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Project Overview
The Athletic Field Review project was approved by City Council in March 2016 and launched in the fall of 2016. 
While allocations was the focus of the project, the Athletic Field Review also looked at a number of other areas 
that impact allocations and the overall provision of athletic fields in the city. These areas included management 
and maintenance practices, partnerships, user group communications and the overall inventory of fields in the 
city. A review of these areas helped identify the current state of athletic field provision in the city and potential 
future needs and priority areas.

The overarching intent of the Athletic Field Review project is to provide the City with strategic guidance that 
can inform future decision making policy and ensure the City’s provision of athletic fields is focused, efficient 
and optimized.

Research and Engagement Inputs
The recommendations provided in this document are the product of engagement and research. The following 
graphic identifies the engagement and research methods that were used and the overall project process. As 
reflected in the graphic, the detailed engagement and research findings can be found under separate cover in 
the “What We Heard” Report and Research Summary Report. 

Recommendations



Provided in this study document are fourteen draft recommendations that are intended to enhance and optimize 
the provision and delivery of athletic fields. These recommendations have been organized into the following 
topic areas:

•	 Inventory Management: The overall approach to managing the current athletic field inventory.

•	 Allocations and Fees: The manner in which the City provides users with access to athletic fields.

•	 Communications and Customer Service: The methods and processes by which the City communicates 
and interacts with athletic field users (groups and the public).

•	 Future Planning and Partnerships: Processes and protocols used by the City to plan future athletic field 
development and undertake partnership identification, formation and evaluation.

The draft recommendations can be organized into the following key themes and strategic directions:

•	 The athletic field inventory should be organized into a classification system. Doing so will enable the City 
to better identify gaps, develop clear maintenance standards and better align users with the right types/
levels of fields. (See Recommendations #1, 2, 7.)

•	 Data collection and analysis should be enhanced and used across athletic field management and planning.  
(See Recommendation #3.)

•	 A new process for the allocations of athletic fields should be adopted. This process should sustain the 
opportunity for Community Centres to have prioritized access to athletic fields for youth sports programs, 
however the existing practice of blanket booking should be removed. Three potential approaches have 
been identified for consideration. (See Recommendations #4 and 5.)

•	 Annual cost recovery targets for athletic fields should be established and used to set fees on an annual basis.  
(See Recommendation #6.)

•	 The three hour booking block should be adjusted to one hour to maximise efficiency and optimize the use 
of the existing field inventory. (See Recommendation #8.)

•	 The City should invest in additional resources that will enhance the ability to provide timely customer 
service, collect and analyze data (field use, demographics, trends, etc.) and coordinate important 
processes (e.g. field inspections and allocations). This investment in additional resources will have a 
downstream effect which will optimize all aspects of athletic field provision. (See Recommendation #9. 
This recommendation is also required to fully implement many of the recommendations provided.)

•	 The City should invest in web based and mobile tools that can enhance customer service and user 
convenience. (See Recommendation #10.)

•	 Opportunities for spontaneous/unstructured play on athletic fields should be promoted. (See Recommendation #11.)

•	 Future planning and capital investment in athletic fields should be linked to targeted provision levels 
(based on a classification system and gap identification) and focused on multi-field “hub” sites. Prioritizing 
the development of these sites in new and growing communities can help address geographic gaps and 
meet user group needs. (See Recommendations #12 and #14.)

•	 Future partnership decisions should be based on clear and transparent evaluation protocols that consider 
a variety of factors and make the best use of public resources. (See Recommendation #13.)
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Project Context
Opportunities for residents of all ages and ability levels to be active 
and engaged in physical activity is an important cornerstone of 
a vibrant city. The City of Winnipeg realizes the social, economic 
and community value of providing residents with recreation and 
sport opportunities and continues to invest significantly in the 
infrastructure that supports these activities. When looking at the array 
of recreation and sport facility types that are operated or otherwise 
supported by the City, athletic fields comprise the greatest overall 
quantity and variety of these spaces. Athletic fields also support 
numerous different activity types which include both structured/
organized programs and spontaneous play. In total, there are 661 
standalone fields located on City property. The following chart reflects 
the total inventory of fields, including joint use fields and overlapping 
fields (those that encroach onto each other thus limiting use to one 
group at a time). 

Type Baseball
Combo 

Football/Soccer
Cricket 
Pitches*

Disc 
Sport

Football Rugby Soccer Total

Total Amount of Fields 
(overlapping** occurs)

358 24 2 26 22 5 534 971

Standalone Fields  
(no overlapping** occurs)

277 24 2 16 22 5 455 801

*	 These numbers reflect dedicated cricket pitches. However cricket is also 
played on other outdoor surfaces (e.g. soccer fields, community parks).

**	 The term “overlapping” refers to fields that encroach onto each other  
(e.g. ball diamond outfield that overlaps onto a soccer field) and/or can  
be configured into different sizes. 

The provision of athletic fields in Winnipeg involves numerous 
partnerships and collaborations with user groups and community 
organizations. Two significant forms of partnerships include 
lease agreements with user groups (over 90 fields are under 
lease agreements) and the opportunity for Community Centres 
to blanket book the athletic fields adjacent to their Centres and 
allocate them to youth user groups. Community Centres can also 
opt to maintain these fields through the Sweat Equity Maintenance 
program. Overall responsibility for athletic field management 
and maintenance is the responsibility of the City’s Public Works 
Department, specifically the Parks and Open Space Division. 
Allocation (booking) of the fields is resourced by Public Works, 
however the bookings clerk is an employee of the Community 
Services Department. 
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Definitions

The term blanket book(ing) when 
used in this document refers to 
the current practice which allows 
Community Centres to retain all 
available time at athletic fields in 
their catchment area. Community 
Centres also have the ability to 
generate additional revenue by 
booking weekend field time to 
tournaments and adult sport user 
groups.

The term Community Centre 
Athletic Field Reservation, 
which is introduced in the 
recommendations section,  
refers to the booking of all 
available time for a defined  
period of time (e.g. April 15 –  
June 15) based on the 
demonstrated season of  
play/use.



City allows Community
Centres to blanket 
book �elds adjacent to 
their community centres. 

City provides capital 
support (land and/or $) 
to groups that develop 
their own �elds.

City directly allocates and 
collects fees from adult 
user groups.

Youth users also have priority 
access to �eld time though 
the City.Community C

entres allocate tim
e to 

youth users a
nd collect fe

es fo
r th

e City.

Lease and partner groups determine �eld allocations

and fees (youth fees remitted to the City).

Lease and partner groups determine 

�eld allocations and fees.

City permits Community Centres to collect tournament fees 

(including from adult users) on weekend from �elds that 

they “blanket book”.

City of Winnipeg
Athletic Field Inventory

Lease and 
Partner Groups

Youth
Users

Schools

Adult
Users

Community
Centres

2

Fees are currently collected from the majority of youth user groups on a per participant basis through Community Centres and youth 
sports organizations. Athletic fields that remain within the City’s inventory are booked using 3 hour blocks of time. The following graphic 
illustrates the current allocations protocol for athletic fields maintained by the City.
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Project Background and Methodology
The Athletic Field Review project was approved by City Council in March 2016 and launched in the fall of 2016. The following 
statement provides an overview of the intended project purpose:

“It is envisioned this plan will form the framework for an implementation strategy and field allocation policy recommendations that 
will guide the City over the coming years. The implementation strategy will identify all risks, costs and implications associated 
with each aspect of the athletic field booking recommendation alternatives so that the rationale behind the recommended policy 
is transparent to the public and the elected officials. The recommendation should include options that are affordable and support 
the public’s willingness to pay for the field use.”1

While allocations was the focus of the project, the Athletic Field Review also looked at a number of other areas that impact 
allocations and the overall provision of athletic fields in the city. These areas included management and maintenance practices, 
partnerships, user group communications and the overall inventory of fields in the city. A review of these areas helped identify the 
current state of athletic field provision in the city and potential future needs and priority areas. 

Research and engagement was critical to the Athletic Field Review project. As reflected in the following graphic, a number of 
different research and engagement methods were used to gather the information and data that was required to develop the strategic 
content (recommendations and policy framework) provided in this study document.

1	 From the Request for Proposal document.

Purpose of the Athletic Field Review Study Document
The overarching intent of the Athletic Field Review project is to provide the City with strategic guidance that can inform future decision 
making policy and ensure the City’s provision of athletic fields is focused, efficient and optimized. The chart below further explains the 
content provided in each of the following sections of this study document.

Athletic Field Review Document Section Section Overview

Section 2: Research and Engagement Summary
Summary of key research and engagement findings (detailed 
findings published under separate cover in the “What We Heard” 
Report and Research Summary Report). 

Section 3: Recommendations 
Identification of potential areas of optimization, enhancement,  
and change for athletic field provision in the city. 

Section 4: Draft Athletic Fields Allocation Policy Framework
Draft framework that can be used to guide the development/
formalization of a new Athletic Fields Allocations Policy. 

Section 5: Implementation Strategy
Identification of implementation tactics, timing and resource 
requirements. 
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Summarized in this section are key themes and findings 
from the research and engagement that was conducted for 
the Athletic Field Review project. The detailed research and 
engagement findings have been published under separate 
cover in the “What We Heard” Report (engagement findings) 
and Research Summary Report (non-engagement research 
findings). Pertinent research and engagement findings are also 
identified for the topic areas and recommendations provided in 
Section 3.

As previously identified, the collection and analysis of this 
information and data formed the basis of the recommendations 
and draft policy framework outlined in forthcoming sections 
of this document. This information and data also provides 
a resource that can be used to inform future planning and 
decision making beyond the scope of this project.
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Engagement Summary—From 
the “What We Heard” Report

Overview (Methods and Responses)
The following chart summarizes the engagement mechanisms 
that were used to collect feedback from the public, stakeholders 
and user groups. 

Engagement Mechanism Responses/Participation Levels

User Group Questionnaire 31

Public Web Survey 814

Stakeholder Discussions 17 sessions

Focus Groups 4 sessions

Key Themes and Findings 

User Group Questionnaire

•	 Responding groups/organizations indicated that the top 
three factors that influence their organization’s year-to-
year participation numbers are: having sufficient numbers 
of coaches/instructors/volunteers (57%); program costs 
for participants (53%); and competition with other types of 
programs/activities (47%).

•	 Forty-eight percent (48%) of responding groups/organizations 
indicated that the current athletic fields in Winnipeg “completely” 
meet their needs while 44% indicated that their needs are 
“somewhat” being meet.

•	 Approximately half (52%) of responding groups/organizations 
indicated that they currently have access to enough athletic field 
time. Forty-one percent (41%) indicated that their organizations do 
not have access to enough field time. These groups commonly 
identified access to fields of sufficient quality and limited access 
to fields that are blanket booked. Seven percent (7%) of groups 
were unsure.

•	 Nearly one-third (30%) of responding groups/organizations 
indicated that they would be willing to pay more to access 
better quality fields.

•	 Responding groups/organizations indicated a strong desire 
for enhanced online or mobile tools for booking fields and 
providing feedback related to specific field issues.

Public Web Survey

•	 Ninety-four percent (94%) of public web survey participants 
use athletic fields in Winnipeg.

•	 The top three barriers to use identified were: poor quality of 
athletic fields (67%), lack of amenities (45%), and booking 
conflicts (32%).

•	 Enhancing athletic field quality and supporting existing user 
groups were identified as the top two priority areas for future 
athletic field planning.

•	 Nearly one-third (31%) of respondents think that user fees should 
recover 0% to 25% of overall athletic fields costs and twenty-eight 
percent believe that 25% to 50% is a fair recovery rate. Less than 
half of respondents (41%) indicated that the City should target 
recovery of over 50% for athletic fields.

•	 If new athletic fields are required in the future, 61% of 
respondents indicated that partnerships should be a 
primary method to fund projects and 51% indicated that 
the City should look to re-allocate resources from under-
utilized athletic fields. Just under half of respondents (44%) 
indicated that user fees should be a primary funding method 
and only 19% indicated that property taxes should be a 
primary funding method.

Stakeholder Discussions and Focus Group Sessions

•	 Overall field quality issues were frequently identified  
by stakeholders.

•	 Various opinions exist on the practice of blanket booking fields 
to Community Centres. While some stakeholders believe that this 
system works well, others identified issues and suggested that the 
City needs to revisit this approach.

•	 Many user groups believe that multi-field “hub” sites should be 
a priority for future athletic field planning and new development. 
However, comments were also provided on the need to ensure 
that activity and use is sustained on existing fields in mature 
communities (concerns that developing more multi-field sites 
may draw usage away from these existing community fields).

•	 Issues with athletic field capacity (having access to enough 
field time) were most frequently identified by adult groups 
and “emerging” sports.

•	 Interactions with the City are generally positive; however, 
some room for improvement exists. The need for timely 
response from the City to issues and inquiries was 
commonly mentioned.

•	 Stakeholders indicated that the City needs to get a better 
sense of its “actual” inventory of quality fields and better 
understand the degree to which booked fields are being used. 
These comments related to utilization were generally directed 
at those fields which are blanket booked.

•	 It was suggested by a number of stakeholders that an 
investment in support amenities (e.g. washrooms, parking, 
storage) could help make better use of existing fields.
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Research (Non-Engagement) Summary—
From the Research Summary Report 

Overview (Methods)
Methods used to collect non-engagement research and  
data included:

•	 Review of current practices.

•	 Review of background planning documents.

•	 Analysis of utilization data and revenues. 

•	 Trends and leading practices research. 

•	 Benchmarking (comparison to other municipalities).

Key Themes and Findings
•	 Overall field quantity does not appear to be deficient based on the demand analysis 

and benchmarking. The one potential exception (based on benchmarking) is artificial 
turf fields. However, it is important to note that needs for artificial turf fields are often 
dependent on local market characteristics, including: ability/willingness to pay for 
access to artificial turf, climate, demand during "shoulder" seasons (spring and fall) 
and quality of the natural surface field inventory.

•	 Multi-use and multi-field sites continue to be a trend observed in many urban centres. 
Benefits include: increased tournament hosting capabilities, operational efficiencies 
and the ability to cluster support amenities. However, as these sites often require a 
quantity of land that is beyond what is accrued through reserve dedications acquired 
through development, many municipalities are choosing to include capital allocations 
for the purchase of land. 

•	 Municipalities and sport organizations continue to seek alignment with Canadian 
Sport for Life (CS4L) and the Long Term Athletic Development framework (LTAD).

•	 Youth users pay significantly less to access fields than do adults. 

•	 The quantity of hours booked through the City has decreased since 2012 (~16%).  
Available data also suggests an overall decrease in the number of youth participants.

•	 Revenue from rental fees has trended downwards from 2012 ($290,944) to 2017 ($273,477).

•	 The City of Winnipeg has a unique rates and fees approach compared to other 
Canadian cities. Notable differences include:

»» Per participant user fee for youth (collected using an honour system from user 
groups through the Community Centres).

»» Single rate for adult users (most cities have 3 – 5 pricing levels linked to quality/
type/class of field).

»» Three hour bookings block (most municipalities use a one hour block of time 
and build transition time into the bookings system).

•	 The city continues to experience steady growth. Like most urban centres 
provincially and nationally, Winnipeg is evolving and diversifying.

•	 Winnipeg is experiencing new residential growth in outlining South West and South 
East areas of the city. Parts of North West Winnipeg have also experienced growth 
in recent decades. Overall, athletic field provision is less in many newer communities 
compared to more mature areas of the city and some geographic gaps appear to exist.



7

Se
ct

io
n

Provided in this section are 14 recommendations that are intended 
to enhance and optimize the provision and delivery of athletic fields. 
These recommendations have been organized into the following 
topic areas:

•	 Inventory Management: The overall approach to managing 
the current athletic field inventory.

•	 Allocations and Fees: The manner in which the City provides 
users with access to athletic fields.

•	 Communications and Customer Service: The methods and 
processes by which the City communicates and interacts 
with athletic field users (groups and the public).

•	 Future Planning and Partnerships: Processes and protocols 
used by the City to plan future athletic field development and 
undertake partnership identification, formation and evaluation. 

It is important to note that while some of these recommendations 
suggest changes in how the City provides athletic fields, others are 
simply intended to re-embed or further build upon practices that 
are already in place. In some instances, the recommendations 
provided also suggest the need for additional planning to address 
a potential information gap or further define needs for a specific 
type of field or geographic area. A number of the recommendations 
provided in this section also form the basis for the draft Allocation 
Policy Framework outlined in Section 4. 
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Topic Area: Inventory Management

Current Situation Overview
The Parks and Open Space Division, within the City’s Public Works Department, is responsible 
for the overall management of athletic fields in the city that are not privately managed or owned. 
The City books some school fields and also undertakes basic maintenance functions (e.g. top-
dressing, aerating, fertilizing and mowing) at some school sites. The City’s inventory of athletic 
fields is diverse and includes a mix of field types, quality levels and available support amenities. 
Over three-quarters of the City’s athletic field inventory consists of standalone fields. 

The maintenance of athletic fields are primarily conducted by a combination of City 
staff and Community Centres. Through the “Sweat Equity Maintenance Program”, 
Community Centres are provided with the option to maintain and upkeep athletic fields 
located on their site and within their catchment area in exchange for grant funding 
from the City. The program is administered through the General Council for Winnipeg 
Community Centres (GCWCC) who are provided with an annual grant (2017 was 
$350,300 as approved by Council). The program has two tiers:

•	 Full maintenance

•	 Assisted Maintenance

Community Centres are not required to participate in the program. If a Community 
Centres chooses not to participate, the City assumes responsibility for maintenance 
of the fields located on their site or within their catchment area. Currently of the 63 
Community Centres, 46 participate in the “Sweat Equity Maintenance” Program. 
Approximately 328 fields receive full maintenance and 68 fields receive assisted 
maintenance. Community Centres can opt to perform full field maintenance at one location, 
while providing assisted field maintenance (or none at all) at a different location.

The City currently categorizes fields within its inventory in the following manner:

•	 Blanket Booked Fields: Fields located in the catchment area of a Community 
Centre that are currently available for blanket booking.

•	 League/Casual Fields: Fields that may be booked for either league or casual play.

•	 Leased Fields: Fields under a lease agreement, where the fields are maintained 
and managed by the lessee/user group, on behalf of the City. The lessee has 
exclusive use of the fields for their requisite sport.

•	 Walk-On Only Fields: Fields that are designated as non-bookable to accommodate 
walk-on play; intended for use on a first-come, first-serve basis.

While the City does have the above categories of field types, there is not currently a 
system in place to classify fields within the City’s inventory based on size or quality.  
As such, these factors are not formally taken into account during the allocations process.

As further described in the Allocations and Fees topic area and recommendations, the City  
has a relatively good understanding of its athletic field revenues. However, the expenditures 
to provide athletic fields are integrated with other parks and open space services and thus 
challenging to delineate. It has been determined that cost recovery for athletic fields is 
approximately 15%. 
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Engagement and Research Considerations
•	 A variety of perspectives exist on current athletic field quality and maintenance standards 

among user groups and stakeholders. Issues with field quality and maintenance were 
expressed by stakeholders during the interviews and discussion sessions. However, the  
majority of respondents to the User Group Questionnaire identified that current 
athletic fields either “completely” or “somewhat” meet their needs. 

•	 Field quality was identified as the top barrier to athletic field use by Public Web Survey 
respondents (67% identified field quality as a barrier). 

•	 A lack of clarity exists around the actual (“functional”) inventory of athletic fields in the city.  
During the stakeholder discussions and in the comments provided in the User Group 
Questionnaire, there was skepticism expressed over whether the City has an accurate 
understanding as to the number of athletic fields that are of “playable” condition.  
The perspective held by some is that the quantity of “playable” fields is significantly less 
than the inventory numbers presented in project materials (e.g. 971 total athletic fields 
in the city).

•	 Benchmarking and demand analysis research suggests that the overall quantity of fields 
in the city is sufficient. On a per resident basis, Winnipeg is consistent with other cities in 
the overall provision of athletic fields. However, it is important to note that benchmarking 
research is challenged to compare quality of provision (e.g. turf quality, amenity provision). 
As Winnipeg does not have a classification system based on the quality of fields and 
amenity provision, benchmarking analysis was not able to compare the proportion of 
field types (e.g. % of “A” fields) to the other cities.

•	 The majority of comparator municipalities have a classification system that is 
aligned with field quality and amenities. 

•	 Winnipeg, like most large urban centres in Canada, is continuing to diversify. 
Interests in sport and recreation pursuits are also evolving and have led to 
demands for new types of spaces and facilities.

•	 Current practices such as the ability for Community Centres to blanket book fields 
and the three hour booking block are current factors that impact the City’s ability to 
analyze and manage the current inventory.

»» The three hour booking block results in unused field time as not all users require 
a full three hour block for games/practices. 

»» The practice of blanket booking removes a significant proportion of the athletic 
field inventory from City bookings. While this long-standing practice benefits 
many established youth user groups it presents barriers for some newer and 
emerging groups and also limits the revenue that can be generated through  
City bookings.
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Recommendation #1: The City should develop a classification 
system for athletic fields that is based on field quality and 
available amenities.

The following chart outlines a potential classification system, including the characteristics 
and amenities pertaining to each class of field. This new classification system should be 
transparent and communicated to all athletic field stakeholders.

*	 Example Only: Naming, amenities and site characteristics will require further refinement. 

Athletic Field Class
Potential naming protocol.

Characteristics/Description
Examples of distinguishing features that could be used to classify  
the inventory.

Types of Fields
Based on the current inventory and categorization,  
potential types of fields that would fit into the class.

Premier (A) •	 Multi-field “hub” site, artificial turf field or premier  
natural surface field.

•	 Includes high level of on-site support amenities  
(e.g. washrooms, grandstand spectator seating,  
change facilities, lights, scoreboard, irrigation,  
portable nets, storage, dugouts).

•	 Partner/lease sites. 

•	 Selected premier fields and multi-field 
sites within the City’s inventory. 

Community (B) •	 Regularly maintained field with basic functional amenities.

•	 Likely to be located on a community park site. 

•	 Athletic fields that are currently 
 blanket booked by Community 
 Centres and maintained through  
the Sweat Equity Maintenance Program. 

•	 Athletic fields within the City’s inventory 
with regular levels of use. 

Neighborhood (C) •	 Basic “playfield” spaces with reduced levels of maintenance 
and amenities. 

•	 Likely to have some barriers that impact playability for 
programmed use (e.g. quality of turf, size, lack of amenities, 
size of backstop, overlap, and field orientation).

•	 Many school sites. 

•	 “Walk on” fields.

•	 Selected fields in the City’s inventory that 
do not receive enhanced maintenance 
and have reduced levels of use.

It is also suggested that the City enhance a maintenance and service level protocol 
for each class of field that could apply to both City maintained fields and those that 
are maintained by community centres and other partner organizations. This protocol 
should include:

•	 Annual spring (start-up) and fall (shut-down) maintenance programs.

•	 Grass cutting and line marking frequency.

•	 Site care (e.g. litter pick-up).

•	 Field quality inspection including field amenities (e.g. goals, player’s boxes, etc.).

The above noted requirements should also be integrated into the Sweat Equity 
Maintenance Program and lease agreements with partner groups. It is also important 
that the City communicate the maintenance and service protocol to user groups and other 
stakeholders. Doing so will increase clarity and understanding as to the level of care 
provided for each class of field. 

Recommendation Rationale and Benefits

•	 Provides a structure from which to allocate, maintain, assess and plan athletic fields. 

•	 Helps more clearly communicate to users the level of service provided at each 
field/site.

•	 Aligns field quality and levels of use with the level of maintenance care provided.

•	 Potential to align fees (revenues) with expenditures for different classes of fields.
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Recommendation #2: The City should align its inventory and 
assessment data with a classification system (such as the example 
proposed in Recommendation #1).

The City currently has inventory and assessment data on file through its asset management 
practices and the ongoing inspections of athletic fields. This data is likely sufficient to 
classify most fields based on quality, typology and amenities. However, some additional 
resources will required in the following areas:

•	 Organization of the existing data in alignment with the new classification system. 

•	 Adjustments to inspection and assessment checklists in alignment with the new 
classification system. 

•	 Clarification of key attributes/characteristics/definitions that could impact the 
classification of fields that fall into a grey area (e.g. barriers/issues that may warrant 
classifying a field as C vs. B). 

The tasks identified above are project based in nature and thus could be undertaken 
by additional short term/seasonal staff or could fall under the portfolio of the 
incremental permanent staff suggested earlier in this section of the document.

Recommendation Rationale and Benefits

•	 Aligns existing data and information with a classification system (creates better 
overall alignment across the management of athletic fields). 

Recommendation #3: The City should invest in the enhanced 
collection and analysis of athletic field data, including:

•	 Expenditures specific to athletic field provision.

•	 Utilization data from groups (consistent annual data that 
can be used to identify local trends and emerging user needs).

•	 Data from an athletic field inspector (including field and 
asset condition monitoring that is conducted throughout  
the year).

As previously noted, the City does have information on the physical athletic field 
inventory, there is a lack of data for a number of other important aspects that impact 
athletic field provision and decision making. Analysis of cost structures (expenditures) 
and actual utilization will help more accurately inform decision making and is required to 
undertake a number of the forthcoming recommendations provided in this document.

Recommendation Rationale and Benefits

•	 Provides further clarity as to the true cost of athletic field provision. 

•	 Provides a quantitative basis that can inform decision making (i.e rates and fees, 
maintenance investment, partnerships, etc.). 

•	 Assists the field booking technician in resourcing fields that are in-demand.
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Topic Area: Allocations and Fees

Current Situation Overview
A large proportion of the City’s athletic field inventory is blanket booked by Community 
Centres who then allocate these fields to youth sport organizations. Fees are collected 
for the City by the respective Community Centres on a per participants basis. The current 
per participant fee for youth is approximately $12. This fee increases by approximately 
2% each year as approved by Council as per the Fees and Charges Policy.

Athletic fields that remain in the City’s inventory (those fields that aren’t blanket booked by 
Community Centres) are allocated to user groups in three hour blocks of time. First priority 
for these fields are given to youth leagues, followed by adult leagues. Remaining field time 
is then available for casual bookings. The current cost to book a three hour block of 
field time from the City for adult use is $77.70.

Also located throughout the city are a number of leased athletic field sites. The lease 
holder organization is responsible for the allocations of these fields. 

As reflected in the adjacent chart, the City has collected revenues of $271,887 annually for 
athletic fields over the past two years. This figure represents a decrease from the average 
revenues collected from 2012 – 2015. Approximately 58% of athletic field revenues come 
from the fees collected from youth participants. In 2016, Community Centres reported 
13,914 youth which resulted in total youth based revenues of$163,629 (based on a 2016 
youth per participant fee of $11.76). As previously mentioned, the number of youth is self-
reported by Community Centres.

Engagement and Research Considerations 
•	 City bookings data reflects a gradual decline in the number of youth participants that 

contribute to the per participant fee and the overall hours booked by the City. This data is 
in contrast with the engagement findings (57% of User Group Questionnaire respondents 
indicated that their organizations expect to experience an increase in participation numbers) 
as well as available provincial and national participation trends. Potential explanations 
for this contrasting information are user groups accessing sport fields provided by lease 
holders and/or reporting discrepancies in the number of youth participants.

•	 Trends and leading practices reflect increased awareness and alignment nationally with 
Canadian Sport for Life (CS4L) and the Long Term Athlete Development (LTAD) framework. 
Many municipalities are integrating aspects of LTAD into allocation policies and practices 
to align with these standards and encourage user groups in their communities to follow 
best practices. Following CS4L and LTAD principles also helps provide a rationale for the 
public support (subsidization) of facilities and programs. 

»» Sixty-three percent (63%) of User Group Questionnaire respondents were aware 
of CS4L and LTAD.

»» Fourty-one percent (41%) of User Group Questionnaire respondents indicated 
that their organization uses/aligns with CS4L and LTAD. 

•	 Fifty-two percent (52%) of User Group Questionnaire respondents believe that the 
current allocation system is “good”. 

•	 The City of Winnipeg has a unique rates and fees approach compared to other 
Canadian cities. Notable differences include the three hour time block, per participant 
fee and single price point (most municipalities have multiple price points aligned with 
field classes).

•	 Various opinions and perspectives exist among user groups and stakeholders on the 
blanket booking of athletic fields by Community Centres. While this system works 
well for some user groups, it presents a barrier for others (e.g. existing adult user 
groups and new and emerging groups that are not historically embedded in the 
blanket booking system).

Year Revenues

Average (2016 – 2017) $271,887

Average (2012 – 2015) $305,488

2016 $270,296

2017 $273,477
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Research and Engagement Considerations 
(Continued)
•	 A number of adult user groups indicated that they are challenged to access sufficient 

athletic field time. Many adult user groups also expressed frustration over their inability 
to access fields that are blanket booked by Community Centres for an entire summer, 
even when youth sports are not currently ongoing.

•	 The practice of blanket booking reduces City revenue opportunities and impacts 
the ability to assist emerging and growing groups with field time needs.

•	 Forty percent (40%) of User Group Questionnaire respondents believe that the per 
participant youth fee system works well for their organization. 36% were unsure if  
the system works well and 23% indicated that the system does not work well for  
their organization. 

•	 User Group Questionnaire and Public Web Survey respondents indicated the 
following when asked about fair levels of cost recovery:

»» Public Web Survey: Thirty-one percent (31%) indicated that user fees should 
recover 0% to 25% of expenditures. Twenty-eight percent (28%) indicated that 
user fees should recover 25% to 50% of expenditures. Eighteen percent (18%) 
indicated that the City should target recovery of over 50% for athletic fields. 
Twenty-three percent (23%) were unsure.

»» User Group Questionnaire: Fifty percent (50%) of responding groups believe 
that the City should target cost recovery of 25% of less. Nineteen percent (19%) 
indicated that the City should target cost recovery of 25% to 50%. Eight percent 
(8%) indicated that cost recovery of 50% or more is fair. Twenty-three percent 
(23%) were unsure.

Recommendation #4: The City should adopt a new process for the 
allocations of athletic fields. Identified below are key overarching 
principles that should drive the allocations of athletic fields.

•	 Community Centres should continue to be provided with 
the opportunity to have prioritized access to athletic fields 
for youth sports programs; however, the existing practice of 
blanket booking should be modified. 

•	 The allocations of athletic fields should be aligned with clear 
and transparent rationale (demonstrated user need that is 
supported by data).

•	 Allocations practices should focus on making the most 
efficient and effective use of the athletic field inventory. 

•	 Allocations practices should be aligned with Canadian Sport 
for Life (CS4L) and the Long Term Athlete Development 
framework (LTAD). 

•	 Priority for athletic fields should follow the following  
overall hierarchy:

»» Youth (via Community Centres)

»» Youth and School User Groups (via the City)

»» Adults (via the City)
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The suggested removal of blanket booking will be the most significant change to the 
current allocations system. Described below are three approaches that could be considered 
to achieve the principles outlined on the previous page and implement potential changes to 
how Community Centres access field time on behalf of youth teams and programs. Each of 
these approaches reflects a different degree of change from the current situation and has 
associated implications.

Existing “Blanket Booking”
Allocations Approach

* Continuum re�ects degree of change.

Approach A
Shift from “Blanket Bookings” 

to “Community Centre 
Athletic Field Reservation”

Approach B
Community Centres

Request  Specific
Field Time

Approach C
City Allocates Specific 

Field Times to 
Community Centres

All three options require the City to collect accurate, consistent and up-to-date data from 
user groups to validate need and the quantity of field time that is allocated. As such, 
regardless of the option selected the City should require all groups to provide timely 
data to the City in the format requested. This data should include (at minimum) statistics 
on participant numbers, ages, practice and game requirements (those mandated by 
the league or sport governing body), and the nature of play (e.g. number of athletes in 
each age category and levels of play.

Definitions

The term blanket book(ing) when used in this document refers to the current 
practice which allows Community Centres to retain all available time at athletic fields in 
their catchment area. Community Centres also have the ability to generate additional 
revenue by booking weekend field time to tournaments and adult sport user groups.

The term Community Centre Athletic Field Reservation, which is introduced 
as follows, refers to the booking of all available time for a defined period of time 
(e.g. April 15 – June 15) based on the demonstrated season of play/use.

Approach A: Shift from Blanket Bookings to Community 
Centre Athletic Field Reservation.
Description: The City would allow Community Centres to reserve available time at 
fields located adjacent to their Centre for the season of play of the programs that utilize 
these respective fields (e.g. May – June). To continue receiving reservation privileges 
for the upcoming season, Community Centres would be required to:

•	 Submit a seasonal request to the City by March 1 of each year for fields within their 
catchment area.

•	 Pay the per participant youth fee by May 15.

•	 Demonstrate >75% prime time utilization during all time that is block booked 
(“prime time” utilization refers to weekday evenings and weekend hours).  
* Will require the City to implement a system to obtain accurate utilization data from Community Centres. 



15

Approach B: Community Centres request specific field 
time from the City. 
Description: In contrast to Approach A in which the Community Centre would receive 
an entire block of time (e.g. 2 months) based on their demonstrated season of play, 
Approach B would require Community Centres to request specific times based on the 
game and practice schedules of the primary users in their catchment area. All other 
available time would remain in the City’s inventory. Outlined below are other potential 
requirements and aspects of this potential model:

•	 Community Centres would be required to submit a season request to the City by March 1  
based on expected field needs of regular user groups. These expected needs could 
be based on current registration numbers and/or last years registration numbers.

•	 The City would need to add a contingency (e.g. 20 – 30% more than requested) 
onto the requested field time to account for factors such as rainouts, schedule 
changes, increase in last minute registrations, etc. 

Approach C: The City allocates field time to  
Community Centres. 
Description: Using this approach, the City would allocate specific field time to 
Community Centres based on clear “standards of play” which could include:

•	 Assessed need based on participation numbers, level of play, age of participants, 
and league scheduling requirements.

•	 Recommended game and practice ratios as identified by Provincial and/or National 
Sport Organizations. 

Benefits and Limitations of the Potential Approaches
All of the three proposed approaches outlined above have associated benefits and 
potential limitations as further outlined in the following chart:

Approach Potential Benefits Potential Limitations

A: Shift from Blanket Bookings  
to Community Centre Athletic 
Field Reservation.

•	 Continues to provide Community Centres 
and their youth user organizations with 
flexibility during the season of play. 

•	 Will moderately increase the City’s inventory 
of bookable field time that can be made 
available to new and emerging groups. 

•	 Utilization requirements (>75% of prime time) 
will place increased focus on ensuring fields 
that are booked are actually being used.* 

•	 Field time will not be available for the City to 
book during the identified season of play. 

•	 This model will require the City to implement 
a system or process to track actual field 
utilization which could be challenging for 
the City and Community Centres. 

B: Community Centres request 
specific field time from the City.

•	 Potential to more significantly (in comparison 
to Approach A) increase the City’s inventory 
of bookable field time that is made available 
to new and emerging groups. 

•	 Further aligns bookings with actual demand.

•	 Likely to require increased human resource 
requirements (staff and/or volunteers) for 
Community Centres.

•	 Likely to require increased human resource 
requirements for City bookings staff and 
field inspections.

•	 The nature of athletic field use requires a 
degree of flexibility (e.g. to account for rainouts 
and rescheduling).

C: The City allocates field time 
to Community Centres.

•	 Of the approaches presented, likely to most 
precisely align actual field needs with fields 
booked/allocated.

•	 Aligns allocations with clear and 
transparent standards of play.

•	 Establishing standards of play can be labour 
intensive and will require ongoing refinement 
(will require significant ongoing City human 
resource attention and collaboration with 
user groups).

*	 Prime time utilization could be easily calculated by requesting the overall hours of use through a standard reporting template that Community Centres are required 
to complete at the end of each season. Ex: If a Community Centre reserved a two month block of time (May – June) that would translate to approximately 260 prime 
time hours per field (weekdays at 3 hours per day, weekends at 8 hours per day). Therefore, a Community Centre would need to demonstrate 195 hours per use to 
meet the threshold of 75% prime time utilization. Some allocation could also be given within this threshold for rainouts and rest time (e.g. 10% of the 75%).
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Recommendation #5: It is suggested that the City develop and 
implement a user friendly process and tools for and in collaboration 
with user groups to return unused time during their season of 
play to the overall City inventory. This time would be available for 
the City to allocate and book to user groups that are looking for 
additional field time.

The approaches outlined in Recommendation #5 are intended to ensure greater alignment 
between field time booked and field time used. However regardless of the approach selected, 
there is still likely to be instances in which groups that book athletic fields (including Community 
Centres) have unused time that can be returned to the City’s inventory. Providing a simple, 
efficient and mutually beneficial process for these organizations to return unused field time to 
the City could help address overall capacity issues that were expressed by some adult users 
and emerging groups. By participating in this initiative, Community Centres and user groups 
will demonstrate a commitment to making the best use of available fields and could receive 
future credit/priority in the allocations process.

Recommendation Rationale and Benefits

•	 Potential to expand the City’s inventory of bookable athletic fields. 

•	 Helps address capacity and access issues experienced by some groups.

Recommendation #6: The City should set annual cost recovery 
targets for athletic fields and link these targets directly with fees. 

The following chart illustrates an example model that could be used to link cost recovery 
targets with athletic field fees.

Example Cost Recovery and User Fee Alignment Model

A B C D E F G H I

Cost 
Recovery 

Target

Expenditures
*Expenditures 

are for example 
purposes only 

(not actual 
figures)

Revenues 
Required to 
Meet Cost 
Recovery 

Target
(as identified 
in column A)

Youth 
Revenue 
Target

(set annual 
proportion of 
revenues that 

need to be 
generated from 

Community 
Centre 

bookings 
for youth 

programs)

City 
Bookings 
Revenue 
Target

(set annual 
proportion 
of revenues 
that need to 
be generated 
from fields 
that remain 
in the City's 
inventory)

Projected 
# of Per 

Participant 
Youth Fees

(number to 
be adjusted 

annually 
based on the 

previous year)

Projected 
# of Hours 

of City 
Bookings 
(number to 
be adjusted 

annually 
based on the 

previous year)

Required Per 
Participant 
Youth Fee

(based on 
the column F 

figure, this per 
participant 

fee is required 
to meet the 

cost recovery 
column 

identified in 
column A)

Required 
Average 

Hourly Fee 
for City 

Bookings
(based on 

the column 
G figure, this 

hourly fee 
is required 
to meet the 

cost recovery 
column 

identified in 
column A)

15% $2,000,000 $300,000 60% 40% 15,000 1,500 $12.00 $80.00
20% $2,000,000 $400,000 60% 40% 15,000 1,500 $16.00 $106.67
25% $2,000,000 $500,000 60% 40% 15,000 1,500 $20.00 $133.33

To implement a model like the one presented above, the City will need to clarify a number 
of key factors and inputs that influence the model, including:

•	 The most appropriate cost recovery target.

•	 Expenditures specific to athletic fields. These expenditures will need to include 
those for ongoing maintenance and upkeep as well as upgrades that can help 
increase field quality for identified fields in alignment with the classification system.

•	 The appropriate share to be collected from youth through the per participant youth 
fee vs. City bookings.
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Also key to developing and implementing the model will be the identification of an 
ongoing cost recovery target (column A in the chart). The City’s current cost recovery 
for athletic fields is estimated at 15%. It is suggested that the identification of a set  
and ongoing cost recovery target be undertaken as an implementation step emanating 
from this Athletic Field Review study. This process should involve input from Council, 
user groups, and stakeholders.

* Findings of interest from the Resident Survey: Nearly one-third (31%) of respondents 
think that user fees should recover 0% to 25% of overall athletic fields costs. Twenty-eight 
percent (28%) believe that 25% to 50% is a fair recovery rate. Eighteen percent (18%) 
of respondent households indicated that the City should target recovery of over 50% 
for athletic fields.

Recommendation Rationale and Benefits

•	 Establishes a clear rationale for how fees are set. 

•	 Helps ensure greater consistency in annual athletic field revenues.

Recommendation #7: If a classification system is implemented 
(such as the one proposed in Recommendation #1), the City should 
consider multiple price points for athletic fields.

The implementation of multiple price points presents the opportunity to further align 
the level of field provided to users with the fee paid by those users. It is also anticipated 
(based on engagement findings and trends) that the demand for higher quality fields 
(premier grass and artificial turf) and multi-field sites will continue to grow in the future. 
Implementing multiple price points will better position the City to project and model the 
financial impacts of future athletic fields that come online.

Recommendation Rationale and Benefits

•	 Creates alignment between user fees and the level of service provided.

•	 Over time, this will likely result in better alignment of user groups with the right 
type/class of field for their level of play or purpose.
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Recommendation #8: The City should adjust the three hour 
booking block to one hour.

The current three hour booking block has historically worked well for some users and 
activities that fit well within that time window or have self-adjusted to do so by booking 
multiple games or practices within a three hour booking. However the three hour block 
results in inefficiencies and excess downtime for users that only require a single game 
or practice time slot, especially during weekday evenings when available hours of play  
are dictated by the hours of daylight. The following chart outlines field “downtime” for 
three hour and one hour booking blocks. As reflected in the chart, moving to one hour  
booking would result in less downtime (more efficient use of field time) for shorter duration 
games and practices.

Game/Practice Length
Field “Downtime” with 
a 3 Hour Booking Block

Field “Downtime” with 
a 1 Hour Booking Block

60 minutes + 15 warm-up/transition time  
(75 minutes)

105 minutes 45 minutes 

* User group would be required 
to book 2 hours.

90 minutes + 15 warm-up/transition time  
(105 minutes)

75 minutes 15 minutes

* User group would be required 
to book 2 hours.

120 minutes + 15 warm-up/transition time  
(135 minutes)

45 minutes 45 minutes 

* User group would be required 
to book 3 hours.

160 minutes + 15 warm-up/transition time  
(175 minutes

5 minutes 5 minutes

* User group would be required 
to book 3 hours.

An additional benefit of moving to one hour booking blocks is the ability to better 
track “actual” field utilization as the number of hours booked is likely to more closely 
correspond to hours of play. Should the City undertake this recommendation, it will 
be important to ensure that the fee structure1 is positioned in such a way that doesn’t 
negatively impact revenues. The City will also need to build sufficient buffer time into 
the bookings system to allow for transition time between user groups.

Recommendation Rationale and Benefits

•	 Reduces athletic field “downtime” which is likely to result in increased athletic field 
capacity and associated revenue opportunities.

•	 Allows for better tracking and understanding of “actual” athletic field utilization.

1	 The development of a fee structure will first require the classification of existing fields and the 
determination of pricing levels (as suggested in the Recommendation #6).
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Topic Area: Communications  
and Customer Service

Current Situation Overview
Information on the athletic field allocations and booking process is available to current 
and prospective user groups on the City’s website and by calling 311. On average over 
the past two years, the City has issued 192 permits to user groups. The responsibility 
for issuing permits and reacting to user group inquiries falls under the purview of a 
single booking clerk. The resources of this position are divided between the Parks and 
Open Space Division and Community Services Department.

Engagement and Research Considerations
•	 A more prompt response from the City to deal with issues and inquiries was 

identified as a desired improvement by some stakeholders. 

•	 User groups and stakeholders identified a number of specific information sharing 
and communication improvements they would like to see occur, including: better 
communication of field closures, better online descriptions of field sites and 
amenities, and increased awareness of field locations. 

•	 Over half of Public Web Survey respondents would like to see an online athletic 
field “finder” tool and online or mobile tools for providing feedback and identifying 
field specific issues.

•	 Over three-quarters (70%) of User Group Questionnaire respondents would like to 
see online or mobile tools for booking fields and online or mobile tools for providing 
feedback and identifying field specific issues. Just under half of responding 
groups would also like to see the City provide information sessions (e.g. how 
the allocations/bookings system works) and approximately one-third of groups 
would like to participate in other training opportunities (i.e. Long Term Athlete 
Development, issues in sport, etc.). 

•	 Some user groups believe that “rogue” field users are an issue (individual or groups 
using fields that they did not book). User groups that mentioned the issue of “rogue” 
field users identified specific instances of confrontations with these groups/individuals, 
impacts on field quality and disruptions to their practices or games.

•	 Sixty-one percent (61%) of Public Web Survey respondents indicated that they use 
athletic fields for “pick-up” sports/casual play. 

•	 Thirty-two percent (32%) of Public Web Survey respondents identified “not sure 
which fields are available for use” as a barrier to accessing athletic fields.
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Recommendation #9: The City should invest in additional 
resources to support bookings functions, customer service,  
and optimize all aspects of athletic field provision.

Currently, booking and allocations responsibilities for athletic fields fall under a single City 
staff person in Community Services Department. This staff person also has responsibilities 
for the bookings of other City recreation assets (e.g. arenas). It is important to reiterate 
that as this staff person works in the Community Services Department they do not have 
departmental synergy with other aspects of athletic field management such as budgeting, 
operations and maintenance (these tasks are the responsibility of the Parks and Open 
Space Division of the Public Works Department).).

Engagement with user groups identified the need to more quickly respond to inquiries and issues.  
Additionally, a number of the recommendations presented in this document suggest the need to 
enhance the collection of data (field use, demographics, trends, etc.) and implement more rigorous 
requirements in the overall allocations and bookings of athletic fields. An investment in additional 
resources will enable the City to enhance and improve the efficiency of all aspects of athletic 
field provision. The increased collection and analysis of data will allow for the identification 
of local trends and shifts in utilization demands. Incremental resources will additionally result 
in increased lines of communication between bookings and maintenance functions as well as 
field users. These communication synergies will ultimately allow for the more optimal deployment 
of City maintenance crews and allow for a more timely response to user needs. 

To achieve the desired outputs of this recommendation it is suggested that 2.0 FTE be 
added to the coordination and ongoing provision of athletic fields in the city. While specific 
tasks and duties will require further refinement with human resources and through the 
implementation process resulting from this study, outlined below are specific tasks and 
functions for which these positions should fill. 

•	 Bookings and allocations. Resource investment should be dedicated to bookings 
and allocations functions. Doing so will improve customer service with user groups 
(quicker response times to inquiries) and the collection of data from user groups. 

•	 Utilization and trends analysis. Resource investment should be dedicated to the analysis 
of data collected from user groups and available through the City’s bookings software.  
This time allocation will allow for the City to more proactively identify trends and 
participation shifts and provide data that can be used in operations and capital planning. 

•	 Inventory management and operations. Resource investment should be dedicated 
to the coordination of the overall athletic field inventory. Evaluating field conditions 
(annual or bi-annual inspections), updating the inventory database and classification 
system and using this data in the scheduling of maintenance and operational 
resources should be key aspects of this suggested investment. 

Recommendation Rationale and Benefits

•	 Improved overall customer service (including the ability to respond to inquiries and 
issues in a timelier manner). 

•	 Enhanced relationship building opportunities between the City and user groups. 

•	 Enhanced ability to collect and analyze athletic field data (as per Recommendation #3).

•	 Increased revenue potential (more efficient use of available resources). 

•	 Enhanced ability to trend and analyze emerging needs. 

•	 Enhanced ability to analyze and form future partnerships.
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Recommendation #10: The City should invest in enhanced  
web based and mobile tools. These tools should have the  
following capabilities:

•	 Encourage users to submit inquiries and service issues to 311.

•	 Provide an overview of the amenities available at each field. 

•	 Provide a calendar and schedule of available field time.

•	 Provide notices on field closures.

•	 Provide information on how to book fields (costs, processes, etc.). 

Ideally, this investment would result in web and mobile tools that are in-line with those 
currently used for ice arenas and aquatics facilities.

Recommendation Rationale and Benefits

•	 Development of platforms that allow for more effective and efficient communication. 

•	 Enhanced ability to know about, and react to, issues and inquiries.

•	 Enhanced ability for citizens and user groups to access information on available 
field quality, scheduling and available time.

•	 Enhanced ability to communicate processes and procedures for booking an athletic field. 

Recommendation #11: The City should promote opportunities for 
unstructured/non-organized play on athletic fields in the city.

While organized user groups are key athletic field users, the benefits accrued from the 
City’s investment in athletic fields needs to be spread as widely as possible. The continued 
diversification of the city and the emergence of new activities will continue to further the 
need for spaces that can be used for “pick-up” play and by groups that have not yet fully 
evolved to being an organized program or league. 

Suggested tactics for increasing the promotion of unstructured/non-organized play on 
athletic fields are identified as follows:

•	 Increase the promotion of existing walk-on field locations. 

•	 Communicate to educate residents of the availability of sites during the day, or evening 
on unpermitted sites.

•	 Cleanup the unused “booked” sites (blanket book sites) to provide field space  
(even if it is on short notice).

•	 Ensure that walk-on fields are geographically distributed across the city (within walking 
distance of all communities). 

•	 Encourage Community Centres to promote and encourage spontaneous use of fields 
that they have booked from the City (and in most instances are being paid to maintain).

•	 Encourage weekend use of fields.

It is also suggested that the City identify methods to track the spontaneous use of walk-on 
and non-booked fields. This could be accomplished through regular counts and public 
engagement (e.g. asking residents how often they use fields for unstructured play). 
Tracking this data will help identify if the current supply of walk-on fields is sufficient or 
if more need to be allocated.

Recommendation Rationale and Benefits
•	 Increased opportunities for all citizens to benefit from the City’s ongoing investment 

in athletic fields. 

•	 Increased levels of physical activity and unstructured play. 

•	 Increased utilization of athletic fields.
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Topic Area: Future Planning  
and Partnerships

Current Situation Overview
The development of new athletic fields in Winnipeg primarily occurs in four ways:

1.	 The residential development process. Developers have basic requirements to grade, 
soil, and sod green space in new neighborhoods. These spaces are sometimes 
developed as basic athletic field spaces.

2.	 New school site development (fields developed as part of a new school project). 

3.	 Partnerships between the City and community organizations (City contribution of land 
and/or capital funds for identified community organization led athletic field projects). 

4.	 City led capital projects (City development of new athletic field sites outside of 
the ongoing residential development process). 

Generally speaking, basic community level fields come online through the residential 
development process and new school site development. Specialty fields, premier fields 
and multi-purpose/multi-field “hub” sites typically occur through partnerships and City 
led capital projects. 

The City currently has over 90 fields under lease agreements with athletic field user groups. 
These lease agreements are a key form of partnership that place responsibility for site 
maintenance, operations, and capital investment with the user group. 

Engagement and Research Considerations
•	 Benchmarking and market analysis indicators suggest that the City’s current quantity 

of athletic fields is sufficient. Overall, research and engagement indicators do not 
suggest that there is a need for a greater quantity of fields in the city. 

•	 City bookings data reflects a gradual decline in the number of youth participants 
that contribute to the per participant fee and the overall hours booked by the 
City. This data is in contrast with the engagement findings (57% of User Group 
Questionnaire respondents indicated that their organizations expect to experience 
an increase in participation numbers) as well as available provincial and national 
participation trends. Potential explanations for this contrasting information are 
user groups accessing sport fields provided by lease holders and/or reporting 
discrepancies in the number of youth participants.

•	 There is a perception among some stakeholders and user groups that while the overall 
number of fields in the city is sufficient, there is a lack of quality playing fields, 
amenities (parking, lights, spectator areas, washrooms, changerooms, etc.),  
and multi-field sites.

•	 Sixty percent (60% of Public Web Survey respondents believe that partnerships 
should be a primary way in which the City funds future athletic field projects. 

•	 Trends and leading practices reflect that partnerships continue to be key to the 
provision of athletic fields and programs in most large Canadian cities.
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Recommendation #12: The City should aim to link future athletic 
field development with targeted provision levels based on a 
classification system (such as the one outlined in Recommendation #1). 

The following chart outlines how these provision targets and potential gaps could  
be identified. As reflected in the chart, there are a number of unknowns that can only 
be determined once the current inventory has been organized into the classification 
system. A key implementation requirement emanating from this study document is the 
classification of the existing inventory which will enable the gap analysis to occur as 
suggested. The suggested incremental staffing resources will be critical to achieving 
the prerequisites that are required to complete this gap analysis (e.g. classification 
of fields).

Athletic Field Class Current % Desired %B Desired #B Gap

Premier Fields (A) and High 
Quality Community Fields (B+) 

UnknownA 10% 90 UnknownA

Community Fields (B-) and 
Neighborhood (C) Fields

UnknownA 90% 810 UnknownA

A	 Unknown until the completion of the inventory and assessment of fields as identified in 
Recommendation #5.

B	 For example purposes only. Determination of these desired proportions may require additional capital 
and operational impact assessment.

The desired % reflected in the above chart is based on inputs which include benchmarking, 
current provision levels, and the engagement findings (e.g. desire for the increased 
provision of multi-field and premier field sites).

In an ideal state, future development decisions and the associated allocation of capital 
funding would be based on addressing gaps identified in a model similar to the one 
outlined in the above chart. However a number of factors impact athletic field development 
which could impact achieving these provision targets. Most notably, overall athletic field 
development in the city is tied to new residential and school site development. In many 
large cities, this factor often results in an oversupply of lower level fields as community 
and school design protocols require fields to be developed. It is suggested that the City 
continue to identify resources and opportunities to enhance the continued engagement 
and discussions with school boards and developers. The model presented could also 
provide a point of reference for these interactions and potential collaborations. 

Recommendation Rationale and Benefits

•	 Provides a basis from which to make future planning and capital investment decisions. 

•	 Helps identify gaps on an ongoing basis (as previously noted, will require an 
incremental investment in staffing resources).
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Recommendation #13: It is recommended that the City implement 
a more rigorous impact assessment of potential athletic field 
capital partnerships. 

Available City bookings and participant data suggests that the use of athletic fields in 
the city is gradually decreasing. Conversely, engagement conducted with stakeholders 
and user groups revealed that many organizations are experiencing growth and/or 
expect to grow in coming years. One possible explanation for this contrasting data 
could be that athletic field use is shifting from City and Community Centre fields 
to fields operated by partners. As the City considers future capital athletic field 
partnerships with sport and recreation groups, it will be important to understand the 
benefits and impacts of these potential projects on the overall athletic field landscape, 
revenues and user groups.

Provided as follows is a potential Impact Assessment Scoring Framework that could be 
implemented as an initial filter to evaluate potential partnerships. Those projects that 
receive 11 or more points could then proceed to the next phase of evaluation, which is 
suggested to include the development of a detailed business case. 

Consideration Scoring Metric

User Group and  
Public Benefit 

3 Points: The project will add a completely new athletic field opportunity to the city.

2 Points: The project will significantly enhance athletic field opportunities in the city.

1 Point: The project will moderately enhance athletic field opportunities in the city. 

 0 Points: The project will duplicate existing athletic fields and/or is deemed to have minimal benefit. 

Accessibility 3 Points: High level of accessibility (the athletic field facility will be available to the general public 
and all outside user groups).

2 Points: Medium level of accessibility (the athletic field facility will primarily be used by the main 
user group but will have some availability for outside user groups and the public). 

0 Points: Low level of accessibility (the athletic field facility will have no or minimal availability for 
outside user groups and the public). 

Financial Impact On 
Existing City Athletic Fields

3 Points: The project is deemed to have no financial impact on revenues collected for existing 
athletic fields (will not draw users away from City fields). 

1 Point: The project has minimal financial impacts on revenues collected for existing athletic fields 
(may draw away some users but the overall impact is not significant). 

0 Points: The project will have draw away significant athletic field users and associated revenues. 

Trends Alignment 3 Points: The rationale for the project is strongly supported by available trends (e.g. supporting local, 
provincial and national participation data and/or athletic fields’ infrastructure development trends).

0 Points: There is little or no supporting trends rationale for the project.

Financial Capacity 
(for potential capital 
partnerships)

3 Points: The potential partner group will contribute >75% or more of the projects capital cost.

2 Points: The potential partner group will contribute 50 – 75 % of the projects capital cost.

1 Point: The potential partner group will contribute 25 – 50% of the projects capital cost.

0 Points: The potential partner group will contribute <25% of the projects capital cost.

City Planning Alignment 3 Points: The project aligns with pertinent City strategic planning (i.e. Athletic Field Review, 
Recreation and Parks Master Plan, community and neighborhood planning). 

0 Points: The project does not align with pertinent City strategic planning (i.e. Athletic Field Review, 
Recreation and Parks Master Plan, community and neighborhood planning).

Recommendation Rationale and Benefits

•	 Ensures that impacts and benefits of potential partnership projects are identified 
and understood. 

•	 Provides a clear and transparent system for evaluating potential partnerships. 
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Recommendation #14: Future City-led capital athletic field projects 
should focus on the development of multi-field “hub” sites. It is 
also suggested that the City put aside sufficient funds to acquire 
land needed for future multi-field sites. Key factors that should 
influence future multi-field projects include:

•	 Developing multi-field sites and associated amenities that 
can increase the capacity of user groups to host tournaments. 

•	 Mitigating negative impacts on existing standalone and 
community athletic fields. 

•	 Achieving maximum geographic distribution of major multi-
field “hub” sites (e.g. ensuring that quadrants of the city have 
access to a major athletic field site). 

•	 Servicing growing communities that may be underserved. 

•	 The potential to increase overall athletic field revenues. 
Winnipeg is experiencing strong residential growth in many new outlining communities, 
particularly in the South West and South East areas of the city. While less recent, many 
outlining areas of North West have also experienced growth in recent decades. Available user 
group data and mapping (see Research Report Summary document) suggests that inventory 
gaps exist in some of these newer outlining communities. As such, it is suggested that priority 
be given to developing future multi-field sites in newer and growing communities. Doing so 
will help address geographic gaps and is also likely to be more easily obtainable due to the 
availability of land in developing areas vs. mature areas.

Recommendation Rationale and Benefits

•	 Multi-field “hub” sites provide operational efficiencies. 

•	 Opportunity to increase tournament hosting capacity in the city. 

•	 Focusing on multi-field “hub” sites is likely to help address some issues around 
field quality and amenity availability.
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A key objective of the Athletic Field Review project is the development 
of a new policy to guide athletic field allocations. Based on the 
recommendations provided in Section 4 and other considerations 
identified through the project research and engagement, a draft 
Athletic Fields Allocation Policy Framework has been developed 
and is presented in this section. This Framework is intended to 
present the basis for the development of the City policy and has 
been developed to align with the City’s Community Sport Policy.
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Draft Athletic Fields Allocation  
Policy Framework

Guiding Allocation Principles 
1.	 Athletic field stakeholders and the City will work collaboratively to ensure that 

opportunities are available for all citizens to be active. 

2.	 Athletic field stakeholders and the City work will work together to make the most 
effective use of athletic field infrastructure. 

3.	 Athletic field provision in Winnipeg will find the best balance between ensuring 
financial accessibility and sustainability. 

4.	 Wherever possible, athletic field user groups will be aligned with the right type of 
field for their level of play. 

5.	 Partnerships between the City, sport organizations, and other stakeholders will be 
focused on achieving maximum public benefit and a sustainable revenue model 
for athletic fields in Winnipeg.

6.	 Athletic field provision in Winnipeg with consider and, wherever possible, 
integrate trends in sport as well as the strategic priorities of regional, provincial 
and national sport and recreation organizations.

Policy Statement: Prioritized access to athletic fields will be given first to youth 
and then adult activities that provide active living opportunities that increase the 
wellness of citizens. 

Policy Priority: The important role Community Centres play in facilitating access 
for youth programs to athletic fields will be acknowledged by providing Community 
Centres with the opportunity to have priority access to athletic fields. Increased 
reporting and data collection protocols will be introduced to ensure that the City's 
athletic field inventory is optimized and aligned with resident and user group needs.

Policy Statement: Affordability and financial accessibility will continue to be a 
primary consideration in the allocations of athletic fields. 

Policy Priority: Allocations and related aspects of athletic field provision (e.g. the setting 
of fees on an annual basis) will balance making the best use of public (City) resources 
with the need to ensure that all citizens have access to athletic fields regardless of their 
financial situation. The City will accomplish this policy goal in a number of ways, which 
include: continuing to leverage the ability of Community Centres to provide access 
to athletic fields in their communities at an affordable cost, creating a link between 
cost recovery targets and fees that is fair and affordable, and ensuring that sufficient 
athletic fields are available free of charge for unstructured and spontaneous use. 

Policy Statement: Wherever possible, the City will integrate Canadian Sport for Life 
(CS4L) and elements of the Long Term Athlete Development framework (LTAD) into 
athletic field allocations. 

Policy Priority: The City’s Community Sport Policy acknowledges the seven stages 
of LTAD and the importance of fostering fundamental movement skills through the 
lifespan. Although the City does not directly offer programs on athletic fields, it does 
provide the majority of spaces used by program providers. As such, it is appropriate 
for the City to require groups to demonstrate CS4L and LTAD alignment in order to 
access subsidized athletic field time (demonstrates that public resources are being 
provided to organizations that operate in a quality and "best practice" manner). 
Alignment with CS4L and LTAD will ensure that athletes at all levels (competitive and 
recreational) will be prioritized with the goal of ensuring that participation opportunities 
exist for all ages and ability levels.
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Policy Statement: Wherever possible, the City will seek to align user groups with 
athletic fields that are most appropriate for their level of play and that make optimal 
use of the athletic field inventory in the city. 

Policy Priority: The City will identify tactics and methods to create better alignment 
between users and the types of fields that they are provided with access to. The primary 
method to achieve this policy goal will be the creation of a classification system that 
identifies characteristics and amenities pertaining to each class of field. Each class 
will also have a defined maintenance standards and user fees. Principles of CS4L and 
LTAD will also be used to create this alignment.

Policy Statement: Citizens will have access to sufficient athletic fields for 
unstructured and spontaneous play. 

Policy Priority: Sufficient quantities of athletic fields in the city will remain un-booked 
and available for walk-on use. The City will strive to ensure that residents across 
the city have access to these fields and will place an emphasis on promoting the 
availability of these spaces.

Policy Statement: The ongoing allocation of athletic fields in Winnipeg will be a 
collaborative effort between the City and user groups. 

Policy Priority: The City and user groups will work to increasingly operate as partners 
in the allocation of athletic fields. Achieving this policy outcome will require increased 
communication and engagement between the City and user groups as well as an 
understanding of the factors that are important to all involved stakeholders. The City 
will strive to create increased rationale and structure for how fees are set (i.e. creating 
a link between cost recovery targets and fees). Doing so will provide a foundation for 
ongoing collaboration and clarify the factors that impact fees, maintenance standards 
and other key aspects of athletic field provision.

Policy Statement: Future partnership and lease agreements between the City and 
community organizations will be required to demonstrate sufficient community 
benefit and outside user group access. 

Policy Priority: Partnerships and lease agreements are a key aspect of athletic 
field provision in the city. Moving forward, the City will prioritize partnerships that 
demonstrate the highest level of benefit to citizens. While it is understood that the 
partner group/lease holder is likely to be the primary user of the facility, the City will 
prioritize partnership opportunities that can demonstrate maximum levels of outside 
group and public access. This factor will be a key rationale in the decision making 
process as potential partnerships are reviewed and decisions are made. The impacts 
on the existing athletic field inventory will also be measured and understood before 
partnerships are formed.
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The draft Athletic Fields Allocation Policy Framework presents a 
basis from which to develop a City policy document. The following 
next steps are anticipated to occur in the further development 
and finalization of this policy document. 

1.	 Refinement of finalization of the draft Framework. 

2.	 Development of the draft policy document.

3.	 Internal and external review.

4.	 Policy finalization. 

The chart on the following pages outlines an implementation 
strategy for the recommendations provided in Section 4. 
Included in the chart is suggested timing and resource 
requirements pertaining to each of the recommendations.
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Implementation Action Plan and Resourcing

#
Recommendation
(Summarized)

Suggested Implementation Timing Resource Requirements 

Parties InvolvedShort  
Term

(0 - 5 years)

Medium  
Term 

(5 - 10 years)

Project  
Based 

(One Time $)

Human 
ResourcesA

—

1 Develop a classification 
system for athletic fields that 
is based on field quality and 
available amenities. 

a $0 * Assumes use of 
existing City staff 

resources.

City

Athletic field user groups 
and stakeholders

2 Align the inventory and 
assessment data with a 
classification system (such 
as the example proposed in 
Recommendation #4). 

a $0 * As per 
Recommendation #1.

City

3 Invest in the enhanced 
collection and analysis of 
athletic field data.

a $50,000 
(assumes use of 

existing City software 
with additional 
enhancement)

* As per 
Recommendation #1.

City

4 Adopt a new process for the 
allocations of athletic fields; 
two approaches are provided 
in the recommendation text.

a $25,000 
(external resources 

will be required 
to develop the 
data collection 
and reporting 

tools/thresholds/
protocols and to 

host information and 
training sessions 

with CC's)

* As per 
Recommendation #1.

City

Community Centres

Athletic field user groups 
and stakeholders

5 Develop and implement 
a user friendly process 
and tools for user groups 
that book fields (including 
Community Centres) to 
return unused time during 
their season of play to the 
overall City. 

a $0 * As per 
Recommendation #1.

City

Community Centres

Schools

Athletic field user groups 
and stakeholders

6 Set annual cost recovery 
targets for athletic fields and 
link these targets directly 
with fees.

a $15,000 
(additional resources 

may be required 
to help determine/
clarify athletic field 
expenditures and 

other key factors that 
influence the model)

* Will require 
ongoing staff 

support. 

City

Community Centres

Schools

Athletic field user groups 
and stakeholders

7 Consider having multiple 
price points in alignment 
with a classification system

a $0 * Assumes use of 
existing City staff 

resources.

City

Community Centres

Athletic field user groups 
and stakeholders

A	 Incremental to current staffing levels.
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#
Recommendation
(Summarized)

Suggested Implementation Timing Resource Requirements 

Parties InvolvedShort  
Term

(0 - 5 years)

Medium  
Term 

(5 - 10 years)

Project  
Based 

(One Time $)

Human 
ResourcesA

—

8 The City should adjust the 
three hour booking block to 
one hour. 

a $0 * Implementation 
will require staff 

support. The staffing 
position suggested 
in Recommendation 

#1 will be tasked 
with initial and 

ongoing user group 
communication 
and may require 

additional support in 
the short-term.

City

Athletic field user groups 
and stakeholders

9 Invest in additional 
resources to enhance 
multiple aspects of athletic 
field provision (including 
bookings/allocations, 
data collection and 
analysis, customer service, 
revenue opportunities and 
operations).

a $0 * Bookings and 
allocations  

(0.75 – 1.0FTE); 
Utilization and  
trends analysis  

(0.25 – 0.5FTE); 
Inventory management 

and operations  
(0.5 – 1.0 FTE)

City

10 Invest in web based and 
mobile tools. a TBD 

(Requires further 
investigation to 
see if existing 

resources can be 
used of if new app 

development if 
required)

* Assumes use of 
existing City staff 

resources.

City

Community Centres

Athletic field user groups 
and stakeholders

11 Place a priority on 
promoting opportunities for 
unstructured/non-organized 
play on athletic fields in the 
city. 

a $0 * Sufficient resources 
for seasonal Athletic 

field monitoring.

City

Community Centres

Athletic field user groups 
and stakeholders

12 Link future athletic field 
development with targeted 
provision levels based on a 
classification system.

a $0 
(current proportion 

of field inventory will 
be determined during 

the recommended 
inventory and 

assessment exercise)

* As per 
Recommendation #1.

City

Athletic field user groups 
and stakeholders

13 Implement a more rigorous 
impact assessment of 
potential athletic field capital 
partnerships.

a $0 * Assumes use of 
existing City staff 

resources.

City

Athletic field user groups 
and stakeholders

14 Future City-led capital 
athletic field projects should 
focus on the development of 
multi-field “hub” sites. 

a $0 * As per 
Recommendation #1.

City

Athletic field user groups 
and stakeholders

A	 Incremental to current staffing levels.
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