondents). Five respondents only cater to youth and/ or younger, while seven do 
not offer services to youth and younger.  
 
Graph 20 

 
 
Approximately two-thirds (23 out of 36) have more than 100 members / participants as shown in the 
graph. Some of the figures from respondents included full and part time members (or core and 
casual participants). There were two comments that said their participant numbers have been 
affected by insufficient facility space.  
 
Graph 21 

 
 
Considering trends in participation, only one respondent group identified a decline with one-third 
(33%) indicating stable participation. As illustrated in the accompanying graph (Graph 22), 
approximately two-thirds of respondents (64%) are seeing increasing participation.  
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Graph 22 

 
 

Your Community Recreation Campus Utilization 
Respondents were asked to identify their frequency of use for the different amenities in the Nelson 
& District Community Complex (NDCC) during a typical year. As can be seen in the accompanying 
graph, approximately half (46%) use the arena in a typical year. Considering those who do use the 
arena, over one-third (38%) use it daily4. The multipurpose rooms are used by the smaller 
proportion of respondents – only 16% use it. All those who do use the multipurpose rooms only use 
them a few times per year or less.  
 
Graph 23 

 
 

4 46% of respondents use the Arena and 17% use the Arena daily. 17 out of 46 is 38%. 
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While the Nelson Civic Centre (NCC) is closed, respondents were asked to indicate the frequency 
they would use each amenity in a typical year (if the amenities were open). As illustrated, only a 
minority of respondents utilize any of the amenities in the NCC. The Civic Arena is used by over one-
quarter of respondents (29%). 
 

Graph 24 

 
 

There are several different recreation facilities owned by a number of different entities. As 
illustrated in Graph 25, approximately half (51%) of respondents use City of Nelson owned facilities 
like the NCC with the arena, theatre, dance studio, gymnasium, indoor soccer facility, and curling 
rink. Just under half (45%) use amenities at the NDCC including the pool, fitness centre, arena, and 
multipurpose rooms. 
 

Graph 25 
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Next, the respondents were asked to identify the proportion of their indoor programming that takes 
place in each of the different facility ownership groupings. Nineteen of the thirty-three respondents 
deliver all their programming in a single facility ownership category according to the following 
breakdown: 

• City of Nelson – six respondents use the NCC for all their indoor programming 
• RDCK – four respondents use the NDCC for all their indoor programming 
• School District No. 8 – one respondent exclusively uses these amenities for all its 

programming. 
• Mary Hall – Selkirk College – five respondents use these amenities for all their programming. 
• Other facilities – four respondents use other facilities for all their indoor programming.  

 
Facility Ownership Use for Indoor Programming Significant Use for Indoor 

Programming 
City of Nelson (NCC) 14 respondents use the NCC for their 

indoor programming 
10 respondents use the NCC for at 
least half (50%) of their indoor 
programming 

RDCK (NDCC) 14 respondents use the NDCC for 
their indoor programming 

10 respondents use the NDCC for at 
least half (50%) of their indoor 
programming 

School District No. 8 Only 6 respondents use these spaces 
for their indoor programming 

3 of the 6 use these spaces for at 
least 90% of their indoor 
programming 

Mary Hall-Selkirk College 10 respondents use these spaces for 
their indoor programming 

7 respondents use these spaces for 
at least 60% of their programming. 

Other facilities 11 respondents use other facilities 
for their indoor programming 

6 respondents use other spaces for 
at last 80% of their indoor 
programming. 

Challenges 
Next, respondents were asked to identify the facility space challenges they are currently facing 
when providing their programs or services. The closure of the Civic Centre has had a significant 
impact on groups as, for many, there are no other spaces that can be used. The closure as well has 
exacerbated the lack of availability for programming space. There are more groups vying for space 
and for the most appropriate times. As well, with the growth that some organizations are facing, the 
demand for space is increasing.  
 

Respondents spoke about the general lack of indoor dryland space in Nelson to accommodate a 
variety of activities. The space that does exist can be challenging to access, particularly as it relates 
to school gymnasiums. School uses takes precedence and these spaces are not available during 
the summer months. Some respondents spoke about the challenges of providing facility time and 
balancing the demands of groups and offering public drop-in programming. Some respondents 
went further stating that not only getting time can be difficult but that the space that is used not 
completely accommodate the activity. For example court sizes or surfaces does not enable the full 
or complete activity.  
 

A few comments were also offered regarding deficiencies with support spaces like dressing rooms, 
administrative spaces, parking, and loading areas. Spaces specifically cited as lacking including 
ice, aquatics, gymnasium and field house space, arts performance spaces.  
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When asked to identify other challenges beyond those related to space challenges, many 
respondents reiterated the difficulties of securing facility time generally and getting it at appropriate 
times. Some questioned the allocation process suggesting that the current process has “unfairly” 
impacted them. Financial challenges were raised as well. The increasing costs of space was 
mentioned as was the negative impact on some respondents’ revenues due to the Civic Centre 
closure. Difficulties in securing coaches and referees were also mentioned.  
 

Approximately two-thirds (63%) of respondents said they would like to deliver their programming at 
the Community Recreation Campus but are unable to because indoor facility or space does not 
currently exist or is not available. See Graph 26. 
 

Graph 26 

 
Respondents offered several explanations for their responses. Respondents who would like to 
deliver programs there mentioned the ability of freeing up time at other facilities in Nelson as a 
benefit of having additional facility time available at the Community Recreation Campus. The 
difficulties getting access to the Civic gymnasium and school gymnasiums would be remediated 
through having additional gymnasium space at the Campus. Others suggested having a large 
indoor activity space designed to accommodate many activities would enable respondents to be 
able to better address limitations in programming to different age groups and abilities and 
throughout the year. A new space would provide appropriate space for activities and being part of 
the recreation campus is appealing to groups. Respondents who said, “No”, were more likely to 
indicate they already have space that they appreciate (some closed currently at the Civic Centre).  
 

Finally in this section, respondents were asked to identify the indoor facility or space that they 
would like better access to or would like it to be added to the Community Recreation Campus. The 
most frequently cited space is a gymnasium to accommodate a variety of activities including court 
sports. Other spaces mentioned by multiple respondents include: larger pool, curling sheets, more 
ice availability (even longer ice season), dryland training and workout space available to groups 
using the NDCC, an indoor turf field, and a large indoor space that can accommodate community 
events.  
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Partnerships and Cost 
Twenty-five respondents shared the cost information to book spaces in order to delivery their 
programs. Seven of the respondents lease their space while seventeen pay for their space by the 
hour. Only a single group uses a daily rate (it also secured space hourly). Aside from the cost of 
space, there are other costs as identified by some respondents including utilities, insurance, and 
building maintenance. There was mention of some subsidies offered by the City to assist groups by 
keeping cost impacts lower.  
 

As illustrated in the accompanying graph, less than half (40%) would support an increase in user / 
rental fees to ensure improvements or enhancements to the Campus can occur. A similar figure 
(41%) neither supported or opposed. One-fifth opposed an increase in costs.  
 

Graph 27 

 
 
Respondents then provided an explanation for their level of support. Those who said they would 
support an increase in user fees offered a range of explanation. Some increases in cost to facilities 
that address the needs of the groups without negatively impacting participation is reasonable. 
These needs include enhancements to support spaces and greater access to activity areas at 
suitable times. Rate increases should not be beyond that required to provide the necessary spaces.  
 
Respondents who opposed a user fee increase to ensure improvements can occur offered their 
own comments. The current costs are sufficiently high commented some groups who oppose an 
increase. A concern about cost increases excluding people from participating was also mentioned.  
 
Considering respondents who neither support nor oppose increased user fees, there were two 
primary explanations. The most common was a concern about increased fees impacting the ability 
of people to participate. Cost of living is high already and an increase in fees may result in excluding 
people from participating. Some respondents also commented that they may support an increase if 
the enhancements directly addressed the needs of their groups.  
 
The final question in this section asked respondents to describe any partnership opportunities 
they see between their organization and others in order to support potential improvements or 
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enhancements at the Community Recreation Campus that would create opportunities for as many 
interests as reasonable. Respondents expressed a strong interest in partnering. The shared use of a 
multipurpose space was mentioned frequently. Organizations do and are willing to work with other 
groups (particularly youth focussed organizations) to try and ensure that participation in one 
activity does not eliminate the ability to participate in another. Support of others’ activities was 
mentioned. Fundraising and the pursuit of grants was mentioned by several respondents as was 
partnering on the delivery of programs and events. Cross promoting the different recreation and 
sport facilities in the community would be beneficial and may result in increased use in the spaces. 
Offering discounts for those using multiple facilities may result in greater use of the facilities.  
 

Prioritization Criteria 
The RDCK and City of Nelson have limited funds to allocate to infrastructure projects. To assist 
them in making decisions, the consideration of different infrastructure projects through the use of 
criteria can be helpful. Respondents were provided with a series of potential criteria that the RDCK 
and City of Nelson could use. For each of the criteria listed, respondents were asked to rate its 
importance as a filter to inform decision making.  
 
As illustrated in the accompanying graph, approximately three-quarters (70%) of respondents said 
that it is very important that a potential project responds to demands / requests form the 
community. The other criteria to comprise the top three includes providing greater community 
benefit (65% said this is very important); and that whether the facility / amenity is readily available 
in the area (53% said this is very important). The costs (capital and operating) were rated as less 
important.  
 
Graph 28 
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Final Thoughts 
Finally, respondents were able to share any other comments they had related to the Nelson and 
District Community Recreation Campus. Several groups spoke about the lack of a multipurpose 
facility in the Nelson area. This type of facility would address the space needs of many different 
organizations as there is a significant lack of space for the programming by respondents. The 
programs offered by respondents supports a healthy community and the healthy development of 
youth; a multipurpose space can also serve as a place for the community to use in the event of fires 
or extreme heat. A number of respondents spoke about the need to use the space on the campus 
for recreation purposes saying that any housing should go elsewhere (particularly when there is a 
need for recreation development) or that the RDCK and City are not responsible for housing. There 
were some specific mention of the need for daycare, a track facility, curling, and arenas. Enhancing 
the provision of recreation spaces can not only assist groups in delivering their programs but can 
also help in the hosting of events which can bring revenue into the community.  
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Appendix A: Postcard 
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Appendix B: Resident Questionnaire 
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Appendix C: Resident Survey Open Ended Responses 
 

Use for vacant lots (Cedar and Front Street)? 
 

Affordable Housing 
Nelson (153 comments) 
The lack of affordable housing is impacting various aspects of the community, such as the 
increased unhoused population (23), housing insecurity (18), high rental costs (10), and difficulty 
finding affordable options for families and the middle class (24). Responses emphasize the urgent 
need to address affordable housing (42). Overall, the key theme is that affordable housing is a 
fundamental necessity that should be a top priority in Nelson to create a diverse and resilient 
community and improving living conditions for residents. 
 
Defined Area E (16 comments) 
Responses highlight the need for affordable housing in Nelson to address homelessness and 
existing financial barriers residents may be experiencing. Comments note that there are existing 
recreational facilities, therefore the focus should be on improving affordable housing options rather 
than expanding recreational amenities. The community supports initiatives that provide quality, 
affordable housing especially for low-income seniors and families. 
 
Area F (38 comments) 
Responses indicate a pressing need for affordable housing, which should be prioritized over 

income workers and young -recreational facilities. There is a housing crisis, specifically for middle
use developments -afford homes in the area. There is some openness to mixed nnotpeople who ca

(residential / recreation), but the consensus is that the primary focus should be on addressing the 
lack of affordable housing. There are concerns about the impact on taxes and the allocation of 
resources between housing and recreation.  
 
Other (12 comments) 
Responses indicate a pressing need for affordable housing, which should be prioritized over 
recreational facilities noting that outdoor opportunities are available and that individuals who are 
employed are unable to afford housing. The lack of housing impacts a broad width of the 
community including families and working professionals.  
 
 

Recreation 
Nelson (354 comments) 
Responses highlight the preference of expanding recreational facilities over investing in housing 
projects due to the high usage of existing facilities (139), importance of access for community 
activities (64), and to accommodate the growing population (48). A common suggestion is to 
develop affordable housing in other areas while keeping the Nelson Recreation Centre land 
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focused on recreation (56). The community prioritizes providing recreation options for all ages (39), 
providing different activities (31) and to build community connections (46). 
Defined Area E (45 comments) 
Responses express a preference for prioritizing recreational facilities over affordable housing at a 
proposed location in Nelson. Key themes note that there are already affordable housing options 
(16) in the area and the importance of keeping sports and recreational spaces safe and accessible 
for families (5) and children (6). There is a concern about potential overcrowding, lack of parking (9), 
and the general impact on recreational activities (22) if housing is built on the designated site. 
 
Area F (113 comments) 
The respondents are advocating for the focus to be on recreation and wellness rather than 
affordable housing in the development of a new facility. They feel that the city already has adequate 
affordable housing projects and believe that tax dollars should be allocated towards building a 
recreation complex (53). There are concerns about housing projects in the specific proposed 
location due to congestion and traffic (24) and lack of parking (11). Suggestions include expanding 
recreation spaces, such as building a gymnasium (9), and considering other locations for 
affordable housing developments (18). Responses emphasize the importance of the separate 
consideration of recreation needs and housing needs. 
 
Other (33 comments) 
The responses note that the site is best situated for recreation purposes (8) where it serves as a 
hub. Any additional space would be best used for complementary services and additional parking 
(4). Population growth (3) and the need to invest in community recreation spaces to maintain a high 
quality of life (5) are key themes in support of community recreation facilities. 
 
 

Affordable Housing and Recreation 
Nelson (307 comments) 
Responses highlight that both affordable housing and recreation facilities are important for the 
community of Nelson (167); there is general support for the proposed area development plan (78). 
There are several key themes in the responses including to combine both elements in a mixed-use 
development (98), concerns about access and parking (41), building height (28), and the need for 
both affordable housing and recreation facilities to support the growing population (19) in Nelson. 
 
Defined Area E (7 comments) 
The key theme of comments is that the population is growing and therefore so is the need for 
additional affordable housing and recreation facilities in Nelson. Both should be a priority and are 
needed to support community well-being. 
 
Area F (68 comments) 
The responses indicate support for a combination of housing and recreation that would best serve 
the community. Comments highlight affordable housing as the priority, with recreation as a bonus 
(38). While noting concerns with parking issues at the NDCC (11) along with placing housing too 
close to high-traffic recreation areas especially for seniors (8), there is general support for a mixed-
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use approach. This mixed use approach is an opportunity to address housing needs while 
improving recreation for all ages. There is a strong push for swift action, given the housing crisis and 
current available funding (14). 
 
Other (25 comments) 
The responses indicate support for a combination of housing and recreation that would best serve 
the community. The blend would provide many benefits to the community as both are needed. 
Ensuring access to the recreation facilities by those living in the affordable housing is important.  
 

Other 
Nelson (46 comments) 
A key theme in the responses is the need to balance the demand for affordable housing with 
maintaining recreational spaces in Nelson (24). Comments note the lack of secure rental housing 
for all income levels in Nelson, leading to instability and potential homelessness (20). Responses 
identify opportunities for creating revenue through parking fees (10) at the recreation center and 
ability to provide needed community services at the facility, such as childcare (8). There are 
concerns expressed about the need for better transparency from the City regarding its facility plan 
and allocation of land. 
 
Defined Area E (19 comments) 
Respondents’ noted several concerns with the proposed project including the lack of parking at the 
NDCC (4), impacts to the tax base / financial implications (8), and the need for other community 
services (3). 
 
Area F (14 comments) 
The survey respondents are concerned about the infrastructure upgrades needed to address 
affordable housing and recreation concerns. Some feel that parking is a barrier to using the existing 
recreational facilities. There are mixed opinions on combining affordable housing into existing 
recreation areas. Concerns are raised about overdevelopment, lack of green spaces, parking 
shortages, and the need for childcare facilities. 
 
 
Other Area E (11 comments) 
Respondents note that parking is currently a problem and the importance of investing in both 
recreation and affordable housing. As housing is not in the mandate of RDCK, selling the property 
and using the proceeds for recreation makes sense (2).  
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