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Appendix A

 Survey Results

Following are the actual results of leaseholder responses. A few notes for clarification:
· While 156 responses were received, not all respondents answered every question. Also, for questions that had more than 2 choices, some selected more than one choice, so all choices were tabulated

· For the questions asking about percentage increases, some suggested increases that equal inflation or the Consumer Price Index. For these, we inserted an estimated rate of 1.5% so that we could calculate an average.

· In order for an item to be included in a “theme”, many leaseholders must have commented on it.

· Comments made in reference to specific questions have been summarized into the main themes with supporting rationale given for the comments and these appear after each question.

· Information shows the actual number of leaseholders who “voted” for an item, plus the percentage of the total responses this number represents.

· Financial comments that do not relate to specific questions are summarized in Appendix B and C.

1. One way to replenish depleted reserves reasonably quickly is to sell assets. Would you support the Board if they wanted to sell the following?
· Infill lot leases on the Waterfront   

· Yes 77 (50%)
No 76 (50%)
· Infill lot leases on First Avenue (non-waterfront) 

· Yes 108_(71%)
No 45 (29%)
· The building on Parmenter Road and Columbia Valley Highway 
· Yes 110 (77%)
No 32 (23%)
· The rental cabins on Columbia Valley Highway? 
· Yes 68 (47%)
No 78 (53%)
· If the Board decides to sell some of the above assets, which item(s) should be sold first, second, etc.?
Themes: 
1. Sell Fir Street lots first – lower the price and develop a marketing plan. 

2. If any waterfront lots are sold, many must be left vacant for beach access and green space.
2. What increase in your lease payment would you support every year for the next 5 years?

· 5% 64 (43%) 
· 10% 20 (14%)
· 15% 4 (3%)
· Other? Please specify 60 (40%)
“Other” – suggestions ranged from -5% to +12%, with many at 0% averaging at 1.7%. Note – several suggested the inflation rate or consumer price index (CPI) and we used an estimated 1.5% for these items.
3. Would you accept a reduction in Park services if it also meant a reduction in costs to the Park? 
· Yes 107 (76%)
No 33 (24%)
If “yes”, which services would you support reducing? 

Themes: 

1. Reduce Staff levels in all areas, especially in the “off season”. Why such an increase in Office staff over the last 5 years when the population of the Park has not changed? 

2. There were an overwhelming number (about 1/3 of respondents) of comments re improving overall effectiveness of the Park Patrol.

3. Reduce garbage pick-up frequency – several suggested bi-weekly during the off-season.

4. Also, about 12 respondents suggested reducing some landscaping maintenance, such as mowing and edging the lawns less frequently in the summer time and less grading of Main Beach.

4. The Board charges leaseholders various fees (e.g. dog tag; variance application, tree removal, etc.) What increase would you support in 2011 for these user fees?

· 10% 50 (34%)
· 20% 36 (25%)
· 50% 10 (7%)
· 100% 7 (5%)
· Other? Please specify 43 (29%)
“Other” – suggestions ranged from -5% to +17%, with many at 0% averaging at 2.3%. Note – several suggested the inflation rate or consumer price index (CPI) and we used an estimated 1.5% for these items.
5. Do you support Park Staff being more assertive and consistent in assessing and collecting the fines relating to bylaw infractions?

· Yes 118 (78%)
No 34 (22%)
Themes: 
1. Be consistent in enforcement. Being assertive did not have widespread support.

2. Leaseholders should be held responsible for the actions of their tenants.

However, a sub-theme was to weigh carefully the cost of being more consistent so that it does not eat up Board profits/income.  

3. Also, there were concerns expressed that too much emphasis on rules and regulations may reduce the community feeling. 

6. Should the Park Board be seeking and encouraging more businesses to operate in the Park?

· Yes 109 (72%)
No 43 (28%)
Themes: 
1. Concern was expressed about the difficulty existing businesses have, so any new business must compliment existing businesses. 

2. There were quite a few negative views about the waterslide lease arrangement, including waterslide pay parking, etc.
7. Many leaseholders have “permanently” expanded their facilities onto Park property (e.g. taking over a beach access lane as their own; using Park land for a hedge; installing “private” docks on the foreshore; etc.). Would you support the Board if it:

· Does nothing – leaves things as they are? 39 (21%)
· Forces the leaseholders to remove their possessions and return the Park land to Park usage? 55 (29%)
· Lets the leaseholders continue using this Park land, as is currently done, but charges the leaseholders a fee each year for this usage? 59 (31%)
· Other? Please specify. 37 (19%)
Themes in “Other”: 
1. If encroachment is accessible to all and benefits all (e.g. flower beds) then ”Do nothing”. If encroachment is permanent in nature and is not available to all (e.g. west side docks; stairs; walls, driveways, etc.) then charge an annual fee.
8. Some leaseholders rent out part, or all of their residence (i.e. run a business). Should these leaseholders pay a fee or lease surcharge to the Park Board for this business use?

· Yes 101 (66%)
No 52 (34%)
Themes: 
1. As renters add strain to all systems (water, sewer, parking, etc.) landlords should pay an added annual cost to the Park Board and should be held responsible for the actions of their tenants.
9. If the Park Board can make appropriate arrangements, do you support the Board borrowing funds (and paying interest on those funds) to help pay for large capital expenditures such as up-grades to the water system, purchasing new equipment, etc.?

· Yes 101 (68%)
No 48 (32%)
Themes: 
1. As long as any repayment plan is part of an overall long-term financial plan. 

2. Borrowing funds for capital projects should involve community discussion and input before a decision is made.

3. Lots of support for a “Finance Committee” made up of qualified leaseholders to advise the Board.

4. Can any Board be trusted with the responsibility of borrowing money; given the “mess” we are currently in?

10. Currently, Cultus Lake is a single-family dwelling community. Should the Board pursue multi-family dwellings in order to attract more residents and therefore more lease funds?

· Yes 67 (45%)
No 82 (55%)
Theme: 
1. Most often suggested was for a condo/seniors facility, however, concern was expressed related to increased parking issues and the additional strain on water, sewer, etc. that any multi-family dwellings would create.
How long (in years) have you been a leaseholder?
5 or less? 12 (9%); 6 to 10 25 (20%); 11 to 15 16 (12%); 16 + 75 (59%)
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