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Overview 

Given the multiple benefits of physical activity for health and well-being, communities are 
considering ways to create supportive environments that allow everyone the opportunity to 
participate. Supportive environments can help to contribute to health equity for community 
residents, ensuring they are not disadvantaged from reaching their full potential due to ethnicity, 
gender, age, ability, or socio-economic status.  
 

One means to achieving supportive environments in the municipal setting is through targeted 
physical activity policies. Municipalities provide recreation spaces and facilities to communities, 
furnishing numerous opportunities for physical activity. Policies that address physical and social 
barriers to participation for disadvantaged community members can improve health equity. 
Research is needed to evaluate such policies to understand how they influence participation in 
physical activity, and how they can increase health equity over the long term. 
 

This report presents research on Tri-Municipal Region community members’ participation in 
physical activity at municipal recreation spaces and facilities in 2011 and 2013. In partnership with 
the City of Spruce Grove, the town of Stony Plain, and Parkland County, the Policy, Location, and 
Access in Community Environments (PLACE) Research Lab at the University of Alberta School of 
Public Health conducted a two-year Telephone Survey and a series of twelve Focus Groups (pre-test 
and post-test). 
 

Prairie Research Associates completed two surveys, one in 2011 and one in 2013, stratifying 
the respondents by age, sex, and area of residence. In Tri-Municipal Region 1,047 surveys were 
completed in 2011, and 1,045 in 2013. Of these, 413 respondents completed the survey at both 
time points. The research team of PLACE Research Lab conducted analyses to identify patterns of 
physical activity access and participation at recreation spaces and facilities in Tri-Municipal Region. 
The methodology of this longitudinal analysis is detailed in the Methods and Variables sections of 
this report.  

 
The analysis, as presented in the Results section, indicates a significant increase in the 

proportion of respondents having been to Spruce Grove Agrena, Spruce Grove community halls, 
community baseball diamonds, soccer and football fields, outdoor skating surfaces, and Stony Plain 
Outdoor Swimming Pool. All of the other recreation facilities and spaces showed no significant 
change. The Results and Conclusions sections also present information about the frequency of 
physical activity and active transportation for each of the indoor public recreation facilities and 
frequency of physical activity for the outdoor recreation spaces in Tri-Municipal Region.  
 

From the overall analysis, some inequities emerged with regard to certain demographic 
segments’ access and participation for specific indoor and outdoor recreation spaces and facilities. 
The details of these inequities are presented in the Summary of Findings section of the report. 
Drawing on the Focus Group data collected as part of the overall study, the Recommendations 
section indicates considerations to help improve physical activity access and participation at 
recreation spaces and facilities in Tri-Municipal Region. 
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Methods 

The statistical analysis relied on four procedures: (1) the paired t-test, (2) McNemar’s test for 
correlated proportions, (3) binary logistic regression, and (4) descriptive summary statistics.  
 

The statistical procedure of a paired t-test was used to show any significant change in the 
measured values between 2011 and 2013. For example, a significant change in average responses 
to questions asked on a scale from one to ten might indicate respondents changed their opinion 
between the two time points. Similarly, the McNemar’s test, which is used to measure significant 
differences between proportions, allowed us to show whether the percentage of respondents who 
had been to the indoor and outdoor recreation facilities and spaces had significantly changed 
between 2011 and 2013. The results of the paired t-test are presented in the Variables section, 
Table 2. The results of the McNemar’s testing are reported for each recreation site in the survey 
throughout the Results section.  

 
Binary logistic regression was used to understand inequities of access and participation among 

various segments of the population, as detailed in the Variables section. Binary logistic regression 
produces an odds ratio, which is the times likelier that one group over another is to perform a 
specified action, or produce a specified outcome. In this case, the action/outcome was having been 
to each of the recreation facilities and spaces in Tri-Municipal Region. The significant odds ratios 
from the binary logistic regression are presented in the Results section, the complete analyses are 
presented in Appendix A, and a summary of differences is presented in the Summary of Findings 
section.   

 
It is important to note with regard to the binary logistic regression that, although this analysis 

was completed for all of the recreation sites in the survey, no results are reported in the cases 
where the sample sizes for comparison were less than 100 respondents. This is because binary 
logistic regression is not an appropriate analysis in small samples, and performing statistical analysis 
can produce exaggerated odds ratios. Analyses where the sample sizes for particular variables are 
too small for proper binary logistic regression are marked with the symbol ⱡ in the tables in 
Appendix A. 

 
Finally, descriptive summary statistics were used to indicate whether frequency of physical 

activity and active transportation increased, decreased, or stayed constant over time for each 
relevant indoor public recreation facility in Tri-Municipal Region. These simple summary measures 
were appropriate to the small sample sizes involved, and are presented in the Results section. All 
statistical proportions are reported as valid percentages, which present the proportion of available 
data exclusive of missing data. 
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Variables 

From the 413 respondents in Tri-Municipal Region who completed both the 2011 and 2013 
surveys, 69 individual survey responses were removed from our study, due to inconsistencies in the 
data, leaving 344 respondents for the analysis. We used demographic, self-reported activity level, 
attitude, and use variables to understand how use of the Tri-Municipal Region recreation facilities 
varied in different population segments. For each of the demographic, self-reported activity level, 
attitude, and use variables, there was only a small amount of missing data, less than 1%.  

 
The demographic variables included area of residence, education level, employment, annual 

household income, gender, children in household, and age (Figure 1, Table 1, and Table 2). Area of 
residence distinguishes urban (Spruce Grove and Stony Plain) and rural (Parkland County) 
addresses. Education level distinguishes people with up to post-secondary education versus post-
secondary graduates. Employment distinguishes between working full time versus part time, being 
retired, on maternity leave, or some other arrangement. Annual household income distinguishes 
households with below or equal to and above $70,000 per year income1. Gender distinguishes 
males and females. Finally, children in the household distinguishes respondents living with children 
under 18 years of age from those without children living at home (Figure 1). Age was analyzed as a 
continuous variable, ranging from 13 to 88 years (Table 2). 
 

Figure 1. Categorical Variables  

 
*Urban (Spruce Grove and Stony Plain); Rural (Parkland County) 

                                                      
 
1 Based on the median Canadian household income for all census families of $72,240 per year in 
2011 (Statistics Canada, 2013) 

Residence* 

• Urban 

• Rural 

 

Income 

• Below $70,000 

• ≥$70,000 

Education 

• Up to Post-
secondary 

• Post-secondary 
Graduate 

 

Gender  

• Male 

• Female 

Employment 

• Full Time 

• Part Time, 
Retired, or 
Other  

 

Children 

• No 

• Yes 
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Table 1. Categorical Demographic Variables 
 

Variable 
 

Category 
 

2011 
# (%) 

 

2013 
# (%) 

 

Residence  Urban 
Rural 

197 (57.3) 
147 (42.7) 

204 (59.3) 
140 (40.7) 

Education  Up to post-secondary 
Post-secondary graduate 

144 (42.2) 
197 (57.8) 

150 (44.1) 
190 (55.9) 

Employment Full time  
Part time, retired or other  

135 (40.4) 
199 (59.6) 

141 (42.1) 
194 (57.9) 

Income Below $70,000 
Above $70,000  

189 (54.9) 
155 (45.1) 

185 (53.8) 
159 (46.2) 

Gender Male 
Female 

145 (42.2) 
199 (57.8) 

145 (42.2) 
199 (57.8) 

Children Children 
No Children 

140 (40.7) 
204 (59.3) 

132 (38.4) 
212 (61.6) 

 
The self reported activity level used was Metabolic Equivalents of Tasks (METs)2. The METs variable 
indicates the amount of physical activity that a respondent reported performing in a week (Table 2). 
The attitude variables indicate respondents’ level of agreement with four statements, on a scale of 
one (“strongly disagree”) to ten (“strongly agree”): 

 

 I would use indoor public recreation facilities more often if it weren't for personal reasons 
(Statement #1). 

 I would use indoor public recreation facilities more often if the facilities better met my 
needs (Statement #2). 

 I would use outdoor public recreation facilities more often if it weren't for personal reasons 
(Statement #3). 

 I would use outdoor public recreation facilities more often if the facilities better met my 
needs (Statement #4). 

 
These attitude variables were used to measure respondents’ feelings about indoor and outdoor 
facilities and spaces relative to their personal priorities and recreation needs (Table 2).  
  

                                                      
 
2 METs are calculated by counting physical activities as multiples of the energy used at rest (i.e. if 
resting metabolism is MET = 1, jumping rope is approximately MET = 10) (Godin, 2011). 
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Table 2. Continuous Demographic Variables 

 

Variable 
 

2011 
Mean, 

(Range) 
 

2013 
Mean,  

(Range) 
 

P-value 
(Paired 
T-test) 

Age in Years 
 

49.6  
(13-88)  

51.6  
(15-90) 

<0.01* 

Metabolic Equivalents of Tasks (METs) 
 

52.9 
(0-146) 

51.1 
(0-170) 

0.40 

I would use indoor public recreation facilities more 
often if it weren't for personal reasons. 

6.38 
(1-10) 

6.42 
(1-10) 

0.67 

I would use indoor public recreation facilities more 
often if the facilities better met my needs. 

6.06 
(1-10) 

5.69 
(1-10) 

0.10 

I would use outdoor public recreation facilities 
more often if it weren't for personal reasons. 

6.34 
(1-10) 

6.33 
(1-10) 

0.96 

I would use outdoor public recreation facilities 
more often if the facilities better met my needs. 

4.73 
(1-10) 

4.64 
(1-10) 

0.80 

 
*Change in the variable between 2011 and 2013 is statistically significant at the level of 5% 

 
Use variables consisted of information about participants’ use of the indoor and outdoor facilities 
and spaces in the 2011 pre-test survey, and is reported by recreation site in the Results section. 
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Results  

Overall Use of Indoor and Outdoor Recreation Facilities 

Indoor Public Recreation Facilities in Tri-Municipal Region 

“Have you been to any of the indoor public recreation facilities in Tri-Municipal 
Region in the last 12 months?” 
 
In 2011, 79.4% of respondents reported having been to indoor public recreation facilities in Tri-
Municipal Region in the last twelve months, compared to 76.7% in 2013. This is not a statistically 
significant difference, meaning that there was no significant change between those two time points.  
 
In 2013, the significant predictors of having been to indoor public recreation facilities include: 

 

 Respondents in households with children (approximately four times more likely to have 
been to an indoor public recreation facility than respondents in households without 
children) 

 Respondents residing in urban areas (approximately two times more likely to have been to 
an indoor public recreation facility than respondents residing in rural areas) 

 
Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A1. 

 
 

Indoor Private Recreation Facilities in Tri-Municipal Region 

“Have you regularly used any indoor private recreation facilities in Tri-Municipal 
Region to engage in physical activities in the last 12 months?” 
 
In 2011, 26.6% of respondents reported having regularly used indoor private recreation facilities in 
Tri-Municipal Region in the last twelve months, compared to 24.7% in 2013. This is not a statistically 
significant difference, meaning that there was no significant change between those two time points. 
 
There were no significant predictors of having regularly used indoor private recreation facilities in 
surrounding communities in 2013. 

 
Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A2. 
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Indoor Public Recreation Facilities in Surrounding Communities 

“Have you regularly used any indoor public recreation facilities in surrounding 
communities to engage in physical activities in the last 12 months?” 
 
In 2011, 24.7% of respondents reported having regularly used indoor public recreation facilities in 
surrounding communities in the last twelve months, compared to 27.8% in 2013. This is not a 
statistically significant difference, meaning that there was no significant change between those two 
time points.  
 
There were no significant predictors of having regularly used indoor public recreation facilities in 
surrounding communities in 2013. 

 
Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A3. 

 
 

Outdoor Recreation Spaces in Tri-Municipal Region 

“Have you personally been to any of the outdoor recreation spaces in Tri-Municipal 
Region in the last 12 months?” 
 
In 2011, 76.7% of respondents reported having been to outdoor public recreation spaces in Tri-
Municipal Region in the last twelve months, compared to 79.9% in 2013. This is not a statistically 
significant difference, meaning that there was no significant change between those two time points. 
 
The significant predictors of having been to outdoor recreation spaces in 2013 include: 

 

 Female gender (approximately three times more likely to have been to an outdoor 
recreation space than respondents of the male gender) 

 Respondents residing in urban areas (approximately two times more likely to have been to 
an outdoor recreation space than respondents residing in rural areas) 

 
In addition, there was a significant relationship for agreement with Statement #3: “I would use 
outdoor public recreation facilities more often if it weren't for personal reasons”. For each 1 point 
increase in respondents’ score on this attitude variable, their odds of having been to outdoor public 
recreation spaces in Tri-Municipal Region increased by 27%. 
 
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A4. 
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Outdoor Public Recreation Spaces in Surrounding Communities 

“Have you used any outdoor public recreation spaces in surrounding communities 
to engage in activities in the last 12 months?” 
 
In 2011, 36.6% of respondents reported having been to outdoor public recreation spaces in 

surrounding communities in the last twelve months, compared to 37.8% in 2013. This is not a 

statistically significant difference, meaning that there was no significant change between those two 

time points. 

 

The significant predictors of having been to outdoor recreation spaces in surrounding communities 

in 2013 include: 

 

 Respondents who had been to outdoor recreation spaces in surrounding communities in 
2011 (approximately four times more likely to have been to an outdoor recreation space 
than respondents who had not) 

 
Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A5. 

 
  



12 | P a g e  
 

Use of Specific Indoor Recreation Facilities 

 
Community members’ access and participation varied across the indoor recreation facilities in Tri-

Municipal Region in 2013 (Figure 2). 

 

Figure 2. 2013 Indoor Recreation Facilities 
 

Most respondents (94.3%) reported having been to Tri-Leisure Centre in 2013, with almost half 
visiting the Spruce Grove Agrena (48.3%) and Spruce Grove Community Halls (40.3%). The 
Glenn Hall Centennial Arena was visited by the fewest respondents (20.6%). 

 
 

Glenn Hall Centennial Arena 

“Have you been to Glenn Hall Centennial Arena?” 

In 2011, 22.5% of respondents reported having been to Glenn Hall Centennial Arena in the last 

twelve months, compared to 20.6% in 2013. This is not a statistically significant difference, 

meaning that there was no significant change between those two time points. 

20.6 

29.2 

40.3 

48.3 

94.3 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Glenn Hall Centennial Arena

Parkland County Community Halls

Spruce Grove Community Halls

Spruce Grove Arena
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The significant predictors of having been to Glenn Hall Centennial Arena in 2013 include: 

 

 Respondents in households with children (approximately four times more likely to have 
been to Glenn Hall Centennial Arena than respondents in households without children) 

 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at Glenn Hall 
Centennial Arena?” 
 
There were 32 out of 344 respondents (9.3%) who reported how often they personally engaged 
in physical activities at Glenn Hall Centennial Arena in 2011 and 2013. Out of these 
respondents, 75.1% reported having maintained (56.3%) or increased (18.8%) the frequency of 
their use of the facility, while 25.0% reported decreasing their use of the facility.  
 

“Do you ever engage in active transportation to get to Glenn Hall Centennial 

Arena?” 

 
The respondents reported whether 
they used active transportation to get 
to Glenn Hall Centennial Arena as 
“no”, “yes, sometimes”, or “yes, 
always”.  
 

 
18 respondents (5.2%) provided information for both 2011 and 2013. For those respondents, 
83.3% reported maintaining, and 16.7% reported decreasing their level of active transportation 
to get to Glenn Hall Centennial Arena. None reported increasing their levels of active 
transportation. 
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A6. 

 
 

Parkland County Community Halls 

“Have you been to Parkland County Community Halls?” 
 
In 2011, 30.0% of respondents reported having been to Parkland County Community Halls in 
the last twelve months, compared to 29.2% in 2013. This is not a statistically significant 
increase, meaning that there was no significant change in access to the facility between those 
two time points.  
 

 2011 2013 

Respondents 32 38 

“No” 71.9% 84.2% 

“Yes, sometimes” 28.1% 13.2% 

“Yes, always” 0.0% 2.6% 
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There were no significant predictors of having been to Parkland County Community Halls in 
2013. 
 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at Parkland County 
Community Halls?” 
 
Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, only 36 of them 
(10.5%) reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at Parkland County 
Community Halls in both years. Out of these 36 respondents, 72.3% reported having 
maintained (41.7%) or increased (30.7%) the frequency of their use of the facility, while 27.8% 
reported decreasing their use of the facility.  
 

“Do you ever engage in active transportation to get to Parkland County 
Community Halls?” 
 

The respondents reported whether 
they used active transportation to get 
to Parkland County Community Halls 
as “no”, “yes, sometimes”, or “yes, 
always”.   
 

Only 21 of 344 respondents (6.1%) provided information for this question in both 2011 and 
2013. Of these, 23.8% reported increasing, 76.2% of respondents reported maintaining, and 
none reported decreasing their level of active transportation to get to Parkland County 
Community Halls. 
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A7. 

 
 

Spruce Grove Agrena 

“Have you been to Spruce Grove Agrena?” 
 
In 2011, 40.7% of respondents reported having been to Spruce Grove Agrena in the last twelve 

months, compared to 48.3% in 2013. This is a statistically significant increase, meaning that 

there was a significant change in access to the facility between those two time points. 

 
There were no significant predictors of having been to Spruce Grove Agrena in 2013. 
 

 2011 2013 

Respondents 50 57 

“No” 86.0% 80.7% 

“Yes, sometimes” 14.0% 17.5% 

“Yes, always” 0.0% 1.8% 
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“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at Spruce Grove 

Agrena?” 

Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, 78 of them (22.7%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at Spruce Grove Agrena in 
both years. Out of these respondents, 71.8% reported having maintained (55.1%) or increased 
(16.7%) the frequency of their use of the facility, while 28.2% reported decreasing their use of 
the facility.  
 

“Do you ever engage in active transportation to get to Spruce Grove Agrena?” 

 
The respondents reported whether 
they used active transportation to get 
to Spruce Grove Agrena as “no”, “yes, 
sometimes”, or “yes, always”.  
 

 
Only 48 respondents (14.0%) provided information for both 2011 and 2013. For those 
respondents, 14.6% reported increasing, 70.8% reported maintaining, and 14.6% reported 
decreasing their level of active transportation to get to Spruce Grove Agrena. 
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A8. 

 

 

Spruce Grove Community Halls 

“Have you been to Spruce Grove Community Halls?” 
 
In 2011, 30.0% of respondents reported having been to Spruce Grove Community Halls in the 

last twelve months, compared to 40.3% in 2013. This is a statistically significant increase, 

meaning that there was a significant change in access to the facility between those two time 

points. 

 
There were no significant predictors of having been to Spruce Grove Community Halls in 2013 

 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at Spruce Grove 
Community Halls?” 

Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, 48 of them (14.0%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at Spruce Grove Community 

 2011 2013 

Respondents 75 83 

“No” 68.0% 63.9% 

“Yes, sometimes” 28.0% 28.9% 

“Yes, always” 4.0% 7.2% 
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Halls in both years. Out of these respondents, 79.2% reported having maintained (31.3%) or 
increased (47.9%) the frequency of their use of the facility, while 20.8% reported decreasing 
their use of the facility.  
 

“Do you ever engage in active transportation to get to Spruce Grove Community 
Halls?” 

The respondents reported whether 
they used active transportation to get 
to Spruce Grove Community Halls as 
“no”, “yes, sometimes”, or “yes, 
always”.  
 

Only 29 respondents (8.4%) provided information for both 2011 and 2013. For those 
respondents, 24.1% reported increasing, 62.1% reported maintaining, and 13.8% reported 
decreasing their level of active transportation to get to Spruce Grove Community Halls. 
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A9. 

 
 

Tri-Leisure Centre 

“Have you been to Tri-Leisure Centre?” 
 
In 2011, 96.7% of respondents reported having been to Tri-Leisure Centre in the last twelve 
months, compared to 94.3% in 2013. This is not a statistically significant difference, meaning 
that there was no significant change in access to the facility between those two time points. 
 
There were no significant predictors of having been to Tri-Leisure Centre in 2013. 
 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at Tri-Leisure 
Centre?” 

There were 221 out of 344 (64.2%) respondents who reported how often they personally 
engaged in physical activities at Tri-Leisure Centre in 2011 and 2013. Out of these respondents, 
68.4% reported having maintained (48.9%) or increased (19.5%) the frequency of their use of 
the facility, while 31.7% reported decreasing their use of the facility.  

  

 2011 2013 

Respondents 54 78 

“No” 74.1% 59.0% 

“Yes, sometimes” 24.1% 29.5% 

“Yes, always” 1.9% 11.5% 
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“Do you ever engage in active transportation to get to Tri-Leisure Centre?” 

 
The respondents reported whether 
they used active transportation to get 
to Tri-Leisure Centre as “no”, “yes, 
sometimes”, or “yes, always”.  
 

 
186 respondents (54.1%) provided information for both 2011 and 2013. For those respondents, 
10.2% reported increasing, 80.1% reported maintaining, and 9.7% reported decreasing their 
level of active transportation to get to Tri-Leisure Centre. 
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A10. 

 
 
 
 
  

 2011 2013 

Respondents 227 213 

“No” 78.4% 75.6% 

“Yes, sometimes” 17.2% 19.2% 

“Yes, always” 4.4% 5.2% 
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Use of Specific Outdoor Recreation Facilities  

 
Community members’ access and participation varied across the outdoor recreation spaces in 

Tri-Municipal Region in 2013 (Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3. 2013 Outdoor Recreation Spaces  

 

 
 
In 2013, the majority of respondents (56.4-58.5%) reported having been to parks or 
playgrounds in Spruce Grove, Stony Plain, and Parkland County. Almost half of respondents 
reported accessing outdoor skating surfaces (46.5%) and soccer and football fields (41.8%), and 
approximately a third accessed Central Park Water Park (33.1%). Between 20-30% accessed 
community baseball diamonds (29.2%), Stony Plain Outdoor Pool (29.1%), off-leash dog parks 
(29.1%), natural areas (28.1%). Access levels for additional outdoor recreation spaces (not 
pictured) include Fuhr Sports Park (27.1%), Rotary Playscape (23.8%), Stony Plain Golf Course 
(20.4%), skateboard parks or BMX tracks (15.3%), community tennis courts (9.1%), and 
Entwistle Outdoor Pool (2.2%).  
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Central Park Water Park 

“Have you been to the Central Park Water Park in the last 12 months?” 
 
In 2011, 32.2% of respondents reported having been to the Central Park Water Park in the last 
twelve months, compared to 33.1% in 2013. This is not a statistically significant difference, 
meaning that there was no significant change in access to the facility between those two time 
points.  
 
There were no significant predictors of having been to Central Park Water Park in 2013. 
 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at Central Park Water 
Park?” 

Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, 60 of them (17.4%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at Central Park Water Park in 
both years. Out of these respondents, 75.0% reported having maintained (45.0%) or increased 
(30.0%) the frequency of their use of the space, while 25.0% reported decreasing their use of 
the space.  

 
Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A11. 

 
 

Community Baseball Diamonds in Tri-Municipal Region 

“Have you been to community baseball diamonds in the last 12 months?” 
 
In 2011, 22.3% of respondents reported having been to community baseball diamonds in the 
last twelve months, compared to 29.2% in 2013. This is a statistically significant increase, 
meaning that there was a significant change between those two time points. 
 
The significant predictors of having been to community baseball diamonds in 2013 include: 
 

 Male gender (approximately three times more likely to have been to the space than 
respondents of the female gender) 

 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at community 
baseball diamonds?” 

Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, 34 of them (9.9%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at community baseball 
diamonds in both years. Out of these respondents, 64.7% reported having maintained (38.2%) 
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or increased (26.5%) the frequency of their use of the space, while 35.3% reported decreasing 
their use of the space.  
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A12. 

 
 

Community Tennis Courts in Tri-Municipal Region 

“Have you been to community tennis courts in the last 12 months?” 
 
In 2011, 6.4% of respondents reported having been to community tennis courts in the last 
twelve months, compared to 9.1% in 2013. This is not a statistically significant difference, 
meaning that there was no significant change between those two time points. 
 
There were no significant predictors of having been to community tennis courts in 2013. 
 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at community tennis 
courts?” 

Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, 6 of them (1.7%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at community tennis courts in 
both years. Out of these respondents, 83.4% reported having maintained (66.7%) or increased 
(16.7%) the frequency of their use of the space, while 16.7% reported decreasing their use of 
the space.  

 
Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A13. 

 
 

Entwistle Outdoor Swimming Pool 

“Have you been to Entwistle Outdoor Swimming Pool?” 
 
In 2011, 3.4% of respondents reported having been to Entwistle Outdoor Swimming Pool in the 
last twelve months, compared to 2.2% in 2013. This is not a statistically significant difference, 
meaning that there was no significant change between those two time points.  
 
There were no significant predictors of having been to Entwistle Outdoor Swimming Pool in 
2013.  
 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at Entwistle Outdoor 
Swimming Pool?” 
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Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, only 3 of them (<1%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at Entwistle Outdoor 
Swimming Pool in both years. Out of these respondents, one reported having maintained and 
one reported increasing the frequency of their use of the space, while one reported decreasing 
their use of the space.  
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A14. 

 

 
Fuhr Sports Park 

“Have you been to Fuhr Sports Park in the last 12 months?” 
 
In 2011, 27.2% of respondents reported having been to Fuhr Sports Park in the last twelve 
months, compared to 27.1% in 2013. This is not a statistically significant difference, meaning 
that there was no significant change between those two time points.  
 
There were no significant predictors of having been to Fuhr Sports Park in 2013. 
 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at Fuhr Sports Park?” 

Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, 45 of them (13.1%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at Fuhr Sports Park in both 
years. Out of these respondents, 75.5% reported having maintained (42.2%) or increased 
(33.3%) the frequency of their use of the space, while 24.4% reported decreasing their use of 
the space.  
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A15. 

 
 

Natural Areas 

“Have you been to natural areas?” 
 
In 2011, 30.5% of respondents reported having been to natural areas in the last twelve months, 
compared to 28.1% in 2013. This is not a statistically significant difference, meaning that there 
was no significant change between those two time points.  
 
There were no significant predictors of having been to natural areas in 2013.  
 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at natural areas?” 
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Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, 41 of them (11.9%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at natural areas in both years. 
Out of these respondents, 68.3% reported having maintained (43.9%) or increased (24.4%) the 
frequency of their use of the space, while 31.7% reported decreasing their use of the space.  
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A16. 

 
 

Off-leash Dog Parks  

“Have you been to an off-leash dog park in the last 12 months?” 
 
In 2011, 26.5% of respondents reported having been to off-leash dog parks in the last twelve 

months, compared to 29.1% in 2013. This is not a statistically significant difference, meaning 

that there was no significant change between those two time points. 

 
The significant predictors of having been to an off-leash dog park included age. For each 1 year 
increase in respondents’ age, their odds of having been to an off-leash dog park decreased by 
3%.  
 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at off-leash dog 
parks?” 

Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, 47 of them (13.7%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at off-leash dog parks in both 
years. Out of these respondents, 66.0% reported having maintained (53.2%) or increased 
(12.8%) the frequency of their use of the space, while 34.0% reported decreasing their use of 
the space.  
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A17 

 
 

Outdoor Skating Surfaces in Tri-Municipal Region 

“Have you been to outdoor skating surfaces, including boarded and non-
boarded skating rinks, ponds, or lakes?” 
 
In 2011, 40.9% of respondents reported having been to outdoor skating surfaces in the last 
twelve months, compared to 46.5% in 2013. This is a statistically significant difference, meaning 
that there was a significant change between those two time points.  
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The significant predictors of having been to outdoor skating surfaces in 2013 include: 
 

 Respondents who had been to outdoor skating surfaces in 2011 (approximately ten 
times more likely to have been to these spaces than respondents who had not) 

 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at outdoor skating 
surfaces?” 

Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, 82 of them (23.8%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at outdoor skating surfaces in 
both years. Out of these respondents, 80.5% reported having maintained (53.7%) or increased 
(26.8%) the frequency of their use of the space, while 19.5% reported decreasing their use of 
the spaces.  
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A18. 

 
 

Parkland County Parks or Playgrounds 

“Have you been to the Parkland County parks or playgrounds in the last 12 
months?” 
 
In 2011, 53.8% of respondents reported having been to the Parkland County parks or 
playgrounds in the last twelve months, compared to 56.4% in 2013. This is not a statistically 
significant difference, meaning that there was no significant change in access to the spaces 
between those two time points.  
 
The significant predictors of having been to Parkland County parks or playgrounds in 2013 
include: 

 

 Respondents who had been to the Parkland County parks or playgrounds in 2011 
(approximately six times more likely to have been to the space than respondents who 
had not) 

 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at Parkland County 
parks or playgrounds?” 

Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, 104 of them (30.2%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at Parkland County parks or 
playgrounds in both years. Out of these respondents, 65.4% reported having maintained 
(37.5%) or increased (27.9%) the frequency of their use of the space, while 34.6% reported 
decreasing their use of the space.  
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Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A19. 

 
 

Rotary Playscape 

“Have you been to Rotary Playscape in the last 12 months?” 
 
In 2011, 25.6% of respondents reported having been to Rotary Playscape in the last twelve 
months, compared to 23.8% in 2013. This is not a statistically significant difference, meaning 
that there was no significant change between those two time points.  
 
The significant predictors of having been to Rotary Playscape in 2013 include: 
 

 Respondents in households with children (approximately three times more likely to 
have been to these spaces than respondents in households without children) 

 
In addition, there was a statistically significant relationship for age. For each 1 year increase in 
respondents’ age, their odds of having been to Rotary Playscape decreased by 4%.  
 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at Rotary 
Playscape?” 

Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, 36 of them (10.5%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at Rotary Playscape in both 
years. Out of these respondents, 61.1% reported having maintained (36.1%) or increased 
(25.0%) the frequency of their use of the space, while 38.9% reported decreasing their use of 
the space.  
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A20. 

 
 

Skateboard Parks or BMX Tracks in Tri-Municipal Region 

“Have you been to a skateboard park or BMX track?” 
 
In 2011, 15.2% of respondents reported having been to a skateboard park or BMX track in the 
last twelve months, compared to 15.3% in 2013. This is not a statistically significant difference, 
meaning that there was no significant change between those two time points.  
 
There were no significant predictors of having been to a skateboard park or BMX track in 2013.  
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“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at a skateboard park 
or BMX track?” 

Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, 16 of them (4.7%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at a skateboard park or BMX 
track in both years. Out of these respondents, 87.5% reported having maintained (37.5%) or 
increased (50.0%) the frequency of their use of the space, while 12.5% reported decreasing 
their use of the space.  
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A21. 

 
 

Soccer and Football Fields in Tri-Municipal Region 

“Have you been to soccer and football fields in the last 12 months?” 
 
In 2011, 36.0% of respondents reported having been to soccer and football fields in the last 
twelve months, compared to 41.8% in 2013. This is a statistically significant increase, meaning 
that there was a significant change between those two time points.  
 
The significant predictors of having been to soccer and football fields in 2013 include: 
 

 Respondents in households with children (approximately three times more likely to 
have been to these spaces than respondents in households without children) 

 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at soccer and football 
fields?” 

Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, 71 of them (20.6%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at soccer and football fields in 
both years. Out of these respondents, 69.0% reported having maintained (39.4%) or increased 
(29.6%) the frequency of their use of the space, while 31.0% reported decreasing their use of 
the space.  
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A22. 
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Spruce Grove Parks or Playgrounds 

“Have you been to the Spruce Grove parks or playgrounds in the last 12 
months?” 
 
In 2011, 60.6% of respondents reported having been to the Spruce Grove parks or playgrounds 
in the last twelve months, compared to 58.5% in 2013. This is not a statistically significant 
difference, meaning that there was no significant change in access to the spaces between those 
two time points. 
  
The significant predictors of having been to Spruce Grove parks or playgrounds in 2013 included 
age. For each 1 year increase in respondents’ age, their odds of having been to Spruce Grove 
parks or playgrounds decreased by 5%. 
 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at Spruce Grove 
parks or playgrounds?” 

Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, 125 of them (36.3%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at Spruce Grove parks or 
playgrounds in both years. Out of these respondents, 65.6% reported having maintained 
(36.0%) or increased (29.6%) the frequency of their use of the space, while 34.4% reported 
decreasing their use of the space.  

 
Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A23. 

 
 

Stony Plain Golf Course 

“Have you been to Stony Plain Golf Course in the last 12 months?” 
 
In 2011, 25.0% of respondents reported having been to the Stony Plain Golf Course in the last 

twelve months, compared to 20.4% in 2013. This is not a statistically significant difference, 

meaning that there was no significant change between those two time points. 

 
There were no significant predictors of having been to Stony Plain Golf Course in 2013.  
 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at Stony Plain Golf 
Course?” 

Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, 34 of them (9.9%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at Stony Plain Golf Course in 
both years. Out of these respondents, 61.8% reported having maintained (55.9%) or increased 
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(5.9%) the frequency of their use of the space, while 38.2% reported decreasing their use of the 
space.  
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A24. 

 
 

Stony Plain Outdoor Swimming Pool 

“Have you been to Stony Plain Outdoor Swimming Pool?” 
 
In 2011, 20.1% of respondents reported having been to Stony Plain Outdoor Swimming Pool in 
the last twelve months, compared to 29.1% in 2013. This is a statistically significant difference, 
meaning that there was a significant change between those two time points.  
 
The significant predictors of having been to Stony Plain Outdoor Swimming Pool in 2013 
include: 
 

 Respondents in households with children (approximately six times more likely to have 
been to Stony Plain Outdoor Swimming Pool than respondents in households without 
children) 

 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at Stony Plain 
Outdoor Swimming Pool?” 

Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, 36 of them (10.5%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at Stony Plain Outdoor 
Swimming Pool in both years. Out of these respondents, 66.7% reported having maintained 
(41.7%) or increased (25.0%) the frequency of their use of the space, while 33.3% reported 
decreasing their use of the space.  
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A25. 

 
 

Stony Plain Parks or Playgrounds 

“Have you been to Stony Plain parks or playgrounds in the last 12 months?”  
 
In 2011, 53.6% of respondents reported having been to Stony Plain parks or playgrounds in the 
last twelve months, compared to 57.1% in 2013. This is not a statistically significant difference, 
meaning that there was no significant change between those two time points. 
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The significant predictors of having been to Stony Plain parks or playgrounds in 2013 include: 
 

 Female gender (approximately two times more likely to have been to the spaces than 
respondents of the male gender) 

 Respondents who had been to the Stony Plain parks or playgrounds in 2011 
(approximately six times more likely to have been to the spaces than respondents who 
had not) 

 

“How often do you personally engage in physical activities at Stony Plain parks 
or playgrounds?” 

Of the 344 respondents that completed the survey in both 2011 and 2013, 101 of them (29.4%) 
reported how often they personally engaged in physical activities at Stony Plain parks or 
playgrounds in both years. Out of these respondents, 69.3% reported having maintained 
(46.5%) or increased (22.8%) the frequency of their use of the space, while 30.7% reported 
decreasing their use of the space.  
 

Additional statistical information can be found in Appendix A, Table A26. 
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Summary of Findings 

Our results indicated certain inequities between different segments of the population. 
These findings are summarized by demographic, self-reported activity level, and attitudinal 
variables. The demographic variables include residence, education, employment, income, 
households with children, and age. The self-reported activity level variable is Metabolic 
Equivalents of Tasks (METs). The attitudinal variables consist of the level of agreement from 1 
to 10 on the statements listed in the Variables section. 

 

Residence 

Urban residents across the municipalities of Tri-Municipal Region were two times likelier 
than rural residents to have been to an indoor public recreation facilities and outdoor public 
recreation spaces in Tri-Municipal Region.  

 

Education 

Education was not a significant predictor of access and participation at recreation 
facilities and spaces in Tri-Municipal Region. 
 

Employment 

Employment was not a significant predictor of access and participation at recreation 
facilities and spaces in Tri-Municipal Region. 
 

Income 

Income was not a significant predictor of access and participation at recreation facilities 
and spaces in Tri-Municipal Region. 
 

Gender 

Males were three times likelier than females to have been to the community baseball 
diamonds. Females were three times likelier than males to have been to outdoor recreation 
spaces in Tri-Municipal Region, and two times likelier to have used Stony Plain parks and 
playgrounds. 
 

Households with Children 

People in households with children were six times likelier than people in households 
without children to have been to Stony Plain Outdoor Swimming Pool, and four times likelier 
to have been to indoor public recreation facilities in Tri-Municipal Region and Glenn Hall 
Centennial Arena. People in households with children were also three times likelier than 
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people in households without children to have been to Rotary Playscape and soccer and 
football fields. 

 

Age 

For each 1 year increase in respondent’s age, their odds of having been to Spruce Grove 
parks and playgrounds decreased 5%, while their odds of having been to Rotary Playscape and 
off-leash dogs parks in Stony Plain and Spruce Grove decreased by 4% and 3%, respectively. 
This means that visits to these facilities and spaces decrease with age; that is, as people age, 
their odds of having been to these facilities and spaces declines for every 1 year they grow 
older. For example, the odds of an older senior aged 70 years having been to Spruce Grove 
parks and playgrounds would be 25% lower than the odds of a younger senior aged 60 years. 

 

Metabolic Equivalents of Tasks (METs) 

Metabolic Equivalents of Tasks (METs) was not a significant predictor of access and 
participation at recreation facilities and spaces in Tri-Municipal Region. 

 

Statement #1 

Levels of agreement with the statement “I would use indoor public recreation facilities 
more often if it weren't for personal reasons were not a significant predictor of access and 
participation at recreation facilities and spaces in Tri-Municipal Region. 

 

Statement #2 

Levels of agreement with the statement “I would use indoor public recreation facilities 
more often if the facilities better met my needs” were not a significant predictor of access and 
participation at recreation facilities and spaces in Tri-Municipal Region. 

 

Statement #3 

For each 1 point increase in respondents’ level of agreement with the statement “I would 
use outdoor public recreation facilities more often if it weren't for personal reasons”, their 
odds of having been to the outdoor recreation spaces in Tri-Municipal Region increased by 
27%. 
 

Statement #4 

Levels of agreement with the statement “I would use outdoor public recreation facilities 
more often if the facilities better met my needs” were not a significant predictor of access and 
participation at recreation facilities and spaces in Tri-Municipal Region. 
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Conclusion 

This study showed that the Tri-Municipal Region had relatively high levels of general 
access to and participation at recreation spaces and facilities in 2013, with some variation 
between facilities. Between 75-80% of respondents had been to indoor or outdoor public 
recreation facilities and spaces in Tri-Municipal Region in the past 12 months. Over 35% of 
them had been to outdoor recreation spaces in surrounding communities. Approximately 25% 
of respondents had been to private recreation facilities in Tri-Municipal Region and 28% indoor 
public recreation facilities in surrounding communities.  

 
The use of indoor public recreation facilities varied from 94.3% (Tri-Leisure Centre) to 

20.6% (Glenn Hall Centennial Arena). The two next most frequently used indoor recreation 
facilities, Spruce Grove Agrena (48.3%) and Spruce Grove community halls (40.3%), showed a 
significant increase in use of 7.6% and 10.3%, respectively, between 2011 and 2013. Thus, for 
indoor public recreation facilities, the greatest levels of access and participation (Tri-Leisure 
Centre) and significant growth in access and participation (Spruce Grove Agrena and Spruce 
Grove community halls) was concentrated in Spruce Grove. 

 
There was also variation in the use of outdoor recreation spaces in Tri-Municipal Region. 

Parks or playgrounds in Spruce Grove (58.5%), Stony Plain (57.1%), and Parkland County 
(56.4%) were the most widely used, followed by outdoor skating surfaces (46.5%) and soccer 
and football fields (41.8%). In comparison, the least frequently used facilities in the Tri-
Municipal Region were community tennis courts (9.1%) and the Entwistle Outdoor Pool (2.2%). 
Outdoor recreation spaces that experienced significant increases in use between 2011 and 
2013 included the Stony Plain Outdoor Pool (9.0% increase), community baseball diamonds 
(6.9% increase), soccer and football fields (5.8% increase), and outdoor skating surfaces (5.6% 
increase). Households with children were more likely to use the Stony Plain outdoor swimming 
pool, Rotary Playscape, and/or soccer and football fields. Males were more likely to use 
community baseball diamonds. The only significant predictor for use of outdoor skating 
surfaces in Tri-Municipal Region was if the respondent had reporting using them in the previous 
time period. 

 
The majority of Tri-Municipal Region community members accessed recreation facilities 

and spaces by motorized vehicle. There were also generally high levels of active transportation 
among the relatively small number of respondents who answered this question. In 2013, the 
proportion of respondents who indicated that they used active transport to access indoor 
recreation facilities “yes, always” or “yes, sometimes” to specific destinations were to: Spruce 
Grove community halls (41.0%); Spruce Grove Agrena (36.1%); Tri-Leisure Centre (24.4%); 
Parkland County community halls (19.3%); and the Glenn Hall Centennial Arena (15.8%).  

 
Finally, analysis of the demographic variables indicates variation in activity levels between 

certain groups, such as urban residents being twice as likely than rural residents to access either 
indoor facilities or outdoor recreation facilities and spaces in the Tri-Municipal Region. In many 
cases (outdoor recreation spaces in surrounding communities, outdoor skating surfaces, Stony 
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Plain parks and playgrounds, and Parkland County parks and playgrounds), the greatest 
predictor of having been to a recreation site in 2013 was that the respondent had been to that 
recreation site in 2011.  
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Recommendations 

Members of the research team offer the following recommendations to inform future 
implementation of recreation strategies, initiatives, and master plans in the Tri-Municipal 
Region, based on the findings from both the Telephone Survey3 and Focus Group4 components 
of this project. We recognize that these recommendations may reflect ideas already under 
consideration, or initiatives already being implemented, by the municipalities in the Tri-
Municipal Region. However, we present these in the context of community members’ apparent 
limited awareness about available recreation initiatives, as revealed in our findings. Thus, these 
recommendations may serve to enhance each municipality’s recreation initiatives and their 
uptake by community members. 

 
1) Communication strategies and additional incentives for initial visits could help to meet 

the recreation needs of community members lacking awareness of the indoor and 
outdoor recreation facilities and spaces across the Tri-Municipal Region. In the Telephone 
Survey, prior access to and participation at the various facilities were common predictors 
of current use. Thus, encouraging residents to become more familiar with indoor and 
outdoor facilities and spaces available in the three communities is likely to increase their 
future access and participation. Despite awareness of some communication initiatives 
(e.g., websites), a need for more knowledge about the kinds of opportunities available for 
indoor and outdoor recreation in the Tri-Municipal Region was a continual theme across 
the Focus Groups. Effective communication strategies, according to the participants, 
could include periodically providing facilities and spaces information packages to 
residents of the Spruce Grove, Parkland County, and Stony Plain as newsletters to reach 
people who do not have access to the internet; as well as publicizing special events such 
as Tri-Municipal Region Information and Registration night on the news and through 
other media outlets. Participants also suggested a creation of a website that lists all 
recreation facilities, programs, and events in the Tri-Municipal Region in addition to the 
local websites. Other potential strategies would be brochures and mail-outs to be sent to 
the households; more advertising on television, radio, and social media; promoting 
facilities in local school programming; displaying posters at different key locations in the 
communities. Incentives to help community members “get-to-know” facilities could 
include providing recreation facilities passes as prizes in local contests, providing coupons 
for discounted admission to recreation sites in information packages, or increasing 
volunteer opportunities in facilities.  
 

2) The recreation needs of community members could be further met by expanding the 
amenities and services offered in rural areas of Parkland County, resources permitting. In 
the Telephone Survey, urban residents were twice as likely as their rural counterparts to 

                                                      
 
3
 Please see Nykiforuk et al, 2011 and Nykiforuk et al, 2014a. 

4
 Please see Nykiforuk et al, 2012 and Nykiforuk et al, 2014b. 
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access both indoor and outdoor public recreation facilities and spaces, likely due to 
proximity to the facilities and spaces in their communities of Stony Plain and Spruce 
Grove. In the Focus Groups, participants indicated that proximity was a major factor in 
whether or not they accessed and participated in Tri-Municipal Region recreation 
opportunities, as many of them were located in Spruce Grove and Stony Plain. 
Furthermore, these participants also indicated that investment in rural recreation 
opportunities could begin on a smaller scale, with meet ups at community centres and 
walking group activities. 

 
3) The recreation needs of specific demographics within the City of Spruce Grove, Parkland 

County, and the Town of Stony Plain could further be met by conducting additional needs 
assessments for groups which may experience inequities, such as rural residents, older 
people, and families with and without children, and people with serious illness or 
disabilities5. These targeted efforts could build upon the expensive community 
consultation undertaken as part of the Tri-Municipal Region Recreation and Culture 
Indoor Facility Strategy, and Parkland County Recreation, Parks and Open Space Master 
Plan (Parkland County, 2009; Tri-Municipal Region, 2009). Needs assessments could help 
to determine in facilities with inequitable access and participation if targeting services to 
these groups would help to increase their recreation opportunities. Conducting a needs 
assessment consultation with these groups in Spruce Grove, Parkland County, and Stony 
Plain would allow municipal and county recreation programmers to can gauge both the 
desire and potential uptake of expanding programming at facilities and spaces prior to 
implementing changes. 

 
4) The City of Spruce Grove, Parkland County, and Town of Stony Plain could help ensure 

that membership fees and drop-in passes are affordable for all community members in 
Tri-Municipal Region by exploring alternate ways of reducing facilities’ admission fees for 
people living in lower income households. Although being above or below median 
household income revealed no difference in access and participation for facilities and 
spaces in the Telephone Survey data, many Focus Group participants in the regular and 
non-regular user groups as well as the youth group indicated that they feel facility access 
to be expensive. One way to reduce facilities cost suggested in the Focus Groups was to 
offer shorter periods for fitness class programming, such as one month classes. 
Participants also suggested charging lower entry fees to the facilities at less busy times of 
the day. That strategy may have better impact on health equity, considering that 
providing discounted passes to people with lower household income might be 
stigmatizing.  

 

5)  Younger age was not associated with inequities of access and participation in the 
Telephone Survey, but Focus Group participants did offer up a number of suggestions to 
improve recreation opportunities for youth. At least one older participant expressed that 

                                                      
 
5
 People with disabilities were not distinguished in the Telephone Survey but participated in the Focus Groups 
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unsupervised youth and their behaviour can sometimes discourage others’ recreation 
activities. Some younger participants indicated that there is a dearth of youth-oriented 
programming available in the facilities across the communities. They suggested that 
increasing age-appropriate, supervised physical activity programming for youth at indoor 
facilities could both improve the recreation opportunities for youth. In addition, 
participants suggested providing more exercise-oriented equipment for youth in outdoor 
spaces to facilitate spontaneous recreation activities. 

 
6) There was a significant increase in use of free outdoor recreation spaces such as 

community baseball diamonds, soccer and football fields, and outdoor skating surfaces 
between 2011 and 2013 across the communities; however, the Focus Group participants 
still identified additional opportunities to improve outdoor access and participation. 
Participants expressed “wish lists” for increasing outdoor recreation opportunities by 
providing facilities like canoe launches and zip-lines in Parkland County. Participants also 
indicated some of their concerns about safety and security in outdoor spaces, related 
both to maintenance issues and fear of crime. To resolve these concerns, participants 
suggested clearing of slippery trails and walking surfaces in the winter, ensuring that litter 
and garbage are removed from recreation areas throughout the year, increasing night 
time lighting, and potentially improving policing and security in outdoor areas. 

 
7) Age-specific inequities identified in the Telephone Survey were limited to use of Spruce 

Grove Parks and Playgrounds, Rotary Playscape, and off-leash dog parks. While these 
activities might appeal more to the younger family demographic in Tri-Municipal Region, 
the needs of older adults might be met in other ways by increasing availability of 
infrastructure and programming and reducing cost-based barriers overall. In the Focus 
Groups, participants identified the need for senior-specific programming both to increase 
social interaction and improve personal health and well-being. To ensure equitable access 
and participation for Tri-Municipal Region seniors, facility and programming costs should 
reflect seniors’ fixed incomes. 

 
8) The recreation needs of community members who do not drive (older adults and youth, 

particularly in the rural context) could be improved by Tri-Municipal Region working to 
improve accessibility to recreation facilities and spaces through public transit. Focus 
Group participants, especially the youth, described their difficulties accessing facilities 
and spaces without driving. These and other participants expressed interest more 
convenient local public transit service to recreation facilities and spaces. The lack of viable 
public transit infrastructure from rural to urban areas in Tri-Municipal Region may, in 
part, help to explain the gap between urban and rural access to indoor and outdoor public 
recreation opportunities for rural residents in Tri-Municipal Region. 
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Appendix A 

 

Table A1. Have you been to any of the indoor public recreation facilities in Tri-

Municipal Region in the last 12 months? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 140 67.1  1 

Urban 204 83.3 0.04* 2.02 (1.02-3.96) 

Education 

Up to post-secondary 150 71.3  1 

Post-secondary graduate 190 81.6 0.60 1.20 (0.62-2.33) 

Employment 

Full time 141 80.1  1 

Part time, retired, or other 194 74.2 0.93 1.04 (0.46-2.33) 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 185 68.6  1 

Above $70,000 159 86.2 0.29 1.52 (0.71-3.26) 

Gender 

Male 145 74.5  1 

Female 199 78.4 0.11 1.80 (0.87-3.72) 

Children in Household  

No 212 66.5  1 

Yes 132 93.2 <0.01* 4.39 (1.54-12.48) 

Use in 2011 

No 71ⱡ 38.0   

Yes 273 86.8   

Continuous  

Age   0.41 0.99 (0.96-1.02) 

METs   0.68 1.00 (0.99-1.01) 

“…personal reasons”   0.96 1.00 (0.90-1.12) 

“…better met my needs”   0.27 0.94 (0.85-1.05) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the facility  
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Table A2. Have you regularly used any indoor private recreation facilities in Tri-

Municipal Region to engage in physical activities in the last 12 months? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 138 19.6  1 

Urban 202 28.2 0.12 1.59 (0.88-2.88) 

Education 

Up to post-secondary 149 25.5 0.77 1.09 (0.62-1.91) 

Post-secondary graduate 187 24.6  1 

Employment 

Full time 138 23.9  1 

Part time, retired, or other 193 23.8 0.81 1.08 (0.57-2.06) 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 183 23.0  1 

Above $70,000 157 26.8 0.61 1.17 (0.64-2.15) 

Gender 

Male 142 23.2  1 

Female 198 25.8 0.52 1.24 (0.65-2.33) 

Children in Household  

No 210 21.0  1 

Yes 130 30.8 0.99 1.00 (0.50-2.03) 

Use in 2011 

No 249 18.1  
 

Yes 90ⱡ 43.3   

Continuous  

Age   0.39 0.99 (0.97-1.01) 

METs   0.33 1.00 (0.99-1.01) 

“…personal reasons”   0.08 0.92 (0.83-1.01) 

“…better met my needs”   0.64 1.02 (0.93-1.12) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the facility  
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Table A3. Have you regularly used any indoor public recreation facilities in 

surrounding communities to engage in physical activities in the last 12 months? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 140 25.0  1 

Urban 202 29.7 0.92 1.03 (0.58-1.83) 

Education 

Up to post-secondary 150 23.3  1 

Post-secondary graduate 188 31.4 0.24 1.14 (0.79-2.49) 

Employment 

Full time 140 35.0 0.60 1.19 (0.63-2.27) 

Part time, retired, or other 193 21.8  1 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 183 22.4  1 

Above $70,000 159 34.0 0.29 1.39 (0.75-2.55) 

Gender 

Male 144 31.9 0.29 1.40 (0.75-2.63) 

Female 198 24.7  1 

Children in Household  

No 211 19.4  1 

Yes 131 41.2 0.13 1.71 (0.86-3.39) 

Use in 2011 

No 257 19.1   

Yes 85ⱡ 54.1   

Continuous  

Age   0.80 1.00 (0.98-1.03) 

METs   0.62 1.00 (0.99-1.01) 

“…personal reasons”   0.26 1.06 (0.96-1.17) 

“…better met my needs”   0.06 1.09 (0.99-1.19) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the facility  
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Table A4. Have you personally been to any of the trails, sports fields, outdoor 

recreation spaces or green spaces in the last 12 months, even if it is just for a 
couple of minutes a day? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 140 65.7  1 

Urban 204 89.7 0.04* 2.40 (1.03-5.58) 

Education 

Up to post-secondary 150 73.3  1 

Post-secondary graduate 190 85.3 0.36 1.46 (0.66-3.25) 

Employment 

Full time 141 85.8 0.67 1.23 (0.47-3.24) 

Part time, retired, or other 194 75.8  1 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 185 75.1 0.94 1.03 (0.42-2.52) 

Above $70,000 159 85.5  1 

Gender 

Male 145 80.0  1 

Female 199 79.9 0.03* 2.88 (1.12-7.44) 

Children in Household  

No 212 71.2  1 

Yes 132 93.9 0.22 2.20 (0.63-7.74) 

Use in 2011 

No 80ⱡ 36.3   

Yes 264 93.2   

Continuous  

Age   0.29 0.98 (0.94-1.02) 

METs   0.08 1.01 (0.99-1.02) 

“…personal reasons”   <0.01* 1.27 (1.10-1.46) 

“…better met my needs”   0.13 0.91 (0.80-1.03) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the facility  
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Table A5. Have you used any outdoor public recreation spaces in surrounding 

communities to engage in activities in the last 12 months? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 140 32.9  1 

Urban 204 41.2 0.12 1.53 (0.90-2.62) 

Education 

Up to post-secondary 150 36.0 0.24 1.37 (0.81-2.33) 

Post-secondary graduate 190 39.5  1 

Employment 

Full time 141 41.8  1 

Part time, retired, or other 194 34.0 0.55 1.20 (0.66-2.18) 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 185 32.4  1 

Above $70,000 159 44.0 0.39 1.29 (0.73-2.27) 

Gender 

Male 145 35.2  1 

Female 199 39.7 0.40 1.27 (0.72-2.25) 

Children in Household  

No 212 28.3  1 

Yes 132 53.0 0.18 1.55 (0.82-2.91) 

Use in 2011 

No 218 24.3  1 

Yes 126 61.1 <0.01* 3.68 (2.16-6.26) 

Continuous  

Age   0.07 0.98 (0.96-1.00) 

METs   0.66 1.00 (0.99-1.01) 

“…personal reasons”   0.12 0.93 (0.85-1.02) 

“…better met my needs”   0.64 1.02 (0.94-1.11) 

 
*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the facility  
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Table A6. Have you been to Glenn Hall Centennial Arena? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 93ⱡ 19.4   

Urban 169 24.3   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 107 21.5  1 

Post-secondary graduate 153 22.9 0.25 1.61 (0.72-3.61) 

Employment 

Full time 112 23.2  1 

Part time, retired, or other 143 20.3 0.17 1.85 (0.77-4.44) 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 125 20.8 0.18 1.77 (0.77-4.06) 

Above $70,000 137 24.1  1 

Gender 

Male 106 27.4 0.07 2.21 (0.94-5.18) 

Female 156 19.2  1 

Children in Household  

No 140 11.4  1 

Yes 122 35.2 0.01* 3.64 (1.39-9.51) 

Use in 2011 

No 183 14.2   

Yes 52ⱡ 61.5   

Continuous  

Age   0.85 0.99 (0.96-1.03) 

METs   0.53 1.00 (0.99-1.02) 

“…personal reasons”   0.53 1.05 (0.91-1.20) 

“…better met my needs”   0.40 1.06 (0.93-1.20) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the facility  
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Table A7. Have you been to Parkland County Community Halls? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 94ⱡ 41.5   

Urban 170 22.4   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 107 26.2  1 

Post-secondary graduate 155 31.0 0.40 1.34 (0.68-2.66) 

Employment 

Full time 113 33.6 0.50 1.29 (0.62-2.71) 

Part time, retired, or other 144 25.0  1 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 127 26.8  1 

Above $70,000 137 31.4 0.78 1.11 (0.54-2.24) 

Gender 

Male 108 31.5 0.31 1.46 (0.70-1.01) 

Female 156 27.6  1 

Children in Household  

No 141 29.1 0.24 1.58 (0.74-3.01) 

Yes 123 29.3  1 

Use in 2011 

No 164 20.1   

Yes 73 ⱡ 49.3   

Continuous  

Age   0.13 0.98 (0.95-1.01) 

METs   0.94 1.00 (0.99-1.01) 

“…personal reasons”   0.26 1.08 (0.95-1.22) 

“…better met my needs”   0.79 1.02 (0.91-1.13) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the facility  
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Table A8. Have you been to Spruce Grove Agrena? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 93ⱡ 34.4   

Urban 170 55.9   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 107 43.0  1 

Post-secondary graduate 154 51.3 0.33 1.40 (0.71-2.78) 

Employment 

Full time 112 53.6  1 

Part time, retired, or other 144 44.4 0.16 1.70 (0.81-3.57) 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 127 40.9  1 

Above $70,000 136 55.1 0.16 1.70 (0.81-3.57) 

Gender 

Male 107 56.1 0.37 1.39 (0.67-2.88) 

Female 156 42.9  1 

Children in Household  

No 140 36.4  1 

Yes 123 61.8 0.10 1.95 (0.88-4.33) 

Use in 2011 

No 133 31.6   

Yes 103 75.7   

Continuous  

Age   0.23 0.98 (0.96-1.01) 

METs   0.06 1.01 (1.00-1.02) 

“…personal reasons”   0.33 1.06 (0.94-1.20) 

“…better met my needs”   0.52 0.97 (0.87-1.07) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the facility  
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Table A9. Have you been to Spruce Grove Community Halls? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 94ⱡ 34.0   

Urban 169 43.8   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 107 38.3  1 

Post-secondary graduate 154 40.9 0.16 1.56 (0.84-2.92) 

Employment 

Full time 113 41.6 0.96 1.02 (0.51-2.01) 

Part time, retired, or other 143 38.5  1 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 126 42.1 0.20 1.53 (0.80-2.93) 

Above $70,000 137 38.7  1 

Gender 

Male 107 41.1 0.74 1.12 (0.58-2.18) 

Female 156 39.7  1 

Children in Household  

No 140 38.6 0.43 1.35 (0.65-2.81) 

Yes 123 42.3  1 

Use in 2011 

No 163 31.9   

Yes 73ⱡ 65.8   

Continuous  

Age   0.91 0.99 (0.97-1.01) 

METs   0.44 1.00 (0.99-1.01) 

“…personal reasons”   0.17 1.08 (0.97-1.21) 

“…better met my needs”   0.70 0.98 (0.89-1.08) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the facility  
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Table A10. Have you been to Tri-Leisure Centre? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 93ⱡ 89.2   

Urban 170 97.1   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 107 93.5  1 

Post-secondary graduate 154 94.8 0.47 1.72 (0.40-7.39) 

Employment 

Full time 113 95.6  1 

Part time, retired, or other 143 93.0 0.59 1.60 (0.29-8.94) 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 126 92.9 0.51 1.77 (0.33-9.44) 

Above $70,000 137 95.6  1 

Gender 

Male 107 92.5  1 

Female 156 95.5 0.51 1.71 (0.34-8.51) 

Children in Household  

No 140 92.1 0.83 1.22 (0.19-2.91) 

Yes 123 96.7  1 

Use in 2011 

No 5ⱡ 100.0   

Yes 231 95.7   

Continuous  

Age   0.53 0.97 (0.90-1.06) 

METs   0.07 1.03 (0.99-1.06) 

“…personal reasons”   0.13 1.22 (0.95-1.57) 

“…better met my needs”   0.59  1.06 (0.85-1.34) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡ Significance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the facility  

 
 
  



52 | P a g e  
 

Table A11. Have you been to Central Park Water Park? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 92ⱡ 18.5   

Urban 183 40.4   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 110 33.6  1 

Post-secondary graduate 162 32.7 0.61 1.22 (0.58-2.55) 

Employment 

Full time 121 37.2 0.21 1.71 (0.75-3.91) 

Part time, retired, or other 147 29.3  1 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 139 26.6 0.79 1.11 (0.51-2.43) 

Above $70,000 136 39.7  1 

Gender 

Male 116 32.8  1 

Female 159 33.3 0.62 1.23 (0.54-2.80) 

Children in Household  

No 151 21.9  1 

Yes 124 46.8 0.31 1.59 (0.65-3.88) 

Use in 2011 

No 164 15.2   

Yes 82ⱡ 73.2   

Continuous  

Age   0.81 0.99 (0.98-1.00) 

METs   0.21  0.99 (0.98-1.00) 

“…personal reasons”   0.19 0.91 (.080-1.04) 

“…better met my needs”   0.70  1.02 (0.91-1.15) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the space  
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Table A12. Have you been to community baseball diamonds in Tri-Municipal 

Region? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 92ⱡ 33.7   

Urban 182 26.9   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 110 26.4  1 

Post-secondary graduate 161 30.4 0.37 1.35 (0.70-2.62) 

Employment 

Full time 121 30.6  1 

Part time, retired, or other 146 26.7 0.30 1.49 (0.70-2.62) 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 138 26.1  1 

Above $70,000 136 32.4 0.99 1.00 (0.50-2.03) 

Gender 

Male 115 37.4 0.01* 2.64 (1.25-5.56) 

Female 159 23.3  1 

Children in Household  

No 150 22.7  1 

Yes 124 37.1 0.13 1.84 (0.84-4.05) 

Use in 2011 

No 189 22.2   

Yes 56ⱡ 60.7   

Continuous  

Age   0.94 0.99 (0.97-1.03) 

METs   0.34 1.00 (0.99-1.01) 

“…personal reasons”   0.24  0.93 (0.83-1.05) 

“…better met my needs”   0.21  0.93 (0.84-1.04) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the space  
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Table A13. Have you been to community tennis courts in Tri-Municipal Region? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 92ⱡ 8.7   

Urban 183 9.3   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 110 8.2  1 

Post-secondary graduate 162 9.9 0.79 1.15 (0.41-3.23) 

Employment 

Full time 121 11.6 0.26 2.01 (0.60-6.73) 

art time, retired, or other 146 6.1  1 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 139 6.5  1 

Above $70,000 136 11.8 0.41 1.57 (0.53-4.67) 

Gender 

Male 116 10.3 0.91 1.07 (0.34-3.37) 

Female 159 8.2  1 

Children in Household  

No 151 4.6  1 

Yes 124 14.5 0.09 2.87 (0.85-9.67) 

Use in 2011 

No 230 8.3   

Yes 16ⱡ 37.5   

Continuous  

Age   0.85 1.01 (0.96-1.06) 

METs   0.11 1.01 (0.99-1.03) 

“…personal reasons”   0.19 0.89 (0.74-1.06) 

“…better met my needs”   0.17  0.88 (0.73-1.06) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the space   
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Table A14. Have you been to Entwistle Outdoor Swimming Pool? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 92ⱡ 4.3   

Urban 183 1.1   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 110 2.7 0.16 7.23 (0.45-115.09) 

Post-secondary graduate 162 1.9  1 

Employment 

Full time 121 4.1 0.99 1.00 (0.01-10.0) 

Part time, retired, or other 147 0.7  1 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 139 2.2  1 

Above $70,000 136 2.2 0.95 1.11 (0.04-33.39) 

Gender 

Male 116 2.6 0.87 1.34 (0.04-41.56) 

Female 159 1.9  1 

Children in Household  

No 151 1.3  1 

Yes 124 3.2 0.99 1.00 (0.01-10.0) 

Use in 2011 

No 240 1.3   

Yes 6ⱡ 50.0   

Continuous  

Age   0.20 0.86 (0.69-1.08) 

METs   0.36 0.98 (0.93-1.03) 

“…personal reasons”   0.36 0.72 (0.36-1.44) 

“…better met my needs”   0.95 1.02 (0.60-1.71) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the space  
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Table A15. Have you been to a Fuhr Sports Park in the last 12 months? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 92ⱡ 22.8   

Urban 181 29.3   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 108 27.8 0.54 1.25 (0.61-2.57) 

Post-secondary graduate 162 26.5  1 

Employment 

Full time 121 28.9 0.79 1.11 (0.50-2.47) 

Part time, retired, or other 145 23.4  1 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 137 22.6 0.77 1.12 (0.52-2.42) 

Above $70,000 136 31.6  1 

Gender 

Male 116 28.4 0.75 1.14 (0.52-2.49) 

Female 157 26.1  1 

Children in Household  

No 149 16.1  1 

Yes 124 40.3 0.09 2.04 (0.89-4.64) 

Use in 2011 

No 175 14.9   

Yes 67ⱡ 67.2   

Continuous  

Age   0.21 0.98 (0.95-1.01) 

METs   0.97 1.00 (0.98-1.01) 

“…personal reasons”   0.36 0.94 (0.83-1.07) 

“…better met my needs”   0.82 1.01 (0.90-1.13) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the space  
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Table A16. Have you been to natural areas? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 92ⱡ 38.0   

Urban 182 23.1   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 110 24.5  1 

Post-secondary graduate 161 31.1 0.28 1.47 (0.74-2.94) 

Employment 

Full time 121 28.1 0.79 0.11 (0.51-2.42) 

Part time, retired, or other 146 28.8  1 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 138 26.8 0.68 1.16 (0.57-2.40) 

Above $70,000 136 29.4  1 

Gender 

Male 115 31.3 0.39 1.39 (0.66-2.92) 

Female 159 25.8  1 

Children in Household  

No 150 28.7  1 

Yes 124 27.4 0.48 1.34 (0.60-2.99) 

Use in 2011 

No 167    

Yes 76ⱡ    

Continuous  

Age   0.69 0.99 (0.97-1.02) 

METs   0.70 1.00 (0.99-1.01) 

“…personal reasons”   0.23 0.93 (0.83-1.05) 

“…better met my needs”   0.65 1.03 (0.92-1.14) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the space 
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Table A17. Have you been to an off-leash dog park in Spruce Grove or Stony 

Plain? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 92ⱡ 18.5   

Urban 183 34.4   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 110 26.4 0.37 1.43 (0.66-3.08) 

Post-secondary graduate 162 29.6  1 

Employment 

Full time 121 35.5 0.47 1.38 (0.58-3.24) 

Part time, retired, or other 147 24.5  1 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 139 23.0  1 

Above $70,000 136 35.3 0.62 1.23 (0.54-2.84) 

Gender 

Male 116 32.8 0.93 1.04 (0.45-2.42) 

Female 159 26.4  1 

Children in Household  

No 151 24.5  1 

Yes 124 34.7 0.90 1.06 (0.42-2.68) 

Use in 2011 

No 181 14.4   

Yes 65 72.3   

Continuous  

Age   0.04* 0.97 (0.94-0.99) 

METs   0.71 1.00 (0.99-1.01) 

“…personal reasons”   0.06 0.87 (0.76-1.00) 

“…better met my needs”   0.69 1.03 (0.91-1.16) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the space  

  



59 | P a g e  
 

Table A18. Have you been to outdoor skating surfaces, including boarded and 

non-boarded skating rinks, ponds, or lakes in Tri-Municipal Region? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 92ⱡ 51.1   

Urban 183 44.3   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 110 48.2 0.18 1.59 (0.81-3.14) 

Post-secondary graduate 162 44.4  1 

Employment 

Full time 121 52.1  1 

Part time, retired, or other 147 41.5 0.65 1.20 (0.55-2.58) 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 139 39.6  1 

Above $70,000 136 53.7 0.73 1.14 (0.55-2.34) 

Gender 

Male 116 50.9 0.53 1.27 (0.60-2.68) 

Female 159 43.4  1 

Children in Household  

No 151 33.8  1 

Yes 124 62.1 0.73 1.15 (0.51-2.63) 

Use in 2011 

No 144 25.7  1 

Yes 102 80.4 <0.01* 10.48 (5.38-21.86) 

Continuous  

Age   0.07 0.97 (0.95-1.00) 

METs   0.99 1.00 (0.99-1.01) 

“…personal reasons”   0.74 0.98 (0.87-1.11) 

“…better met my needs”   0.94 1.00 (0.90-1.12) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the space  
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Table A19. Have you been to Parkland County parks or playgrounds? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 92ⱡ 75.0   

Urban 183 47.0   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 110 55.5 0.53 1.24 (0.64-2.41) 

Post-secondary graduate 162 56.8  1 

Employment 

Full time 121 58.7  1 

Part time, retired, or other 147 52.4 0.59 1.23 (0.58-2.61) 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 139 52.5  1 

Above $70,000 136 60.3 0.12 1.77 (0.87-3.62) 

Gender 

Male 116 57.8 0.54 1.26 (0.61-2.59) 

Female 159 55.3  1 

Children in Household  

No 151 47.7  1 

Yes 124 66.9 0.79 1.11 (0.50-2.50) 

Use in 2011 

No 113 33.6  1 

Yes 133 78.2 <0.01* 6.10 (3.21-11.61) 

Continuous  

Age   0.13 0.98 (0.95-1.01) 

METs   0.12 1.01 (0.99-1.02) 

“…personal reasons”   0.47 0.96 (0.85-1.08) 

“…better met my needs”   0.35 1.05 (0.95-1.17) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the space 
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Table A20. Have you been to Rotary Playscape? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 91ⱡ 19.8   

Urban 182 25.8   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 110 17.3  1 

Post-secondary graduate 160 28.1 0.28 1.55 (0.70-3.43) 

Employment 

Full time 120 24.2  1 

Part time, retired, or other 146 24.0 0.56 1.30 (0.54-3.12) 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 138 15.9  1 

Above $70,000 135 31.9 0.67 1.19 (0.52-2.72) 

Gender 

Male 115 17.4  1 

Female 158 28.5 0.27 1.63 (0.68-3.93) 

Children in Household  

No 151 7.9  1 

Yes 122 43.4 0.02* 2.89 (1.15-7.27) 

Use in 2011 

No 179 14.5   

Yes 63ⱡ 57.1   

Continuous  

Age   0.01* 0.96 (0.93-0.99) 

METs   0.79 0.99 (0.98-1.01) 

“…personal reasons”   0.89 1.01 (0.88-1.17) 

“…better met my needs”   0.59 1.03 (0.92-1.17) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the space  
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Table A21. Have you been to a skateboard park or BMX track in Tri-Municipal 

Region? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 92ⱡ 19.6   

Urban 183 13.1   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 110 16.4  1 

Post-secondary graduate 162 14.8 0.19 1.77 (0.75-4.18) 

Employment 

Full time 121 9.9  1 

Part time, retired, or other 147 18.4 0.12 2.17 (0.82-5.72) 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 139 18.7 0.11 2.02 (0.85-4.81) 

Above $70,000 136 11.8  1 

Gender 

Male 116 12.9  1 

Female 159 17.0 0.92 1.05 (0.42-2.63) 

Children in Household  

No 151 13.2 0.71 1.21 (0.45-3.24) 

Yes 124 17.7  1 

Use in 2011 

No 210 11.4   

Yes 36ⱡ 44.4   

Continuous  

Age   0.20 0.98 (0.95-1.01) 

METs   0.14 1.01 (0.99-1.02) 

“…personal reasons”   0.63 0.67 (0.84-1.08) 

“…better met my needs”   0.39 0.94 (0.83-1.08) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the space  
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Table A22. Have you been to soccer and football fields in Tri-Municipal Region? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 92 ⱡ 39.1   

Urban 183 43.2   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 110 42.7 0.28 1.47 (0.74-2.93) 

Post-secondary graduate 162 40.7  1 

Employment 

Full time 121 45.5 0.69 1.17 (0.54-2.51) 

Part time, retired, or other 147 38.7  1 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 139 34.5  1 

Above $70,000 136 49.3 0.81 1.10 (0.53-2.27) 

Gender 

Male 116 44.8 0.88 1.06 (0.50-2.24) 

Female 159 39.6  1 

Children in Household  

No 151 28.5  1 

Yes 124 58.1 0.02* 2.60 (1.15-5.86) 

Use in 2011 

No 155 25.2   

Yes 91ⱡ 78.0   

Continuous  

Age   0.74 0.99 (0.97-1.02) 

METs   0.69 0.99 (0.98-1.01) 

“…personal reasons”   0.69 1.03 (0.91-1.16) 

“…better met my needs”   0.10 0.91 (0.82-1.02) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the space  
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Table A23. Have you been to the Spruce Grove parks or playgrounds? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 92ⱡ 40.2   

Urban 183 67.8   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 110 58.2  1 

Post-secondary graduate 162 59.3 0.70 1.15 (0.57-2.29) 

Employment 

Full time 121 57.0  1 

Part time, retired, or other 147 59.9 0.20 1.73 (0.74-4.04) 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 139 53.2 0.55 1.27 (0.58-2.75) 

Above $70,000 136 64.0  1 

Gender 

Male 116 54.3  1 

Female 159 61.6 0.46 1.33 (0.63-2.81) 

Children in Household  

No 151 47.0 0.83 1.10 (0.44-2.76) 

Yes 124 72.6  1 

Use in 2011 

No 93ⱡ 30.1   

Yes 153 81.7   

Continuous  

Age   <0.01* 0.95 (0.92-0.98) 

METs   0.25 0.99 (0.98-1.00) 

“…personal reasons”   0.85 1.01 (0.90-1.14) 

“…better met my needs”   0.46 1.04 (0.93-1.17) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the space  
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Table A24. Have you been to Stony Plain Golf Course? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 92ⱡ 16.3   

Urban 183 22.4   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 110 17.3  1 

Post-secondary graduate 162 21.6 0.94 1.07 (0.48-2.41) 

Employment 

Full time 121 21.5  1 

Part time, retired, or other 147 19.0 0.42 1.48 (0.57-3.86) 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 139 18.7  1 

Above $70,000 136 22.1 0.51 1.36 (0.55-3.34) 

Gender 

Male 116 25.0 0.52 1.32 (0.56-3.14) 

Female 159 17.0  1 

Children in Household  

No 151 23.2 0.60 1.32 (0.47-3.72) 

Yes 124 16.9  1 

Use in 2011 

No 183 9.3   

Yes 63ⱡ 55.6   

Continuous  

Age   0.25 1.02 (0.98-1.06) 

METs   0.54 0.99 (0.98-1.01) 

“…personal reasons”   0.97 1.00 (0.87-1.15) 

“…better met my needs”   0.56 1.04 (0.91-1.19) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the facility  
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Table A25. Have you been to Stony Plain Outdoor Swimming Pool? 

 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 92ⱡ 31.5   

Urban 183 27.9   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 110 24.5  1 

Post-secondary graduate 162 31.5 0.34 1.44 (0.68-3.07) 

Employment 

Full time 121 28.9  1 

Part time, retired, or other 147 29.3 0.57 1.27 (0.56-2.91) 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 139 26.6 0.11 1.92 (0.87-4.23) 

Above $70,000 136 31.6  1 

Gender 

Male 116 25.9 0.52 1.30 (0.59-2.89) 

Female 159 31.4  1 

Children in Household  

No 151 14.6  1 

Yes 124 46.8 <0.01* 6.36 (2.56-15.78) 

Use in 2011 

No 196 19.9   

Yes 50ⱡ 72.0   

Continuous  

Age   0.66  0.99 (0.96-1.03) 

METs   0.95 1.00 (0.99-1.01) 

“…personal reasons”   0.38 0.94 (0.83-1.08) 

“…better met my needs”   0.88 0.99 (0.88-1.11) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the space  
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Table A26. Have you been to Stony Plain parks or playgrounds? 
 

Variables N 
2013 
Use 
(%)  

 
P-value 

 
Odds Ratioⱡⱡ 

(CI 95%) 

Area of Residence 

Rural 92ⱡ 62.0   

Urban 183 54.6   

Education 

Up to post-secondary 110 53.6  1 

Post-secondary graduate 162 59.3 0.50 1.24 (0.66-2.36) 

Employment 

Full time 121 57.9 0.65 1.19 (0.56-2.49) 

Part time, retired, or other 147 56.5  1 

Annual Household Income 

Below $70,000 139 55.4 0.60 1.21 (0.60-2.45) 

Above $70,000 136 58.8  1 

Gender 

Male 116 50.9  1 

Female 159 61.6 0.04* 2.10 (1.03-4.27) 

Children in Household  

No 151 48.3  1 

Yes 124 67.7 0.44 1.35 (0.63-2.93) 

Use in 2011 

No 111 37.8  1 

Yes 134 75.4 <0.01* 5.72 (3.05-10.72) 

Continuous  

Age   0.06 0.97 (0.95-1.00) 

METs   0.50  0.99 (0.98-1.01) 

“…personal reasons”   0.36 0.95 (0.85-1.06) 

“…better met my needs”   0.77  0.99 (0.89-1.09) 
 

*Indicates a statistically significant result 

ⱡSignificance and odds ratios not reported due to small sample sizes 
ⱡⱡOdds ratio is how many times likelier one group than the other was to use the space  

 
 
 


