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Summary of Recommendations (Executive
Summary)

The Recreation Master Plan contains 20 recommendations presented throughout this report. Each is followed
by a circumstantial explanation to help the reader better understand the authors’ reasons for making the
recommendation. The recommendations are as follows:

Recommendation 1 (page 18): ): The Recreation Master Plan vision: The public improves its wellness by having
access to quality recreation, leisure and cultural activities and infrastructures in an attractive environment based
mainly on the region’s human and natural components.

Implementing the vision requires a firm commitment to:

Regional and local cooperation;

Regional and local public consultation;

Sustainable development and operation of recreation facilities;
Revitalized volunteerism;

Attracting a younger population;

Serving all socio-economic and socio-demographic subgroups.

vVvvyVvyyvyy

Recommendation 2 (page 19): That the Kent RSC hire a person responsible for implementing the Master Plan and
the action plan. To implement the plan, the employee will, among other things:

» Develop specific action plans for each of the recommendations.

Help groups and organizations carry out local projects.

Identify required partners and consult them as needed for each of the recommendations.

Facilitate communication between recreation leaders in Kent County.

Identify the best means for promoting recreation activities in Kent County.

vVvyvyy

Recommendation 3 (page 19): ): In addition to implementing the Master Plan, that the lead person hired by Kent
RSC work with the sub-regions to assess the feasibility of collaboration in hiring a recreation director by a municipality
or group of communities.

Recommendation 4 (page 19): That the Kent RSC seriously consider, in consultation with representatives of its
different communities, the possibility of establishing a financial assistance program for recreation development on its
territory.

Recommendation 5 (page 20): That the Kent RSC identify one or more partners to coordinate regular promotion of
recreation activities for each sub-region through the use of appropriate tools and mechanisms, both traditional and
new (i.e., community newsletters, e-briefs, Web pages, social media, billboards, newspaper, radio, etc.).

Recommendation 6 (page 20): That the Kent RSC offer training sessions to volunteers in charge of promoting their
organization’s activities in order to improve their communication knowledge and skills, both electronic (e.g. social
media) and traditional.

Recommendation 7 (page 21): That the Kent RSC undertake feasibility studies to identify activity demand and the
need for a facility to meet this demand before proceeding with the construction of major facilities (regional or sub-
regional).




Recommendation 8 (page 21): That the Kent RSC establish a support mechanism for community groups wishing to
develop local recreation facility projects.

Recommendation 9 (page 21): That the Kent RSC carry out a detailed facility review in order to develop a regional
community asset map. This map will include community centers, senior citizen centers, playgrounds, sports fields, etc.

Recommendation 10 (page 22): That the Kent RSC increase the Government of New Brunswick’s awareness of the
importance of financially supporting organizations to enhance or replace recreational facilities in New Brunswick.

Recommendation 11 (page 22): That the Kent RSC support the steering committee in its efforts to build a
multifunctional center for the sub-regions of Kent-Centre and Saint-Louis.

Recommendation 12 (page 22): That the Kent RSC ensure a feasibility study be undertaken for a multifunctional
center with a pool and other recreation amenities (excluding an ice surface) in the sub-regions of Bouctouche and
Kent-South.

Recommendation 13 (page 22): That the Kent RSC support the Saint-Louis-de-Kent pool renovation project while
considering the possibility of extending its funding to the Saint-Louis-de-Kent and Kent-Centre sub-regions as a whole
in order to increase services.

Recommendation 14 (page 23): That the Kent RSC consult the ATV and snowmobile clubs from the sub-regions to
determine their interest in connecting trails within each sub-region.

Recommendation 15 (page 23): That the Kent RSC work with interested communities to make walking and cycling
safer and more accessible on existing trails and to identify appropriate locations (trails, roadsides, etc.) for this type of
activity.

Recommendation 16 (page 24): That the Kent RSC consider negotiating a regional agreement with the
Francophone and Anglophone School Districts for increasing community use and reducing user fees in its various
schools, taking into consideration both community needs and facility characteristics.

Recommendation 17 (page 24): That the Kent RSC cooperate with the school districts to implement a school facility
availability and reservation system (including schools and sports fields) for use by recreation organizations.

Recommendation 18 (page 24): That the Kent RSC work together with tourism industry partners to further develop
the recreation potential.

Recommendation 19 (page 24): That the Kent RSC work closely with cultural groups to develop closer ties with arts
and culture networks.

Editor’s Note: The 20" recommendation below was added at the request of the Kent RSC after the Recreation Master
Plan has been filed by the consultant.

Recommendation 20 (page 24): That the Kent CSR conduct a rigorous review of existing resources (human, material,
etc.) in the cultural sector and identify pathways for cultural development in all communities.




l. Introduction

The recent creation of Regional Service Commissions in New Brunswick has made it necessary to plan recreation,
sports and culture at a regional level. As a result, the Department of Tourism, Heritage, and Culture developed

a program to meet this need, and the Kent Regional Service Commission (Kent RSC) then took the initiative to
participate in this program. Following the Kent RSC'’s request for proposals for regional planning of recreational
and cultural infrastructures and programs, the Association francophone des municipalités du Nouveau-Brunswick
(AFMNB), in partnership with the Institut de leadership de I'Université de Moncton (ILUM), hereafter called the
“Consultant”, was awarded the contract for this study in early May 2015.

A final report of the study was submitted to the Kent RSC on January 21, 2016. A total of 15 recommendations
were issued in this final report (phase ). The Kent RSC wanted these recommendations and others to be included
in a comprehensive plan based on the overall recreation delivery system in the Kent region, plan that will be
called the “Recreation Master Plan” (RMP). The Kent RSC developed terms of reference which were published on
March 17, 2016 to provide guidelines for the RMP, and the contract for this second study was awarded on May 5
(Phase Il).

The Kent RSC Recreation Master Plan should serve to guide the enhancement and development of activities and
facilities in the areas of sports, community living, culture, arts and tourism.

Regional recreation planning involves the cooperation of communities within a territory in the delivery of
services, whether they are facility or recreational program related services. This cooperation is almost essential to
maintaining existing assets or developing new initiatives. The current situation, in rural areas, is characterized by
aging facilities, limited financial resources and an increasing demand for activities.

It is important to note that since the Phase Il public consultation sessions were held in all regions of the Kent RSC
territory, the planning exercise resulted in ideas that are primarily local in nature. Indeed, our analysis was based
on the Kent RSC’s six “sub-regions’, namely the:

Sub-region of Bouctouche;
Sub-region of Kent-Centre;
Sub-region of Kent-South;
Sub-region of Rogersville;
Sub-region of Saint-Louis-de-Kent;
First Nations.

vVvvyVvyyvyy

The Master Plan begins by addressing the Kent region’s sociodemographic situation. Next, the latest trends in the
areas of recreation, sports and culture are presented based on the general principles of the Canadian Parks and
Recreation Association National Framework and trends identified in Phase | of the study. The recreation supply

in the Kent region is then discussed, along with the public consultation sessions held throughout the study. The
purpose of these consultations was first to validate the results of Phase | and then to identify the public’s priorities
and needs in terms of recreation for the next ten years (2016-2026). The next section of the plan summarizes the
needs identified during Phase | according to operational structures, facilities, and programs and services. The
recommendations resulting from the Phase Il consultations and Phase | feedback are then presented. Before
concluding the report, a 10-year implementation plan is proposed for the Recreation Master Plan. Finally, the
appendices include a list of documents which will serve as tools and resources for the RMP’s implementation.

Wishing you a good read!



ll. Socio-Economic Profile of the Region

The territory served by the Kent RSC is made up of the following communities:

Municipality and Rural
Community

Local Services District
(LSD)

Taxation Authority

Sub-region of Rogersville:

Village of Rogersville

LSD of Collette

LSD of Rogersville

LSD of Acadieville

Acadie Siding Taxation Authority

Sub-region of Saint-Louis:

Village of Saint-Louis-de-Kent

LSD of Saint-Louis

Saint-Louis Canisto Taxation Authority

LSD of Saint-Ignace

LSD of Carleton

LSD of Pointe-Sapin

Sub-region of Kent-Centre:

Town of Richibucto

LSD of Saint-Charles

Village of Rexton

LSD of Aldouane

LSD of Cap-de-Richibucto

LSD of Richibucto

LSD of Weldford

LSD of Harcourt

Sub-region of Bouctouche:

Town of Bouctouche

LSD of Saint-Paul

LSD of Sainte-Marie

LSD of Sainte-Anne-de-Kent

LSD of Wellington

Desroches Taxation Authority

Dixon Point Taxation Authority

Saint-Grégoire Taxation Authority

Bouctouche Cove Taxation
Authority

Sub-region of Kent-South:

Village of Saint-Antoine

LSD of Dundas

Rural Community of Cocagne

LSD of Grand-Saint-Antoine

LSD of Grande-Digue

First Nations:

Elsipogtog

Indian Island

Bouctouche




According to the data presented in Figure 1, the total population of the Kent RSC territory decreased by
approximately 1.9% from 2006 to 2011. Note that the creation of the Cocagne Rural Community (2,545
inhabitants) resulted in one incorporated territory (i.e. a municipality) seeing its population increase to 10,942 in
2011.The proportion of “municipalized” population was 24.3% in 2006 and 32.9% in 2011.

Total Population of the Kent RSC
Territory in 2006 & 2011

40000
35000
30000
25000
20000
15000
10000

5000

2006 2011
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BMunicipalities 8,206 10,942

Figure 1

Figure 2 shows total population by sub-region (SR) in 2006 and 2011. The sub-region of Bouctouche is the most
populated with 8,346 residents in 2011, which nonetheless represents a loss of 141 people since 2006. Note that
only the sub-region of Kent-South and the First Nations experienced a population increase between 2006 and
2011.

Total Population by Sub-Region (SR) in 2006 and 2011

9000 -

8000 _ ]

7000

6000

5000

4000

3000

o W

1000 St
Rogers LouiAs- Kent- Boucto Kent- First
ville SR 2011 de-Kent 2011 Centre 2011 ucheSR 2011 South 2011 Nations 2011
2006 SR 06 SR 06 06 SR 06 06

EPopulation 3233 3127 3595 3311 8106 7780 8487 8346 8410 8655 2071 2167

Figure 2




Following are some important facts which help to better understand the region’s demographic situation:

The percentage of less than 15 year-olds decreased in all SRs (14.6% in 2006 and 13.2% in 2011).

The median age for the Kent RSC as a whole was 48.1 years.

Throughout the territory, there are approximately three Francophones for every Anglophone.

In the case of the highest level of education by GA, approximately one in two people do not have a diploma
and one out of five have some high school education.

Total average income for the Kent region as a whole was $29,352in 2011".

vVvyyvyy
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'NB: For more details on socio-demographic data, see (2016) Final Report: Regional Recreation Planning Study for the Kent RSC - Recreational and
Cultural Planning - Infrastructure and Programs. Available from the Kent RSC at:

http://www.krsc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/Rapport-final-CSR-de-Kent-21-janvier-2016-FR.pdf




lll. Trends in Recreation, Sports and Culture

A number of broad social, demographic, economic, political and technological trends have a definite impact on
recreation participation and on the public and private supply of recreation services. These trends or changes were
highlighted in A Framework for Recreation in Canada 2015. The following table lists the main trends and their

accompanying impacts.

Trends

Impacts

Aging population

- Inadequate facilities and programs in terms of accessibilit

Diversified population

- Must consider the needs of all groups

Urbanization

- Decreased access to nature
- Increased exposure to stress

Increase in sedentary behaviour

- Health problems
- Implementation of time guidelines for physical activity

Economic inequities

- Decreased participation opportunities for certain groups

New and emerging technologies

- Tools for promoting recreation activities
- Need to maintain access to technologies
- Increase in sedentary and solitary pursuits

Threats to the natural environment

- Pressure on recreation spaces and places
- The role of environmental stewardship is increasingly important to the
recreation field.

Infrastructure deficit

- Lack of facilities to meet recreational needs
- Poor maintenance of existing facilities

Table 1: General Trends

Other trends specifically related to recreation participation are being felt and are impacting recreation decisions.
They involve popular leisure activities, the leisure experience itself and types of facilities.

Trends

Impacts

Popular activities

- Decrease in sports participation

- Increase in cultural activities

- Participation in unstructured recreation activities

- Rapid expansion of outdoor pursuits and physical activities

The leisure experience

- An exciting personal moment
- A stimulating environment

Multifunctional green smoke-free
facilities

- Easily adapted to changing needs
- Facilities and management practices that facilitate energy
conservation

Table 2 : Recreation-Related Trends
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The Canadian Parks and Recreation Association has just completed a detailed exercise aimed at identifying
Canada’s recreation development priorities. The resulting document contains a number of development
pathways for parks and recreation programs. Without listing all of the report’s recommendations, we do wish to
present its priorities and suggested actions?. In our minds, they represent important criteria to be considered
when offering recreation programs and facilities on the Kent RSC territory.

>
>

Foster active, healthy living through physical recreation

Renforcer l'intégration et I'accessibilité au loisir pour les populations confrontées a des obstacles les
empéchant de participer aux activités.

Help people connect to nature through recreation

Ensure the provision of supportive physical and social environments that encourage participation in
recreation and build strong, caring communities.

Ensure the continued growth and sustainability of the recreation field.

2Canadian Parks and Recreation Association (2015). Pathways to Wellbeing — A National Framework for Recreation in
Canada (page 17)




V. Recreation Supply

Phase | carried out in the fall of 2015 allowed us to better define the recreation supply in the Kent RSC territory?.
The following pages describe this supply in terms of operational structure, programs and services, and facilities.

a. Operational Structure

Where human resources are concerned, three municipalities offer the services of a full-time employee in the field
of recreation. In Bouctouche, there is a recreation director who also manages other programs; in Saint-Louis-de-
Kent, an employee manages the pool facility; and in Saint-Antoine, there is a community development officer.

Approximately 75 non-profit organizations offer recreation activities or programs in the Kent region. As with
many activities and events, these organizations are mostly run by volunteers. The involvement of community
members in the Kent region is strong and facilitates the recreation supply.

As for financial resources, approximately 3 million dollars are invested yearly in recreation by the region’s
incorporated communities and LSDs. The operating budgets of the organizations involved in recreation would be
added to that. By extrapolating data collected through a survey of a number of those organizations (n=13), we
estimate their yearly investment in recreation to be close to 2.5 million dollars.

b. Programs and Services

Phase | to this Master Plan has resulted in the identification of more than 173 programs that have been recorded
in the Kent region. These programs were distributed as follows among the Greater Areas of:

» Sub-region of Bouctouche 50
» Sub-region of Kent-Centre 42
» Sub-region of Kent-South 41
» Sub-region of Saint-Louis-de-Kent.................. 17
» Sub-region of Rogersville 15
» First Nations 8

As for the communities with the greatest program supply, Bouctouche (26), Saint-Antoine (16), Richibucto (14),
Saint-Louis-de-Kent (12) and Cocagne (12) top the list.

The categories with the most activities are sports (108) and community events (58). The “physical activity and
playground” programs and the “cultural and arts” programs follow suite with respectively 40 and 20 activities.

Men and women have almost equal opportunities, whereas adults and seniors have access to more opportunities
than children and teens.

3ldem : http://www.krsc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/Rapport-final-CSR-de-Kent-21-janvier-2016-FR.pdf

13




In short, the variety of programs and services offered on the Kent RSC territory serves all population groups. Only
the cultural and artistic sectors seem to be less present in the region.

c. Facilities
The Kent RSC has several types of facilities:

43 indoor community spaces
34 outdoor sports fields

15 indoor sport courts

11 green spaces

9 recreational tourism facilities
5 arenas

3 play spaces

VVvVVyVYVYYVYY

In addition to the basic infrastructures, all of these facilities contain 103 community service amenities, 83 sports
amenities, 34 recreation amenities and 18 cultural amenities®.

Several large tourist attractions are also found on the Kent territory, as well as many schools which together
represent a great asset for the delivery of recreation programs and activities.

The summary assessment of the facilities carried out in Phase | presents a picture of a good but aging asset with
some accessibility problems for people with reduced mobility.

“The definitions and details are found in Phase |, at: http://www.krsc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/Rapport-final-
CSR-de-Kent-21-janvier-2016-FR.pdf




V. Consultations

The development of the Master Plan is based in large part on the input collected during the public consultation
meetings held in each community and one regional meeting. A number of other meetings and discussions also
allowed us to collect important information.

Every person residing on the Kent RSC territory received an invitation in the mail specifying the locations, dates
and language of the public meetings and indicating whether or not simultaneous translation would be offered.

a.June and September Consultation Sessionse

In order to validate the results of Phase 1 and determine the public’s priorities and needs in terms of regional
recreation planning, several consultation meetings were held in each of the communities located in the Kent
RSC'’s sub-regions.

Before starting this series of consultations, we met with the LSD’s served by the Kent RSC on June 1, 2016, at the
Aldouane Community Center. The purpose of this meeting was to encourage them to participate in the June and
September public consultation sessions. A total of 371 people took part in the 26 consultation sessions held in
June and September, which gives an average of 14 people per session (see participation chart in Appendix A). We
were able to organize a consultation session with only one of the First Nation communities located on the Kent
RSC territory, the Bouctouche First Nation.

b. October Regional Consultation Meeting

Following the 26 public consultation sessions held in June and September, a working document was developed
with proposed recommendations and was presented at a half-day regional consultation meeting held in
Richibucto on October 29. The individuals who were present at the 26 public consultation meetings were invited
to express their interest in taking part in the regional meeting by providing their contact information. Those who
had done so received a direct invitation. A general invitation was also sent to the population at large. A total of 48
people attended the meeting.

c. Various Meetings with Specific Groups

Three meetings held with the Kent RSC's master plan steering committee (May, July and October) allowed us to
discuss and clarify a number of methodological elements (planning and execution of meetings, content of the
plan, etc.) as well as content (in order to ensure that the mandate was properly carried out).

It should be mentioned that a multifunctional centre is currently being developed in the Kent North region.
To ensure the completeness of the consultation process, the consultant felt that it was important to meet with
members of the lead committee for this project. The purpose of this meeting, which was held in Richibucto
on June 29, 2016, was to gather as much information as possible about the project and clarify the roles and
expectations of both parties.
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VI. Needs

The needs were identified during previous steps (Phase I) and are summarized according to operational structure,
facilities, and programs and services.

a. Operational Structure

As mentioned in the recreation supply section, there are few paid employees in the field of recreation in the Kent
region. The recreation supply is essentially provided by volunteers.

Although the public consultations revealed that the population wants those volunteers to be supported,
participants feared that a costly centralized structure would encroach upon the work carried out by the volunteers,
thus resulting in a decrease in volunteer numbers.

In addition to the current three-million-dollar recreation investment by municipalities and LSDs, the idea of the
Kent RSC investing in facility improvement projects and recreation program management was quite well received
during the consultation sessions.

Financing for these investments would essentially come from property taxes, and the consultations indicate that
regardless of the adopted cost-sharing formula, the notion of equity must be central to the approach. It is also
important that this collaborative effort be made only after a common vision for the recreation supply has been
adopted. Appendix B illustrates a cost-sharing formula (capital and operations) with several interchangeable
variables.

In order to better coordinate the regional recreation planning efforts and support the work of volunteers, human
and financial resources are required.

b. Programs and Services

During the first phase of the study, we noted that a multitude of programs and services are offered to all groups
throughout the Kent region. The only sectors that seemed underrepresented were the cultural and artistic ones.
The public consultation exercise gave many communities the opportunity to voice their wishes with regards to
recreation activities and this wish list will serve to fill certain gaps in this area.

The Phase | and Phase Il consultations brought to light certain challenges with regards to promoting the recreation
supply, which result in duplications and scheduling conflicts. This situation can lead to low participation rates and
discourage the organizers of such activities and events. Considering the large number of organizations within the
region, coordination promotions is definitely a challenge.

The idea of a centralized reservation system for school facilities was well received during the consultation sessions,
but raised some concerns with regards to cost and efficiency. Participants did however suggest that this system
should include all types of facilities, and not only schools.

Communication tools and methods abound, but it is vital that communication efforts be coordinated and that the
people who develop the tools and methods are well trained.




c. Facilities

As mentioned in the recreation supply section, the first phase included a brief assessment of several facilities
located on the Kent RSC territory.

Surveys conducted among Kent residents and organizations highlighted participation patterns, levels of
participation and barriers to participation, as well as desired activities and facilities. Results indicate that the
public wants an arena, trails and a swimming pool, and the public consultations validated these preferences.
Such facilities are often a source of pride and identity.

The consultations also showed that maintaining and renovating existing facilities are a priority, as long as further
analysis does not confirm the need for new facilities. This analysis, which would take the form of feasibility
studies, must prove that there is a demand for activities and that this demand requires the development of new
facilities. Some concerns were raised with regards to trail maintenance.

The development of new regional facilities will obviously require the cooperation of several communities,

and the idea of cost-sharing is central to discussions revolving around this issue. Regardless of the formula
selected, it will have to be done so through a consensus and take into account the concept of fairness. Note that
communities would also like logistical and financial support for the development of local facility projects.

Before undertaking any feasibility study for the development of new facilities, it will be critical to clearly define
the big picture with regards to the condition of existing facilities. The important thing to consider with facilities
and any type of project is to ensure that financial resources are available and that the funds are fairly distributed
among local and regional projects that are sustainable.
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VIl. Recommendations

Each of the 20 recommendations covers the Kent RSC territory as a whole or at least two sub-regions. They can
be implemented by the Kent RSC in cooperation with various government and community stakeholders with a
recreation mandate.

In addition to these recommendations, Appendix C includes a list of desired projects, local (a municipality or a

LSD) or regional (a sub-region) in nature, for each of the communities. These projects were mentioned during the
public consultation sessions.

a. Regional Vision and Goals

The regional vision for recreation is as follows:

Recommendation 1:

The public improves its wellness by having access to quality recreation, leisure and cultural activities
and infrastructures in an attractive environment based mainly on the region’s human and natural
components.

Implementing the vision requires a firm commitment to:

Regional and local cooperation;

Regional and local public consultation;

Sustainable development and operation of recreation facilities;
Revitalized volunteerism;

Attracting a younger population;

Serving all socio-economic and socio-demographic subgroups.

vVvvvVvyyvyy

A description of the contextualization of the vision is presented in Appendix D.

b. Governance
Governance affects organizational structure, financial resources and communication.

Organizational structure

The organization of recreation in the Kent region depends on volunteers, and the need to support these
volunteers was expressed countless times throughout the Master Plan development process. For the time being
though, it is not necessary to implement a new regional structure dealing exclusively with recreation. This will
have to be done gradually and efficiently. The first step is to implement the Master Plan.




Recommendation 2:

That the Kent RSC hire a person responsible forimplementing the Master Plan and the action plan. To
implement the plan, the employee will, among other things:

» Develop specific action plans for each of the recommendations.

Help groups and organizations carry out local projects.

Identify required partners and consult them as needed for each of the recommendations.

Facilitate communication between recreation leaders in Kent County.

Identify the best means for promoting recreation activities in Kent County.

vvyvyy

For the first year, this person will be under the direct supervision of the Kent RSC. The Recreation Master Plan’s
implementation in the form of an action plan is presented in Appendix E. As mentioned, several ideas for local
projects were identified during the public consultation sessions in each of the Kent RSC’s communities. It will
therefore be important that the employee support these communities as they analyze, determine the feasibility
and carry out these local projects. Elsewhere, note that the communication plan for the Kent RSC Recreation
Master Plan is presented in Appendix F.

In the past few years, some communities within the sub-regions have explored the possibility of cooperating
more in the area of recreation. However, in the absence of adequate human and financial resources, these
discussions did not succeed. There needs to be a mechanism for reinitiating, organizing and encouraging this
cooperation within a sub-region or between two sub-regions.

Recommendation 3:
In addition to implementing the Master Plan, that the lead person hired by Kent RSC work with the sub-regions to
assess the feasibility of collaboration in hiring a recreation director by a municipality or group of communities.

Financial Resources

Feedback provided throughout the Master Plan development process indicates that a financial contribution
from the Kent RSC would provide invaluable support for recreation facility improvement projects and program
management.

According to the Kent RSC'’s assessments, each new property tax penny (1¢) throughout the territory of the Kent
RSC generates a total revenue of approximately $200,000 per year for the territory as a whole.

Recommendation 4:
That the Kent RSC seriously consider, in consultation with representatives of its different communities,
establishing a financial assistance program for recreation development on its territory.

This program would include two components:

Facility Component

The purpose would be to offer financial assistance for minor renovation/improvement projects or recreation
facility construction projects to a maximum of $50,000, representing a maximum of 90% of project costs.
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Management Component
The purpose would be to contribute a maximum of $40,000 annually, for a maximum of three years, to the hiring of
a person responsible for recreation in a sub-region. Afterwards, the communities within the sub-region would be

required to fund this position in its entirety.

The fund established for the financial assistance program could also set aside a percentage for larger territory-wide
projects or initiatives involving the cooperation of at least two sub-regions.

Communication

Despite the varied and numerous communication tools and mechanisms, a number of people say that they are
poorly informed of the recreation activities in their area. This phenomenon is widespread in part due to everyone
having their own special interests.

Nonetheless, we must continue to identify ways to improve communication and thus allow more people to
participate in recreation activities in the Kent region. During the consultations, a number of individuals suggested
focussing on local information and encouraging organizers to be in closer contact with one another in order to
prevent duplication and scheduling conflicts.

Due to the large number of organizations and activities on the Kent RSC territory, information and communication
are quite challenging.

Constant vigilance and coordination, as well as basic training, are therefore very important

Recommendation 5:

That the Kent RSC identify one or more partners to coordinate regular promotion of recreation activities
for each sub-region through the use of appropriate tools and mechanisms, both traditional and new (i.e.,
community newsletters, e-briefs, Web pages, social media, billboards, newspaper, radio, etc.).

This would be a user-fee service, provided at a reasonable cost to organizations, as it is a regular service offered by
promotion and communication professionals.

The next recommendation can be a spinoff of the previous one or could be a separate initiative aimed at providing
volunteers with new or increased communication knowledge or skills.

Recommendation 6:

That the Kent RSC offer training sessions to volunteers in charge of promoting their organization’s activities
in order to improve their communication knowledge and skills, both electronic (e.g. social media) and
traditional.




c. Facilities

The facility-related recommendations deal with issues of sustainability, support and renovation. They also list the
public’s desired venues, including multifunctional centers, a swimming pool and trails.

Facility Validation Criteria

The decision to maintain existing facilities or build new ones is guided by certain criteria. Although there are no
standards per se dictating the number of facilities required in a geographical area, certain principles may help
guide these decisions.

Usage and attendance rates as well as trends are often taken into consideration when managing recreation
facilities.

Recommendation 7:
That the Kent RSC undertake feasibility studies to identify activity demand and the need for a facility to meet
this demand before proceeding with the construction of major facilities (regional or sub-regional).

Appendix G describes the approach to follow when carrying out a feasibility study.

For local projects, such as the development or enhancement of parks or community gardens, a community
development approach is recommended (see Appendix H). This approach is based on supporting community
groups who wish to develop this type of project. The support could take the form of identifying funding sources,
selecting equipment, etc.

Recommendation 8:
That the Kent RSC establish a support mechanism for community groups wishing to develop local recreation
facility projects.

Facility Renovation

According to participants in the consultation sessions, recreation and community facilities are a source of
community pride and identity. It was clearly stated that meeting and gathering places which are important to the
community “must be safequarded”.

A first evaluation of the physical condition of recreational facilities carried out in Phase | (summer 2015) indicates
that facilities are generally in good condition, although several are somewhat aging (dating from the 70s or 80s).
In addition to the initial identification and assessment exercise carried out in summer 2015, there remains work to
be done to better determine the condition and use of these facilities.

People are very attached to their facilities (especially community centers) and we have particularly seen a desire
to ensure that they are preserved through renovation, rather than replaced.

Recommendation 9:
That the Kent RSC carry out a detailed facility review in order to develop a regional community asset map. This
map will include community centers, senior citizen centers, playgrounds and sports fields.
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A“detailed review” includes an assessment carried out by building and safety experts.

In order to renovate existing recreation facilities and keep them in good condition, it is important to act now to
implement two of the recommendations (numbers 10 and 4) because the facility owners need financial support,
among other things.

Recommendation 10:
That the Kent RSC increase the Government of New Brunswick’s awareness of the importance of financially
supporting organizations to enhance or replace recreational facilities in New Brunswick.

Multifunctional Centres

Although the traditional concept of an arena has evolved to become that of a multifunctional center with an ice
surface and other amenities, there still exists a need for a new facility of this type, especially in the sub-region of
Kent-Centre. Let’s reiterate that with the closure of the Sainte-Marie and Richibucto arenas in recent years and the
imminent closure of the Bouctouche Forum, local residents must travel longer distances to access an ice surface.

At the time of drafting this Master Plan, a committee had already been working on the construction of a
multifunctional center with ice surface in Richibucto for a year. Part of the population has already expressed an
interest in this center. Also, when comparing Kent territory’s arena/population ratio with that of similar regions
(standards), this project really makes sense.

Recommendation 11:
That the Kent RSC support the steering committee in its efforts to build a multifunctional center for the
sub-regions of Kent-Centre and Saint-Louis.

This multifunctional concept can also be useful elsewhere on the Kent RSC territory. Indeed, the Bouctouche
and Kent-South Greater Areas have demonstrated an interest in exploring the possible development of a similar
facility, but without the ice surface.

Recommendation 12:
That the Kent RSC ensure a feasibility study be undertaken for a multifunctional center with a pool and
other recreation amenities (excluding an ice surface) in the sub-regions of Bouctouche and Kent-South.

Pool

The Saint-Louis-de-Kent swimming pool is the only venue of its kind anywhere on the Kent RSC territory. It is
clear that the people consulted want it to remain in operation. Built in 1977, this pool does however require
major renovations.

Recommendation 13:

That the Kent RSC support the Saint-Louis-de-Kent pool renovation project while considering the
possibility of extending its funding to the Saint-Louis-de-Kent and Kent-Centre sub-regions as a whole in
order to increase services.




Trails

The Kent RSC territory is home to several trails, some of which serve walkers while others are used for biking,
snowmobiling and four-wheeling. It is worth repeating here that the most popular physical activity in Canada
and Kent County is walking. Being able to walk on footpaths without the presence of motor vehicles (ATV,
motorcycle, snowmobile) is a definite concern.

Several trail sections are often in poor condition despite the work carried out by active clubs. It appears that
these clubs work in isolation and cooperate very little with each other.

This portfolio (trails) is complex and must be developed within a systematic approach spread out over several
years. It is preferable to begin by connecting trails within a sub-region before considering a network of trails
covering the entire Kent RSC territory.

Recommendation 14:
That the Kent RSC consult the ATV and snowmobile clubs from the sub-regions to determine their interest
in connecting trails within each sub-region.

Such a consultation will assess the willingness of each club to cooperate on this type of project a