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Executive Summary  

 The rural community of North Perth has identified access to services as a significant challenge to 

service delivery, with a community hub selected as a promising solution. The following feasibility study will 

illustrate the opportunity of implementing a general human service delivery community hub in the 

municipality of North Perth.   

 The feasibility study commenced with the exploration of pertinent literature, seeking out the best 

practices of planning for, implementing, and operating a community hub. Ontario’s interest in and 

commitment to community hubs is detailed, as well as the collaboration required for successful interagency 

service delivery and how a community hub can facilitate this process. The benefits and challenges of 

community hubs are illustrated, along with the best practices surrounding collaboration, internal referrals, 

communication, location, governance, funding and budgets, and implementation.  

 Following the literature review, numerous community hubs implemented in surrounding 

communities were interviewed and toured, which provided a comprehensive picture of delivering services 

out of a collaborative community hub. Details surrounding their collaborative service delivery model were 

communicated including their space organization, tenants and partners, collaboration efforts, governance 

arrangement, funding, rent charged, shared staff, shared facilities, and their implementation process. Best 

practices, advice, and recommendations for the North Perth community hub were received and are outlined 

in the report.  

 In order to understand the needs of the North Perth community and organizations that could 

comprise the community hub, interviews with potential partner agencies were facilitated. These interactions 

allowed local service providers to express their interest in re-locating to a community hub, as well as their 

service delivery needs from a service provider and service user perspective, including space, location, ability 

to collaborate, as well as their current lease details and affordable rent costs.  

 Potential funding sources were explored, with particular focus on local funding opportunities, to 

encourage community ownership of the hub and the impact it has on the North Perth community.  

 Finally, recommendations are outlined for the future North Perth community hub. The hiring of a 

community hub coordinator to foster collaboration and communication, a governance structure that includes 

local resident voices, joint funding and pooled budgets, and transparent implementation, among many 

additional recommendations, are illustrated as best practices. Recommended building size and location are 

also outlined.  
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Introduction 

 North Perth is a municipality, comprised of the most northern communities in Perth County. North 

Perth’s largest community, Listowel, is located approximately 55 kilometers from Perth County’s sole city and 

primary human service location, Stratford. North Perth is rural in nature and has a significant Anabaptist 

population, leading to numerous challenges experienced when accessing human support services, 

particularly in comparison to their urban and mainstream counterparts. Access to services has been 

prioritized within the community as a particularly relevant challenge to service delivery, with a community 

hub selected by the community as an auspicious solution. A community hub is a broad label that 

encompasses models of service delivery that prioritize the collaboration, potential integration, and, for the 

purpose of this report, co-location, of distinct organizations to create a central access point for service users. 

The following feasibility study will illustrate the opportunity of implementing a community hub in North Perth 

through the analysis of pertinent literature and best practices, collection of information from community 

hubs implemented in surrounding and comparable communities, interviews with potential community hub 

partners, and exploration of possible funding sources. 

Literature Review 

 

Published literature 

Challenges experienced in rural service delivery and rural service access are well established within 

modern literature (Kilty, 2007; Multi-Sector Rural Health Hub Advisory Committee, 2015). Rural communities 

are geographically isolated and often experience gaps in service delivery, with services that are inconsistent, 

unpredictable, or altogether absent, leading to extended travel times to access the services in the nearest 

city or larger community (Multi-Sector Rural Health Hub Advisory Committee, 2015). Often public transit 

does not exist or is inadequate, exacerbating the distance from services and severely limiting access to 

support (Multi-Sector Rural Health Hub Advisory Committee, 2015). Rural areas typically have a high density 

of elderly individuals and distinctly cultural populations, coupled with increased mental health conditions, 

chronic disease, and overall social isolation factors, contributing to increased and more complex needs 

(Multi-Sector Rural Health Hub Advisory Committee, 2015). North Perth in particular has a significant 

population of Anabaptist communities that experience increased barriers to accessing social services. Many 

conservative groups within the Amish and Mennonite communities in North Perth choose to refrain from 

accessing all government funded services due to their core belief that the faith community cares for 
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individuals, and seeking assistance outside of this community would be unfaithful (Perth District Heath Unit, 

2012). Many Anabaptist groups in North Perth also utilize horse and buggy as their sole mode of 

transportation (Perth District Heath Unit, 2012). This severely lengthens their distance from services, as 

compared to motorized vehicles, particularly if the service is not offered within their home community (Perth 

District Heath Unit, 2012). Service providers in rural areas are also burdened with the requirement to satisfy 

quantitative funding formulas in spite of lower service volumes and more geographically dispersed service 

users, contributing to the prevalence of inconsistent services (Ontario Municipal Social Services Association, 

2015b). The additional challenges that arise when providing services to a rural community also contribute to 

a severe difficulty attracting and retaining qualified staff (Multi-Sector Rural Health Hub Advisory Committee, 

2015). Therefore, not only are the needs in a rural community higher and more complex, service provision is 

more challenging, when compared to urban cities, amounting to overall inadequate social support being 

sought or received. 

 Due to the numerous factors that are unique to rural communities and contribute to an increased 

need for services, but decreased access to services, a filter was initially used in the search for and analysis of 

relevant literature. Research focused in Ontario, and particularly, rural Ontario was prioritized. However, 

following the commencement of the literature review, the challenging nature of this narrowed search quickly 

became apparent. Rural communities, and subsequently rural community hubs, do not receive adequate 

attention and focus in research, exposing a significant gap (Dekeseredy & Schwartz, 2009). Therefore, the 

search was broadened to include areas and neighbourhoods that experience community dynamics 

comparable to rural Ontario communities. For example, a community hub was implemented in Rideau 

Heights, a neighbourhood within Kingston, Ontario (Meagher, 2007). Although there is a slight difference in 

population as compared to North Perth and Rideau Heights is attached to an urban city, this community has 

comparable dynamics to a rural community (Meagher, 2007). Rideau Heights is lacking geographic isolation 

and inadequate transportation often unique to rural communities, however, residents feel a deep disconnect 

and abandonment from the urban city and service providers (Meagher, 2007). This disconnect has led to a 

phenomenon where in times of need and crisis, individuals turn to each other for support rather than to 

external service providers (Meagher, 2007). This creates a close-knit, homogeneous, insular community with 

strong, but exclusive social networks, bringing community resilience, but making it increasingly difficult for 

newcomers to assimilate, and causing a resistance to travel to urban cities to seek support, while also 

resisting service providers travelling to the rural community (Matthews, Pendakur, & Young, 2009; Meagher, 

2007). These insular community dynamics are typical of rural communities, leading to additional challenges 

and barriers when considering how to effectively deliver support services in such areas. Therefore, within the 
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literature review, research focused on communities with dynamics comparable to North Perth was 

prioritized, rather than population size and geographic location. 

Ontario interest  

The province of Ontario has expressed interest and dedication to the implementation of community 

hubs in neighbourhoods and communities. The provincial government has recognized the importance of 

improving access to services in communities where individuals live (Ontario Municipal Social Services 

Association, 2015a), which is increasingly relevant to rural communities, due to geographical distance from 

urban service centres. In 2015, Ontario’s Premier launched the Community Hub Initiative with the overall 

goal of promoting this collaborative model of service delivery and reducing the barriers preventing 

communities from implementing a local community hub (Community Hubs Advisory Group, 2017). With the 

assistance of a Special Advisor on Community Hubs and a Community Hubs Advisory Group, the Community 

Hubs in Ontario: A Strategic Framework and Action Plan was released, along with two consecutive progress 

reports in recent years (Community Hubs Advisory Group, 2015). These reports outlined numerous 

recommendations, primarily at a governmental level, to reduce the barriers to community hub 

implementation (Community Hubs Advisory Group, 2015). The Community Hub Initiative has also launched 

an online tool entitled the Community Hub Resource Network, which facilitates the exchange of information 

and experiences between communities and organizations across Ontario who are interested in, planning for, 

building, or operating a community hub (Community Hubs Advisory Group, 2017). Finally, the Surplus 

Property Transition Initiative was released as a funding opportunity to allow local organizations to hold a 

surplus property in public ownership for a specified period of time, allowing for the development of a 

business plan and creation of community partnerships prior to renovating the property into a community hub 

(Community Hubs Advisory Group, 2017). The Ontario government has approached this initiative from a 

collaborative perspective and has consulted with numerous organically-implemented community hubs in 

both rural and urban locations, citing the importance of wrap-around support for individuals in rural and 

remote communities, particularly (Community Hubs Advisory Group, 2017).  

Community hubs 

  As stated, a community hub is a general term that essentially ensures a single point of access for 

service users and prioritizes the collaboration of organizations (Community Hubs Advisory Group, 2017). 

Although electronic hubs exist in the form of an online network of multiple organizations utilized to track 

referrals and collaboratively-achieved outcomes (Zeigler, Redding, Leath, & Carter, 2016), for the purpose of 

this report and the community of North Perth, physical community hub buildings will be the focus. 

Community hubs are consistently referred to as an effective model of multi-agency working and collaboration 
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throughout the literature (Atkinson, Jones, & Lamont, 2007; Atkinson, Wilkin, Stott, Doherty, & Kinder, 2002; 

Percy-Smith, 2005). Community hubs are described as shared space centres, location-based collaboration, 

centre-based collaboration, co-location, centre-based delivery, one-stop shops, and multi-agency centres by 

a variety of authors, all with the common organization of multiple collaborative services under one roof 

(Ginsburg, 2008; The Nonprofit Centers Network, 2016; The Premier’s Community Hubs Framework Advisory 

Group, 2016). When considering physical community hubs, there are a variety of types, from recreational 

community centres that provide opportunities to engage community members and provide safe hobbies for 

youth, to community hubs that promote art and culture, and community hubs that house human service 

organizations and deliver local, often non-profit support (Meagher, 2007; Ontario Municipal Social Services 

Association, 2015; Waterloo Region District School Board, 2016). The literature also breaks down human 

service delivery community hubs into focused and general hubs. Focused hubs are overwhelmingly present 

throughout the literature and describe community hubs that are focused on one specific human challenge. A 

great amount of research details community hubs focused solely on children and youth (Ginsburg, 2008; 

Horwath & Morrison, 2011). Community hubs targeting health, often referred to as community heath 

centres, are also increasingly common (Armitage, Suter, Oelke, & Adair, 2009; Wistow & Waddington, 2006). 

The latter, and the less researched human service delivery hub model, that of a general nature, refers to 

community hubs that deliver a variety of human services targeting various societal challenges; the co-

location of employment services, domestic violence support, legal assistance, addictions programs, 

government agencies, etc. 

Organizational collaboration 

Collaboration between service providers is referred to consistently throughout the literature as vital 

to effective service delivery (Davidson, 2013; The Nonprofit Centers Network, 2016). In fact, in their study on 

effective inter-agency collaboration, with specific focus on children, Horwath and Morrison (2011) state that 

collaboration is internationally recognized as essential in effectively meeting the needs of vulnerable children 

and their families. The authors illustrate the progression of collaboration throughout past years that has 

resulted in the need for community hubs. Collaboration in human service delivery historically took the form 

of information sharing amongst practitioners, followed by a low level of joint working when warranted by 

individual cases (Horwath & Morrison, 2011). Although the push for inter-agency collaboration remained, it 

became apparent that complete agency autonomy and organizational separateness prevented frontline 

collaboration from being achieved (Horwath & Morrison, 2011). “A lack of shared ownership; inflexible 

organizational structures; conflicting professional ideologies; a lack of shared funding arrangements; 

communication problems; poor understanding of roles and responsibilities; and mistrust amongst 

professionals all affected the quality of frontline collaboration” (Horwath & Morrison, 2011; Milbourne, 
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Macrea, & Maguire, 2003; Percy-Smith, 2006; Webb & Vulliamy, 2001). To overcome the numerous barriers 

impeding frontline collaboration and subsequently, effective service delivery, a shift to collaboration at 

higher management was required (Horwath & Morrison, 2011). To this effect, the co-location of 

organizations within a community hub is consistently cited as a strategy that improves inter-agency 

collaboration and assists in overcoming these barriers (Atkinson et al., 2007; Doyle, 2008; Ginsburg, 2008). 

Throughout the literature, various levels of engagement or collaboration within community hubs are 

detailed. The Nonprofit Centres Network (2016) illustrates a low level of collaboration as simply networking; 

relationship building over a shared coffee break, with an overall focus on creating a positive environment 

inside of the hub. This level of collaboration requires a very little behaviour change (The Nonprofit Centres 

Network, 2016). Community hubs that focus less on social interactions and more on the coordination of 

program activities and referrals amongst co-located organizations are employing a medium level of 

engagement, also referred to as coalition or collaboration (The Nonprofit Centres Network, 2016). This level 

of collaboration requires modest behaviour changes on the part of individual service providers, and the 

sacrifice of some organizational autonomy (Horwath & Morrison, 2011; The Nonprofit Centres Network, 

2016). Finally, a high level of engagement, also referred to as integration, is apparent through risk and reward 

sharing amongst organizations, individual organizations striving to enhance other agencies’ capacities, and 

the community hub functioning as its own entity, having a collaborative positive impact on the community 

(Horwath & Morrison, 2011; The Nonprofit Centres Network, 2016). Therefore, the co-location of 

organizations into a community hub does not immediately result in a single model or level of collaboration. 

Depending on the vision and purpose of the hub, various measures will be implemented that will determine 

the position on the spectrum of collaboration that the community hub will exist.  

Benefits of community hubs 

The benefits of community hubs are abundant within pertinent literature (Atkinson et al., 2007; 

Davidson, 2013; Frost & Lloyd, 2006; Ginsburg, 2008; Ontario Municipal Social Services Association, 2015b), 

however, research tends to categorize the benefits depending on who the immediate recipient of the 

positive impact is. For example, many research studies discuss the benefits of community hubs in terms of 

benefits for service providers, benefits for service users, and finally, benefits for the community. For the 

purpose of this feasibility study, the benefits will not be separated in this manner because of the inherent 

relationship between these three groups. A positive impact on service providers will result in improved 

services delivered to service users, which will benefit the community as a whole. Service providers also exist 

as service users and vise versa, while all comprising the community. As such, these individuals and the 

associated benefits will not be discussed as three distinct groups for the purpose of promoting the 

egalitarian, holistic nature of community hubs. 
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Not only do community hubs assist in overcoming the barriers uniquely experienced by rural 

communities, as discussed above, but these collaborative models also address challenges in modern service 

delivery, in general. Community hubs address problems of fragmentation of services, limited resources, 

difficulty navigating a system of uncoordinated supports, lack of collaboration amongst organizations, and 

duplication of services (Davidson, 2013; Ontario Municipal Social Services Association, 2015b). Community 

hubs positively impact individuals and communities through improved communication, increased information 

sharing, improved access to more appropriate services, the use of service provider time and resources more 

effectively, and reduced stigma for individuals utilizing the co-located services (Atkinson et al., 2007; 

Davidson, 2013; Frost & Lloyd, 2006; Moran, Jacobs, Bunn, & Bifulco, 2006; Williams, Shore, & Meschan, 

2006). A greater acceptance of referrals has been found when services are delivered out of a community hub, 

due to the familiarity of the shared location and warm referrals (Ginsburg, 2008). Studies have found that 

community hubs encourage clients to access multiple services, which results in a fuller, more holistic 

assessment of needs, along with a faster referral, assessment, and service delivery process (Davidson, 2013; 

Maslin-Prothero & Bennion, 2010). Community hubs reduce travel costs typically dedicated to seeking 

services, as well as reduce time that service providers and service users typically spend navigating the 

system; individuals are no longer knocking on multiple doors, repeating their story to a variety of 

unconnected service providers (Ontario Municipal Social Services Association, 2015b; Sloper, 2004). 

Researchers have discovered that collaborative community hubs result in increased knowledge of available 

services, institutional empathy in which organizations genuinely understand and have an appreciation for 

service delivery from another agency, increased trust between service providers, and subsequently, 

improved relationships overall (Atkinson et al., 2007; Banks, Dutch, & Wang, 2008; Organisation for Economic 

Co-operation and Development, 2015). Increased opportunities for joint problem solving, reduced waiting 

lists, and significant savings for co-located partners in program resources, trainings, and marketing have been 

found to result from co-location within a community hub (Davidson, 2013; Maslin-Prothero & Bennion, 

2010). Finally, a greater focus on prevention and early intervention, a unified voice presented to service 

users, and overall greater success for clients are also among the numerous positive impacts that a community 

hub can have on service providers, service users, and the community as a whole (Davidson, 2013). 

Challenges in community hubs  

Although the benefits of community hubs are abundant within literature, challenges also inevitably 

arise when historically distinct organizations co-locate into a shared space. Power dynamics exist throughout 

every layer of society, including human service delivery, however these inequalities become increasingly 

visible when organizations are physically placed in close proximity, with the intent of sacrificing some 

autonomy for collaboration (Wistow & Waddington, 2006). Social service organizations differ in amount of 
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funding received as well as physical size of the organization, which can result in a significant power imbalance 

where large organizations drive the agenda and small agencies do not have the resources to participate 

(Public Interest Strategy and Communications Inc., 2008). A lack of role and identity clarity is referred to in 

numerous studies as a consistent challenge within community hubs (Davidson, 2013; Armitage et al., 2009; 

Atkinson et al., 2007). This includes a lack of clarity and understanding of others’ roles within the community 

hub, uncertainty surrounding a service provider’s own professional identity, and confused loyalties (Armitage 

et al., 2009; Atkinson et al., 2007). When co-locating in a community hub, individual service providers and 

entire organizations must find a balance between their identity as an individual agency and their loyalty and 

role in the collective community hub (Davidson, 2013). Without this balance, ambiguity in one’s professional 

identity and role within their organization and community hub will result. Conflicting organizational cultures 

and a difference in commitment to collaboration have also been cited throughout the literature as dynamics 

that impact organizations’ ability to effectively co-locate and collaborate, therefore impacting the success of 

the community hub as a whole (Atkinson et al., 2007; Wistow & Waddington, 2006). Research regarding 

workload after re-locating into a community hub is mixed, however the majority of evidence is weighted 

toward an increase in workload, which may produce hesitation in joining the community hub and maintaining 

tenancy (Atkinson et al., 2007). Finally, the development of collaborative communication, the ability to 

secure adequate resourcing in terms of time, staffing, and funding, and support from organizations’ upper 

management are noted as necessary, and a lack there of could be particularly damaging to the community 

hub (Atkinson et al., 2007; Stewart, Petch, & Curtice, 2003). 

Best practices 

Throughout the literature, strategies, models, and protocols are discussed as solutions to the above 

challenges. When considering the internal environment of a community hub, collaboration must be a priority. 

Organizations cannot be placed under one roof and simply expected to collaborate. Due to our historic model 

of delivering services from discrete locations and perspectives, true collaboration will not develop organically 

in a community hub; time and resources must be dedicated to creating collaborative opportunities.  

Recommendations throughout the literature on fostering collaboration include working together with co-

located partners to define what it means to collaborate, building a common culture for the community hub, 

encouraging joint programs and activities, developing one website for the centre with individual agency 

websites linked off of it, and distributing a joint newsletter illustrating updates from all co-located agencies 

(Davidson, 2013; Stewart et al., 2003; Scragg, 2006). In order to implement these collaborative efforts, a 

community hub should have one staff member that is employed by the hub (The Nonprofit Centers Network, 

2016). This centre director, coordinator, or community hub manager would be responsible for the daily 
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operations of the hub and encouraging collaboration between co-located partners (The Nonprofit Centers 

Network, 2016). 

Reciprocal referrals are an indicator of successful collaboration and mutual trust, and therefore must 

be encouraged within a community hub. Referrals can be fostered by implementing measures that ensure 

appropriate referrals and the exchange of information regarding shared clients (Davidson, 2013). This 

includes a common referral form and an inter-agency case management approach where the needs of the 

client are assessed and the organizations that will assist in meeting each individual need are clearly 

determined and laid out, which may include a checklist to record the agencies that are involved with a single 

individual (Davidson, 2013).  

As evidenced by the discussion of benefits and challenges within a community hub, communication 

must be prioritized. Within their study on multi-agency work, White and Featherstone (2005) found that the 

co-location of multi-disciplinary services and organizations will not automatically, straightforwardly, lead to 

improved, collaborative communication. Collaborative communication cannot occur within a community hub 

if individuals do not change their thinking and practice. Co-located, collaborative partners cannot remain in 

their past professional narratives utilized in their geographically and organizationally separate practices 

(White & Featherstone, 2005). Agencies must be open to exploring their past professional communication 

strategies and considering those of a new, collaborative nature (White & Featherstone, 2005). This transition 

can be challenging and intimidating because it opens up organizations to scrutiny; however, to adopt a 

collaborative perspective, agencies must accept their incompleteness and limitations and open themselves 

up to others’ models of service delivery (White & Featherstone, 2005). Collaborative communication includes 

using a variety of channels including face-to-face events and meetings, as well as passive communication 

such as bulletin boards and newsletters, to ensure all agencies are reached and included, and installing a 

large calendar that lists all agency workshops, events, and information in a common area (Davidson, 2013; 

The Nonprofit Centers Network, 2016). It is also recommended that community hubs implement an 

interagency committee where complaints and problems can be brought and discussed (Davidson, 2013). A 

mix of formal and informal communication needs to be encouraged and all co-located partners should be 

provided the opportunity to understand the language, terms, and acronyms utilized by other agencies 

(Davidson, 2013).  

When conceptualizing the feasibility of a community hub, location must be consciously considered, 

and the service user perspective should be prioritized. The location of a community hub needs to promote 

both physical and geographical accessibility (Davidson, 2013). The hub should be centrally located in the 

community, convenient, for example on a bus route if public transportation is present in the community, and 

in a safe area (Davidson, 2013). It is also recommended that the community hub be in close proximity to 
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other social service organizations that have not chosen to co-locate, to ensure ease in referring and maintain 

a community approach (Davidson, 2013). 

A clear governance model or arrangement has been described as a vital factor when considering the 

success of collaboration and potentially, integration, within a community hub (Cameron, Macdonald, Turner, 

& Lloyd, 2007; Wistow & Waddington, 2006). Within their report on governance, partnership, and 

community inclusion in community hubs, the social enterprise, Public Interest Strategy and Communications 

Inc. (2008), detail the multiple potential governance structures for multi-agency shared spaces. Community 

hubs can employ a staff-led model, in which the hub is governed by the executive directors of co-located 

organizations, who also comprise the management of the hub, and implement all hub policies (Public Interest 

Strategy and Communications Inc., 2008). The standard non-profit model of an elected board of directors 

(BOD) is also a possibility. The BOD would govern the community hub, particularly surrounding strategic 

direction and policy, and a lead agency or community hub manager would oversee the daily operations 

(Public Interest Strategy and Communications Inc., 2008). A lead agency model is also present within the 

literature as a potential management model, where the community hub is overseen and managed as a 

program of a single organization. The lead agency rents space to partners and the hub is overseen by the lead 

agency’s BOD, with many in-hub committees and coordinators managing the daily operations (Public Interest 

Strategy and Communications Inc., 2008). An additional model of governance in community hubs is a resident 

steering committee, where the overseeing committee is comprised of equal representation of co-located 

agencies and local community residents (Public Interest Strategy and Communications Inc., 2008). This model 

promotes shared ownership and encourages decision-making from local community leaders. Severed 

accountability models also exist in which a trustee body holds decision-making power in legal and financial 

matters, while a BOD manages policies and programs, as well as participant-based governance, where service 

users play a role in developing services and sit on the BOD (Public Interest Strategy and Communications Inc., 

2008). 

When considering funding and budgets within community hubs, multiple research studies 

recommended seeking opportunities to share resources and pool budgets amongst co-located organizations 

(Atkinson et al., 2007; Davidson, 2013). As referred to numerous times above, re-locating into a community 

hub requires a transition, and when considering funds and budgets, this same sentiment persists. Funding in 

silos is referred to as a challenge in community hubs within the literature because it promotes competition, 

rather than cooperation (Public Interest Strategy and Communications Inc., 2008). Therefore, organizations 

must work together across agency boundaries by pooling resources and budgets (Maslin-Prothero & Bennion, 

2010). Joint funding or pooled budgets can fund joint programs, community hub resources, and costs 

associated with collaboration-encouraging activities. Davidson (2013) also recommends implementing clearly 
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written agreements surrounding where funding is shared, and encouraging co-located organizations’ upper 

management to recognize the importance of shared recourses on the environment, service delivery, and 

unified voice of the community hub.  

As recognized throughout modern pertinent literature and the province of Ontario’s recent reports, 

conscious, planned, implementation is vital to the success of all above best practises and therefore, the 

success of the community hub. Essentially, all dynamics that a hub wishes to embody should be consciously 

considered prior to and during the implementation process and the community hub should be designed and 

implemented for the purpose of those collaborative dynamics. The literature recommends securing 

commitment to the community hub and collaborative service delivery at all levels within individual partner 

organizations, implementing transparent lines of communication, collaboratively developing joint aims and 

objectives in the community, along with shared protocols, clearly defining the structure of the community 

hub, and securing adequate, sustained funding by exploring shared budgets (Atkinson et al., 2007). Adequate 

allocation of time is referred to as a priority within the literature, and community hubs are advised to create 

realistic timeframes that incorporate time for planning (Atkinson et al., 2007). Within the implementation 

process, community hubs should outline collective beliefs and values by developing a shared mission 

statement. Formal partnership agreements, often in the form of a memorandum of understanding (see 

Appendix A), amongst agencies can also be created to illustrate the vision of the centre (Davidson, 2013). 

Implemented community hubs 

Although published research is beneficial, informative, and essential when considering the feasibility 

of a community hub, particularly surrounding the valuable best practices, literature tends to be theory-based, 

and therefore is limited in information surrounding the basic, daily operations of a community hub. As 

mentioned, it is also increasingly challenging to find models in the literature that are reflective of or 

comparable to the North Perth community specifically, because research is simply not focused in rural areas. 

Therefore, to ensure a comprehensive picture of service delivery out of a collaborative community hub 

model in rural Ontario, interviews and tours with implemented community hubs that were already actively 

supporting their community were employed. After originally reaching out to 15 organizations, 13 community 

hubs engaged in an interview and/or provided a tour of their community hub. Where possible, 

communication occurred with an individual that was an employee of the overarching community hub and 

therefore could speak for the hub as a whole; however, in some instances where such an individual was not 

present, an individual agency within the community hub was interviewed. Participating community hubs 

included Bridges of Kawartha Lakes in Kawartha Lakes, Carlington Community Health Centre in Ottawa, Royal 

Oaks Health and Wellness Centre in Wingham, Spinrite Child and Family Centre in Listowel, The Common 
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Roof with locations in Barrie and Orillia, Innovation Works in London, United Way Chatham-Kent in Chatham, 

Community Hub 33 in Leamington, Fusion Youth Centre in Ingersoll, The Livingston Centre in Tillsonburg, 

Langs with locations in Cambridge and North Dumfries, Dufferin County Community Services Hub in 

Orangeville, and United Way Toronto and York Region with community hubs in various Greater Toronto Area 

neighbourhoods. See Table 1 for information and details that were communicated and viewed within these 

interviews and community hub tours. 

The community hubs that participated in this portion of the feasibility study were a variety of 

focused and general hubs; although, consistent with published literature, the number of focused hubs 

outweighed the number of general models. Bridges of Kawartha Lakes is a domestic violence hub, Carlington 

Community Health Centre is dedicated to improving access to health services, and Innovation Works 

prioritizes social innovation. The general community hubs that were interviewed, such as United Way 

Chatham-Kent and, particularly The Livingston Centre, quite accurately reflect the overarching goal and ideal 

community hub for North Perth in terms of size of the community hub and the diversity of partners co-

located within it. There were a variety of recommendations and individual best practices that these 

community hubs were utilizing to effectively deliver collaborative services to their community. 

Table 1: Implemented Community Hub Models 

 
Bridges of Kawartha Lakes 

SPACE ORGANIZATION: Board room used for all tenants; Few private offices 
TENANTS: (3 tiers) Tier 1-on-site partners: Children’s Aid Society (CAS), sexual assault centre, 
women’s shelter, victim services, Canadian Mental Health Association, local family health team 
Tier 2-on-call partners: addictions, housing, police (OPP and local), OW, VWAP, lawyer, credit 
counselling. Tier 3-consult partners: no formal partners yet 
COLLABORATION: Hub coordinator hosts monthly meetings to ensure tenants are informed of others’ 
services 
GOVERNANCE: Hub is a program of Women’s Resources of Kawartha Lakes; Hub is overseen by 
Women’s Resources BOD 
FUNDING & RENT: No rent paid by tenants; Trillium Foundation Seed Grant received by Women’s 
Resources to start program and have applied for Grow Grant to continue hub 
SHARED STAFF: Shared coordinator, shared intake, shared intake paperwork; individual becomes 
client of single organization upon referral 
SHARED FACILITIES: All rooms (board room and offices) shared; Use shared data entry system -  
coordinator is only person with access 
IMPLEMENTATION: Coordinator not present during implementation, therefore no information shared 
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Carlington Community Health Centre (CCHC) 

SPACE ORGANIZATION: Private offices (3-floor building) 
1st floor: community partners 
2nd floor: clinic 
3rd floor: community partners; currently doing renovation to implement senior’s housing on top 3 
floors 
TENANTS: Core partners: Early Years, Assertive Community Treatment (ACT) (community mental 
health), Primary Care Clinic (doctors, nurses, nurse practitioners), counselling programs, health 
promoters 
Community Partners using Space: Housing help, Diabetes team, Employment, Chiropodist (foot 
care), Nurses, Chiropractors; Following renovation & new space, will include seniors housing units 
(collaboration with Ottawa Community Housing) 
COLLABORATION: Numerous joint programs between partners 
GOVERNANCE: CCHC has own BOD; after renovation – CCHC has BOD, Ottawa Community Housing 
has BOD, & Condominium Act requires joint board (CEO of CCHC, CEO of housing, and a 3rd rep) 
FUNDING & RENT: Funded by the LHIN; After renovation – funding from ministry, City of Ottawa, 
federal government, & municipal government; 
Rent (admin fee for admin staff, phones, & internet) only paid by tenants “if they can” 
SHARED STAFF: Shared intake (MSW); First point of contact is reception, general registration form 
completed, then intake/crisis service completes intake and referrals 
SHARED FACILITIES: Shared meeting space for all staff; Shared phone & internet; Shared data entry 
system, all core partners have access; community partners do not have access, but referral is 
charted in system 
IMPLEMENTATION: CEO not present during original implementation; Current renovations & “new” 
hub – largest challenge is lining up funding; team of primary care staff (physician, nurse 
practitioner, nurse, & admin staff) did site visits to other clinics to gain ideas of designing new 
space; whole primary care team then endorsed proposed design 

 

 
Royal Oaks Health & Wellness Centre 

SPACE ORGANIZATION: Renovated school; Offices and cubicles (decided by tenant); tenant renovates 
space upon move-in; 2-story clinic; some empty classrooms 
TENANTS: Medical clinic, North Huron Family Health Team, OneCare, Huron County Health Unit, 
pharmacy, hospital lab, speech pathology, hospital boardroom, seniors’ cards group; FHT space 
used by outside hearing aid organization (some tenants will be moving back to hospital after 
hospital renovation) 
COLLABORATION: Leave collaboration up to the co-located tenants 
GOVERNANCE: Hospital oversees hub & governed by hospital BOD 
FUNDING & RENT: Tenant rent subsidizes physician rent in clinic; Rents vary depending on tenant 
type (i.e. for-profit pays higher rent; non-profit pays lower rent); lowest rent - $10/square foot 
SHARED STAFF: None; all patients were already patients prior to hub implementation, so no intake 
required (no shared patients yet) 
SHARED FACILITIES: Family Health Team and physicians share internet and phone with hospital; 
OneCare and health unit brought in own phone and internet; Shared staff/ lunch room on one 
floor 
IMPLEMENTATION: Building opened 4 years after purchasing, underestimated timeline of tenant 
decisions (i.e. individual BOD input) and re-location (leases); Received negative feedback from BIA 
because hub taking people (providers and users) away from downtown 
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Spinrite Child and Family Centre 

SPACE ORGANIZATION: Each organization has their own space; Early Years play room and meeting 
room available for partnership use 
TENANTS: North Perth Early Years, North Perth Day Care; Westfield Elementary School attached to 
Child and Family Centre 
COLLABORATION: Open communication and utilize warm referrals with very positive results 
GOVERNANCE: All have separate governing bodies 
FUNDING & RENT: Municipality of North Perth rents space to Early Years; no specific price shared; 
condo fees pay shared administration costs 
SHARED STAFF: No shared staff 
SHARED FACILITIES: Shared photocopier, shared laundry, shared servery; Recommended “No Wrong 
Door” shared referral form 
IMPLEMENTATION: Recommended working out small details in agreements (i.e. key holders, security, 
mail, holidays); Agreements should include definition of a community hub, clear mission, clear 
vision, and awareness of other services (i.e. transportation) 

 

 
The Common Roof 

SPACE ORGANIZATION: Staff offices and large community rooms; more community rooms than staff 
offices for collaboration and open concept design 
TENANTS: New Path Foundation: property management of both 
Barrie Partners: New Path Youth & Family Services, Catulpa Community Support Services, 
Children’s Treatment Network 
Orillia Partners: Catulpa Community Support Services, New Path Family & Youth Services, Simcoe 
Health Unit, 
Tenants: Catholic Family Services, Native Non-profit Homes, Housing Resource Centre, foot care, 
VON, Children’s Treatment Network, Palliative Care Network, Health Centre, Trending the Sacred 
COLLABORATION: Hold monthly partner meetings (EDs of partner organizations and New Path); New 
Path facilitates collaboration  
GOVERNANCE: New Path BOD 
FUNDING & RENT: Began with 6 organizations; put in $100,000 each, became partners. Partners: 
below market rent, right of first refusal re. tenants; locked in for 10 years to avoid tenant turnover 
Tenants: market rent, no decision-making power. Rent made up of rate per ft2 and rent for shared 
space; Charge for utilities on top of rent fluctuates yearly 
SHARED STAFF: Shared reception, finance, human recourses, & maintenance; Transparent billing: 
New Path pays reception, New Path bills partners, partners pay New Path; IT made up of 2 
organizations combining IT services 
SHARED FACILITIES: Shared phone and internet 
IMPLEMENTATION: Have partners to avoid tenant turnover; Seek out a building size that will house 
current partners, not unguaranteed future ones; Hired New Path so partners not responsible for 
landlord duties; Hold MOU to inform all partners; Transparency (New Path have final decision-
making powers if not aligned with Common Roof manual (all partners sign off on this in lease)); 
recommended 4 Ts: Transparency, Trust, Time, Turf 
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Innovation Works 

SPACE ORGANIZATION: Private offices, private desks, flex desks 
TENANTS: 150 tenants; organizations, businesses, individuals, students, etc.; 60:40 for-profit: non-
profit; Specific, but flexible screening to become a co-tenant – must prioritize social innovation 
COLLABORATION: Very open concept; Have culture committee to determine shared values & display 
them; 1 person responsible for making connections between tenants 
GOVERNANCE: Innovations Works is a program within Pillar Non-Profit Network; Pillar BOD oversees 
hub 
FUNDING & RENT: Portion of rent goes to maintenance, internet, phone line; rent depends on space: 
flex desk - $125/ month; private desk - $300/month; office - $550/month; each rent rate gets 
varying access to meeting rooms; Use CSI to bill for photocopy codes, etc.; To purchase building: 
$1 million on Community Bond & received grants  
SHARED STAFF: Shared maintenance and “welcome desk” (reception) 
SHARED FACILITIES: Shared kitchen – weekly collaborative events organized in kitchen; Shared 
internet & phone line; shared meeting rooms; Shared IT – contract with Nerds on Site 
IMPLEMENTATION: Developed a team (construction, finance, & project manager) to find and 
renovate building 

 

 
United Way Chatham-Kent  

SPACE ORGANIZATION: Offices around perimeter, shared meeting room in centre of building  
TENANTS: United Way Chatham-Kent (and all programs within it), Chatham Kent Non-Profit 
Network, Changing Ways, Party planning business, Youth engagement, Weekend Islamic school, 
Labour council, Opioid crisis collaborative work 
COLLABORATION: Hold workshops for entire community (ex. Bridges out of Poverty); Monthly staff 
meeting 
GOVERNANCE: Overseen by United Way BOD 
FUNDING & RENT: Originally rented space, bought building with tenant revenue; funding from 
Trillium and Municipality to renovate; community pays $425 for 25 hours of meeting space; 
Charge $600 for rent, extra $50 for amenities; Receive photocopier code & billed 1/month for 
copies made 
SHARED STAFF: Shared maintenance, reception, & volunteer coordinator (all 1 person) 
SHARED FACILITIES: Shared board room (available for community rent), lounge, library, photocopier, 
community kitchen; 1 area of room with all tenants’ mailboxes (picked up & sorted by UW) 
IMPLEMENTATION: Property taxes were too high, so renegotiated with MPAC and changed business 
and commercial designation; Negotiated with landlord for low (but increasing) rent for first 2 
years, bought it in 3rd year with tenant revenue 
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Community Hub 33 

SPACE ORGANIZATION: Some offices; cubicle suite with offices surrounding perimeter; cubicles all 
connected in zig-zag shape  
TENANTS: Children First, City of Windsor Employment and Social Services (OW, ODSP), Community 
Living, CAS, Community Health Centre, County Health Unit 
COLLABORATION: Do not have control over tenants, so choose who is part of their “hub” (some 
tenants in building are not considered part of hub); Shared training, events, and activities; 
Community Hub 33 Committee meets monthly (leads of agencies) 
GOVERNANCE: All individual BODs 
FUNDING & RENT: They lease the building (therefore, pay rent to landlord, landlord decides tenants); 
renovated space by selling old building and donations 
SHARED STAFF: Health and safety committee – made up of reps from each individual agency 
committee; City of Windsor & CAS share reception; Landlord handles maintenance; shared 
building manager to communicate with landlord 
SHARED FACILITIES: Shared lunch room, meeting area, email, electronics (surveillance) 
IMPLEMENTATION: Had to ensure all tenants abided by CAS’s health and safety because of high risk 
clients; Each tenant designed own space and paid; Shared space = shared costs to furnish; chose 
location based on high-needs area to improve accessibility 

 

 
Fusion Youth Centre  

SPACE ORGANIZATION: Until 2:30pm: operates as a hub (offices) 
After 2:30pm: operates as a youth centre (lounge, café, recording studio, computers, snoezelen 
room, etc.) 
TENANTS: Primarily a youth drop in centre, VON, Ingersoll Sport Services, Fanshawe College, 
Community Dance Studio, Oxford-Elgin Child and Youth Centre 
COLLABORATION: Fusion decides tenants and communicates back to council 
GOVERNANCE: Owned by Municipality (under Parks & Rec branch) & overseen by council BOD 
FUNDING & RENT: Operating budget - $800,000 (mostly wages); Accessibility grant; grants also from 
Trillium and Lablaws for community kitchen; Funding from United Way; Tenant rent goes into 
general revenue to pay heat, hydro, internet, phone; Operating costs – CAMI, fundraising, 
donations 
SHARED STAFF: Shared reception/welcome desk 
SHARED FACILITIES: Shared internet & phone, training room, board room (rented out to community, 
CAS, local hockey, previously Fanshawe college, etc.); Shared paperwork for incident reports; 
Snoezelen room shared and rented by community 
IMPLEMENTATION: Renovated from small elementary school; Started by proactive council purchasing 
building 
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The Livingston Centre  

SPACE ORGANIZATION: Private offices, cubicle areas with private offices available in same space; 
hoteling suites (private desk and phone) available for tenants use one/twice per month; Have 
back/side entrances  
TENANTS: Three Levels: 
(1) Own building under TCSI – Multi-Service Centre (MSC) & Community Living (CL) 
(2) Tenant with 5 Year Lease – Service Canada Tillsonburg 
(3) Tenants with Licence (renews and increases with cost of living each year) - Employment 
Ontario, Addiction Services, BBBS, Community Health Centre, Domestic Violence services, The 
Tillsonburg Children’s Centre (early years & daycare), Public Health, Legal Clinic, Fanshawe, 
Veterans Affairs, Family Services, Pediatrician 
COLLABORATION: Have management team that handles day to day operations; Collaboration occurs 
between some agencies, but not formally encouraged; Use warm referrals; Do shared orientation 
& tour with each new staff/partner 
GOVERNANCE: Building owned by Tillsonburg Community Service Initiatives (TCSI); Overseen by TCSI 
BOD 
FUNDING & RENT: Capitol – building was donated and TCSI received bank loan; Reception costs 
shared between MSC & CL (joint management) and costs part of tenant rent 
SHARED STAFF: Shared reception (staffed/overseen by MSC and CL); Have shared health & safety, 
but also individual protocols; Shared response team for any crisis intervention needs  
SHARED FACILITIES: Shared meeting rooms, lunchroom; centralized online room-booking system 
IMPLEMENTATION: No shared intake and do not recommend it – it can get very narrow and backed 
up (too many people coming in); Instead, do quick triage at reception and have at least 1 partner 
that is open to accepting clients that do not fit into immediately obvious service and they 
complete further intake/referral (i.e. public health organization) 
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Langs  

SPACE ORGANIZATION: 58,000 square feet; community kitchen (partner with food bank to get food), 
offices, group rooms, board rooms, gymnasium, cubicles, etc. 
TENANTS: Partner – City of Cambridge: invested in building and now do not pay rent (pay 22% of 
operating costs because use 22% of space) 
Tenants - Alzheimer Society, CMHA, Carizon Family & Community Services, Diabetes Education, 
Family & Children’s services, walk-in counselling, Sexual Assault support centre, Future Vision 
Ministries, Lutherwood, St. Marys Counselling, New Hope Hearing, Arthritis Society, Langs Medical 
Pharmacy, St. Joseph’s Health Centre, Legal Aid, YMCA, Hospice, medical specialists, 
Developmental Services, Public Health, KidsAbility, Deaf Blind Services, Family Violence Project; 
numerous external groups/ agencies using space 
COLLABORATION: No hub coordinators – all hub work is done off the side of their desk; Community 
Services Committee decides new programs and partnerships; Hold collaborative events, lunch & 
learns, etc. 
GOVERNANCE: Langs is landlord and tenant; A separate corporation owns the building, and Langs 
corporation oversees the programs – therefore reporting to two BODs 
FUNDING & RENT: Purchased land from Catholic School; Capitol - Funded by FEDDEV, City of 
Cambridge, Federal government, capitol campaign, & financing; Rent - $3,700 per year – includes 
use of one meeting room for free once in year (then rent after); Lease includes – base rent, 
common fees, & optional business services (internet & phone); All tenants have 5-year leases 
SHARED STAFF: Shared welcome/ reception & waiting room  
SHARED FACILITIES: All space shared (ex. Early years space used for childcare if parent has medical 
appointment); shared phone & internet 
IMPLEMENTATION: Recommendation – create room for growth (“build a hub and they will come”); 
helping clients find their way through building is challenging; Do not group similar services on 
same floor (this creates silos); During planning phases: held focus groups for organizations, asked 
for submissions of interest (for tenancy), planning sessions held; Recommend few rules and 
formality 
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Dufferin County Community Services Hub  

SPACE ORGANIZATION: Have three entrances, accessible by fob; offices, hoteling suites & interviewing 
rooms with safety features (safety desk, 2 entrances) available for rent; integrated human services 
floor = all cubicles (tall walls with glass on top, white noise, supervisor and executive offices 
around perimeter), 2 meeting rooms, 2 training rooms; all cubicles minimum 80ft2 
TENANTS: County of Dufferin Community Services (own and operate hub), Early Years, Georgian, 
Career & Employment Community Services, SHIP (housing), Centre Street Campus (alt ed), 
TeleCheck Dufferin (distress centre), CMHA, Hospice Dufferin 
To filter: organizations that are prepared to abide by culture of the hub, prepared to co-locate, 
prepared to collaborate, and prepared to consider integration 
COLLABORATION: Created collaborative vision, mission, and culture – have culture wheels displayed 
in building; “if you are here, this is the culture you are abiding by, it is non-negotiable, in your 
individual office, it is up to you”; They are in a hub but not all services are integrated – separate 
wings, separate designs; Have outside picnic tables 
GOVERNANCE: Council (the county) oversees the hub; has 1 designated person that oversees day to 
day functioning 
FUNDING & RENT: An individual owns building; County of Dufferin pays $150,000/ year; after 10 
years, will give landlord receipt of current value of building, and building will be gifted to them 
(view it as an investment for the county); 3 and 5 year leases, rent increases by 3% every year; 
borrow money for capital costs, paid back with tenant revenue, leftover is covered by 
municipality; have clause where if tenant loses provincial funding, can break lease 
SHARED STAFF: Shared reception, 2 staff (1 from Georgian & 1 from Career Community Services), 1 
union, 1 not union, separate funding, separate reporting, cover for each other; Director oversees 
all hub day to day operating functions 
SHARED FACILITIES: Edelbrock meeting room (free to rent for tenants & non-profits, $90 for for-
profits), shared printers and photocopiers (access by fob), integrated file room, sorted by 
organization, shared staff room and kitchen, shared training room; have maintenance room for 
supplies and air controlled LAN room 
IMPLEMENTATION: Brought all tenants together to design the space, tenants submitted plan, 
reviewed by the county; In the beginning, held agency table 1/month to develop protocols: 
evacuation, crisis management, health & safety, accountability for people outside, etc.; Now have 
contingencies for can be pulled out and refer to; Architect did all designing; Recommendations: 
build for expansion (i.e. parking), have large windows in all doors, have high, small windows for 
natural light; need space that can transform (ex. flip down tables on wheels); have an external hub 
sign (tenants pay for their own slot) 

 



The North Perth Community Hub Feasibility Study 

 20 

 
United Way Toronto & York Region  

SPACE ORGANIZATION: Seven hubs total, all varying structures; all have hoteling suites, shared 
programming space, and community kitchens 
TENANTS: All vary  
COLLABORATION: All vary; Lead agencies responsible for internal operations 
GOVERNANCE: Use lead agency model; UW, selected lead agencies, gave them funds, & lead 
agencies determined partners; Governance models vary (required by UW to have one) – advisory 
committees, management committees, etc.; UW meets with lead agency every 2 months 
FUNDING & RENT: Funding from Federal government through Resident Action Grants ($100,000/ 
year/neighbourhood); UW guarantees $1 million each in capitol funding and $150,000/ year in 
operating funds; Received Infrastructure Stimulus Funding provincial government funds; Trillium, 
City of Toronto 
SHARED STAFF: All vary 
SHARED FACILITIES: Recommend shared costs to fund shared reception, management, and 
maintenance; recommend 1 phone system 
IMPLEMENTATION: Identified 13 high-needs, underserved neighbourhoods; 1 new build on leased 
land, 1 renovated high school, & 5 leased buildings; Each hub used architect and project manager; 
Recommend – build hub fluidly, not for specific organizations (generic offices); Residents of 
community involved in hub (on BOD, advisory committees, & facilitate activities); 
Recommendation: consider building up-keep and vacancy reserve in funding 

 

 

Physical organization 

The majority of community hubs had a mixture of private full-time offices, private part-time offices, 

shared full-time offices, and shared part-time offices. Many had cubicles within their model, often in the form 

of a cubicle suite, where a great number of cubicles are in a shared space, with private and/or management 

offices on the perimeter of the room. A number of the community hubs had hoteling suites, which were 

single offices with a desk, phone, and potentially a computer, which could be rented by individuals and 

service providers interested in utilizing space infrequently (i.e. once per month, three times per year, etc.). 

Group rooms, board rooms, and community kitchens were often present for co-located partners to utilize 

and the community to rent. Many recommended these shared rooms have flexible furniture (i.e. on wheels, 

ability to fold up and move, etc.) to ensure the room can be transformed depending on its daily use. Storage 

space was communicated as an often forgotten, but vital need in community hubs. A shared staff lunch room 

was also recommended to provide opportunities for informal collaboration. Multiple implemented 

community hubs had a social enterprise coffee shop within the entrance to encourage additional members of 

the community to enter, along with a reception and large waiting area. Often within the waiting area, an 

employment resources centre was present, with computers, pamphlets, and various resources open to the 

community. A small number of community hubs had doors at the side or back of the building in addition to 

the primary front entrance, to provide an alternative exit and ensure privacy and safety. Generally, these 
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doors are not accessible to service users from outside of the building and are locked, but can be opened from 

the inside by a service provider waiting for an individual to arrive, or can be used for exiting the building 

without having to walk through the shared waiting area. 

Levels of partners 

The majority of community hubs had various levels of partners. Many had a combination of core 

partners, which comprised the majority of the community hub’s Monday to Friday, 9:00am to 5:00pm 

operating hours, with part-time partners present on various days throughout the week. Both core and part-

time partners also had the option of delivering groups or facilitating meetings in evenings and on weekends, 

therefore extending the hours of the community hub. Some community hubs had a mixture of for-profit and 

non-profit partners, which often influenced the rent rate charged to each individual partner agency, while 

other models distinguished between partners and tenants, depending on whether or not a co-located agency 

had financial investment in the hub, such as The Common Roof (see Table 1).  

Shared staff, intake, & data management system 

Many community hubs that participated in this feasibility study had various levels of shared staff, 

intake, and data management system access. The great majority had shared staff; reception, maintenance, IT 

services, health and safety committees, and in some models, an interagency crisis response team. A 

community hub coordinator, manager, or director was also present in the majority of the models, to oversee 

the daily operations of the community hub and encourage collaboration amongst co-located partners. In 

numerous models, there was a monthly condo fee in addition to each co-located agency’s rent that funds 

these shared staff and services. As the interviews progressed, it became apparent that a shared intake 

process and shared data management system, in which client records are input and co-located partners can 

gain access, are measures typically unique to focused community hubs, as compared to general models. 

Bridges of Kawartha Lakes and Carlington Community Health Centre both employ successful shared intake 

procedures, while The Livingston Centre, a general rural community hub, advised against it. Rather than a 

shared intake, if an unconnected individual walks into the Livingston Centre, the receptionist or frontline 

administration worker at the welcome desk will engage in a superficial, quick triage to connect the individual 

with a service provider that will complete an intake and assessment. If the individual does not feel 

comfortable disclosing their needs in the reception area or if the receptionist cannot recognize a suitable 

agency to meet the individual’s needs, an organization within the community hub has been pre-designated to 

accept individuals that require a further intake before a referral can be provided. Within The Livingston 

Centre, this organization is their local public health agency. 
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Collaboration 

Various opportunities for collaboration were implemented in the community hubs that were 

interviewed. Monthly agency meetings, joint programs, shared trainings, joint community workshops, 

collaborative events, lunch and learns, the availability of a shared lunch/break room, and the development of 

a shared culture and values with it displayed throughout the community hub, were all recommended 

strategies to foster collaboration. A consistent message that was received throughout this phase of the 

feasibility study was the importance of transparency throughout the planning, implementation, and 

operating stages of the community hub. The implemented community hubs held focus groups for 

organizations which brought all potential partners together to discuss the details and design of the space. 

Some held collaborative planning sessions, or agency tables, where collaborative protocols were developed 

for the community hub (i.e. Langs and Dufferin County Community Services Hub). The Common Roof 

communicated four Ts that they viewed as vital in the successful functioning of their community hub: 

transparency, trust, time, and turf. Transparency must be prioritized to ensure the community hub is owned 

by the community and partners within in. Co-located organizations must develop interagency trust to truly 

collaborate, and therefore time must be dedicated to fostering collaboration. Finally, turf: co-located 

partners must overcome the typical organizational dynamic of mine and yours. The community hub, 

everything within it, and the impact it has on the community is ours.  

Funding 

Throughout the interactions with implemented community hubs, one consistent message was 

received: there is no one source of funding for community hubs. As can be viewed in Table 1, these 

community hubs receive funding from various directions, which is pieced together to provide capitol and 

operating funds. The Local Health Integration Network, various ministries, community bonds, applicable 

grants, their local United Way, fundraising through capitol campaigns, and local bank loans to be paid back 

through partner rent revenue were all utilized by these various community hubs. 

Potential Partner Interviews 

After connecting with numerous community hubs in surrounding areas, the feasibility study was 

brought back to North Perth to connect with local service providers and begin to explore the organizations 

that could comprise this rural community hub. 25 Perth County organizations were originally contacted. 

These agencies were a variety of service providers that already had physical locations in North Perth, and 

those that did not, which individuals may be travelling to Stratford to access. 19 local organizations 

participated in the feasibility study, and approximately 13 agencies expressed a genuine interest in the 
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possibility of re-locating and delivering services in a collaborative environment. Within these service provider 

interviews, a number of topics related to their unique style of service delivery were discussed, details of 

which can be found in Table 2. For a visual representation of North Perth service providers’ collective 

opinions on the location of the future community hub, refer to Figure 1. 

Table 2: Potential Partner Interviews 

 
Big Brothers Big Sisters 

SPACE NEEDED: Currently, only 1 staff; hoping to hire second; if do, need 2 offices and access to 
board room 
SERVICE PROVIDER NEEDS: Photocopying, internet, phone, meeting space (board room) 
SERVICE USER NEEDS: No recommendations  
CURRENT LEASE: Current lease ends July 2018 
CURRENT HOURS: Not discussed 
AFFORDABLE RENT: $500/$600 per month maximum 
LOCATION OPINION: Central/downtown Listowel 
OPINION ON POTENTIAL COLLABORATION: Primary benefit of collaboration is awareness & visibility 
REALITY OF RELOCATION: Will ultimately come down to cost of rent 

 

 
IǳǊƻƴ tŜǊǘƘ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ !ƛŘ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅ  

SPACE NEEDED: A room to do family visits – large room, they would bring in toys, ideally would have 
access to kitchen facilities; 1:1 office/hoteling suite for in between home visits in the community 
SERVICE PROVIDER NEEDS: Would need access 7 days/ week for weekend visits; Internet 
SERVICE USER NEEDS: Similar to space needed 
CURRENT LEASE: Only Perth County location is Stratford 
CURRENT HOURS: N/A 
AFFORDABLE RENT: Not discussed  
LOCATION OPINION: Not discussed 
OPINION ON POTENTIAL COLLABORATION: Unable to facilitate joint programs due to ministry and 
funding restrictions requiring services to be delivered in Stratford; Discussed benefit of informal 
collaboration & breaking down physical barriers between organizations 
REALITY OF RELOCATION: Unable to provide a yes or a no; Do not envision themselves moving & 
opening a 3rd location, but could utilize space in a community hub 

 

 
Canadian Mental Health Association  
 Utilize a community model of service delivery and provide services within the client’s home and 
 therefore access to services is not a challenge; Not interested in re-locating into community hub  
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The Alzheimer Society  

SPACE NEEDED: Currently in Listowel twice/week; Run 2 groups, twice/month at Trillium Mutual 
Insurance; Need 1 private office and group room; No cubicles 
SERVICE PROVIDER NEEDS: Photocopying, internet, phone line, OTN technology 
SERVICE USER NEEDS: Needs to be quiet, physically accessible; Shared reception with individual to 
direct client where to go 
CURRENT LEASE: Monthly lease in Listowel 
CURRENT HOURS: 2 days per week 
AFFORDABLE RENT: No information provided 
LOCATION OPINION: No opinion 
OPINION ON POTENTIAL COLLABORATION: Open to possibly having referrals from other organizations 
REALITY OF RELOCATION: Dependant on the organizations in the hub; Would like to be surrounded by 
similar agencies for referrals 
 

 
Centre for Employment & Learning  

SPACE NEEDED: 3 employees daily; Need 2-3 offices and 2 separate classroom spaces dedicated only 
to them (or 1 with ability to cover/expose wall hangings) – long tables, flexible furniture (on 
wheels); Open to cubicles as long as not too visible and can function like office 
SERVICE PROVIDER NEEDS: Shared reception, photocopying, internet, phone line, meeting space, 
technology (wifi needed); Current IT installed and overseen by AMDSB – unsure if school board 
would participate in shared IT 
SERVICE USER NEEDS: Want clients to use shared door, not separate, to reduce stigma 
CURRENT LEASE: Youth for Christ owns building; Lease renews annually; Ends every June; 
Currently have 441 square feet, but need more 
CURRENT HOURS: Tues only, 9am-4pm, evening ESL groups 
AFFORDABLE RENT: $500-$1,000/ month 
LOCATION OPINION: Accessible by walking, available parking, wheelchair accessible 
OPINION ON POTENTIAL COLLABORATION: In Perth County, employment contracts are held by other 
organizations, therefore make many referrals and colocation would make this seamless; currently 
losing client in referral 
REALITY OF RELOCATION: Currently located in a children’s hub – want to be with more adult services; 
Re-location dependant on rent costs 
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City of Stratford, Social Services Department  

SPACE NEEDED: Currently, 1 case worker, 2-3 days/week in Partners in Employment space; need 1 
private, unshared office, safety- focused; potential to provide groups 
SERVICE PROVIDER NEEDS: Internet – need a separate network because of provincial database 
SERVICE USER NEEDS: Want shared door and shared reception 
CURRENT LEASE: Currently in 8x10 office – this is adequate amount of space  
CURRENT HOURS: Mon and Thurs 9am-3pm 
AFFORDABLE RENT: Unsure; Would need to go to ministry to determine if re-location became a 
reality 
LOCATION OPINION: Needs to be downtown, in the core 
OPINION ON POTENTIAL COLLABORATION: Very open to collaboration and integration (implementing 
integration currently in Stratford); stated that confidentiality concerns can be easily overcome 
REALITY OF RELOCATION: If Partners in Employment re-locates, they likely will too 

 

 
Huron-Perth Centre for Children & Youth  

SPACE NEEDED: Have anywhere from 1-5 staff in office; need 2/3 full time private offices & 1/2 
private offices available to be booked (particularly in after school hours); open to cubicles for 
paperwork only; would like access to a kitchen, access to board rooms and group rooms, and a 
break room for staff 
SERVICE PROVIDER NEEDS: Photocopying, fax machine, internet, phone line, meeting space, 
technology (computers, printers, OTN technology & currently use Smartboards); do not need 
common area for files because all files online 
SERVICE USER NEEDS: A very welcoming receptionist who would be open to supervising children in 
waiting area; toys in waiting area; needs to be wheelchair accessible and have free parking 
CURRENT LEASE: Current lease ends Sept 2019  
CURRENT HOURS: M-9am-7pm; W-9am-5pm; Th-9am-5pm; F-9am-3pm; some evening hours if 
needed  
AFFORDABLE RENT: Specific number not provided 
LOCATION OPINION: Would like it to be within walking distance from Listowel District Secondary 
School 
OPINION ON POTENTIAL COLLABORATION: Very open to sharing administration /reception; discussed 
benefits of warm referrals; Need clear consent to overcome confidentiality 
REALITY OF RELOCATION: No disadvantages or challenges discussed; Would like to discuss factors 
impeding re-location with management team 
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Victim Services  

SPACE NEEDED: Currently have 1 staff in Listowel (volunteer coordinator) 
SERVICE PROVIDER NEEDS: Suggested their volunteers run reception – do not need physical space, but 
would need private room for intakes for clients not connected; Board room for volunteer 
meetings 
SERVICE USER NEEDS: No clients walk into current space; meet with clients in community 
CURRENT LEASE: Currently using space from OPP  
CURRENT HOURS: 1 day per week – Mondays 
AFFORDABLE RENT: Do not have a budget for rent 
LOCATION OPINION: Accessible by foot 
OPINION ON POTENTIAL COLLABORATION: Discussed connecting individuals to correct services;  
Recommended not labelling offices to increase privacy of individual walking into office or 
recommended service providers come to private room where client is 
REALITY OF RELOCATION: Dependant on vision of the hub and whether it will increase their costs 

 

 
North Perth Public Library  
 Discussed the numerous benefits of having the library within the community hub and their current 
 organizational dynamics that very much reflect a community hub. Re-location is beyond library 
 CEO decision-making and therefore unable to truly discuss the possibilities surrounding re-
 location into a community hub.  
 

 
Community Living North Perth  

SPACE NEEDED: N/A; discussed coordinator for Community of Character needing an office in 
community and Facile (independent planning group) 
SERVICE PROVIDER NEEDS: Discussed possibility of managers being in hub, but delivering services out 
of current location because they are running out of office space 
SERVICE USER NEEDS: They need an individual at reception to talk to when they walk in to find 
services; Following signs not sufficient 
CURRENT LEASE: They own building; Rent land from Ag Society 
CURRENT HOURS: Not discussed 
AFFORDABLE RENT: Not discussed 
LOCATION OPINION: It needs to be downtown 
OPINION ON POTENTIAL COLLABORATION: Very open to collaboration and supportive of hub 
implementation; Currently no programs run out of their location, just staff, all work is done in the 
community  

 REALITY OF RELOCATION: Will not be re-locating into the hub but would like relationship with hub, 
 such as their information in hub; very supportive of community hub  
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True Colours Support Group  

SPACE NEEDED: A group room with comfortable couches and chairs instead of tables; 
Recommended a place to access information (pamphlets & videos to sign out) 
SERVICE PROVIDER NEEDS: A Smart Board in the group room would be ideal 
SERVICE USER NEEDS: Would prefer the option of a separate entrance/ back door; recommended 
eventually having a space for youth to hang out 
CURRENT LEASE: N/A 
CURRENT HOURS: Currently run out of facilitator home; once a month, in evening for 1-2 hours 
AFFORDABLE RENT: Need donated space; No budget 
LOCATION OPINION: In Listowel 
OPINION ON POTENTIAL COLLABORATION: Very open to collaboration 
REALITY OF RELOCATION: Very open to re-locating as long as there is no cost 

 

 
Listowel VON  

SPACE NEEDED: Mandated by the LHIN to have 100 ft2 per client for program space therefore need 
minimum 1500 ft2 for programs; Program room needs to be flexible, tables, chairs, room to move 
all furniture; 1 room for Flex nursing clinic with private seating area; 5 private offices for staff; 
Parking lot needs space for bus and van; Kitchen facilities; Room for bathing program 
SERVICE PROVIDER NEEDS: Would not want to access any shared services 
SERVICE USER NEEDS: Need separate door very close to day program space where bus could pull up 
and drop off 
CURRENT LEASE: Current lease ends September 2021 
CURRENT HOURS: M-F, 8:30am – 4:30pm; Transportation and meals on wheels programs runs 
outside normal hours (staff need to come into office for supplies) 
AFFORDABLE RENT: Specific number not provided 
LOCATION OPINION: Did not recommend downtown because of busy roads and lack of safety; 
location not priority because have transportation program, but hub needs to be in Listowel 
because of transportation program guidelines 
OPINION ON POTENTIAL COLLABORATION: Very open to collaboration; Discussed intergenerational, joint 
programs 
REALITY OF RELOCATION: Dependent on enough space available for all programs and costs 
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The Salvation Army Family Services & Food Bank  

SPACE NEEDED: Need more comfortable, approachable space (current space works for intake but 
nothing more – it is a cold space); Always 1:1 interactions 
SERVICE PROVIDER NEEDS: Photocopying, phone line, meeting space, internet (although they would 
likely be on own server); If move food bank: 5 deep freeze freezers & 3 refrigeration units (could 
get away with only 2); food storage containers & sorting/ cleaning counter approved by health 
unit 
SERVICE USER NEEDS: If food bank were to move, would like a back door to exit the food bank (while 
carrying bags) 
CURRENT LEASE: Specific details not provided 
CURRENT HOURS: Her office: M-F, 8am-4pm; some flexed hours; Food bank: W & Th. during day 
(would like to see night hours) 
AFFORDABLE RENT: Determined by army 
LOCATION OPINION: In Listowel 
OPINION ON POTENTIAL COLLABORATION: Very open to collaboration 
REALITY OF RELOCATION: Very open to re-locating as long as there is no cost 

 

 
Partners in Employment 

SPACE NEEDED: 3 private offices and group room (would need to be able to book group room for 
weeks at a time with short notice) 
SERVICE PROVIDER NEEDS: Photocopying, internet, currently have contract for local IT support; 
current phone is through internet – they could not leave phone system but could likely expand 
system to support hub 
SERVICE USER NEEDS: Entrance as welcoming as possible with measures for disruptive individual; 
Shared door 
CURRENT LEASE: Building owned by Terrier Properties; Lease ends 2 years from now (5-year lease) 
CURRENT HOURS:  2 staff (sometimes 3); M, T, & Th. - 9:30am-4pm; W - 9:30am -5pm; F - 9:30am-
12pm 
AFFORDABLE RENT: N/A if invest in hub 
LOCATION OPINION: Has to be downtown 
OPINION ON POTENTIAL COLLABORATION: Already collaborating with OW and local employers use board 
room for training; Would not be able to participate in shared intake; focus on culture in hub and 
ensuring hub & hub coordinator prioritize staff satisfaction and retention 
REALITY OF RELOCATION: Open to possibility of investing in hub due to strict funding requirements 
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SPACE NEEDED: Meeting space (access to board or group or meeting room); suggested small suite 
within hub – walk in back door, small reception & waiting area, 2 offices, a washroom; need 
private offices; Possible storage for clothing & food donations 
SERVICE PROVIDER NEEDS: Photocopying, internet, phone, meeting space 
SERVICE USER NEEDS: Separate back or side door; Reception would need to give woman private room 
to call crisis line if Optimism Place not there; Need individual at reception that can handle 
disclosures and confidentiality professionally 
CURRENT LEASE: Building owned privately; current lease ends Fall 2018; sign a 2/3 year lease each 
time 
CURRENT HOURS:  Current hours on as needed basis, by appointment 
AFFORDABLE RENT: $1000 per month 
LOCATION OPINION: Needs to be central and accessible; needs to have a great amount of parking 
OPINION ON POTENTIAL COLLABORATION: Would want monthly or bi-monthly meetings – want to be 
involved, have say, have some control 
REALITY OF RELOCATION: Likely – but very unique needs regarding space, with safety and 
confidentiality at upmost importance; Biggest concern: process if individual comes in, 
unconnected, discloses, and Optimism Place not present 

 

 
Legal Aid 

SPACE NEEDED: Open to a part-time office (shared), need locked drawer or cabinet with key; may be 
more interested in hoteling suite, rather than signing a lease; discussed possibility of holding a 
drop-in clinic 
SERVICE PROVIDER NEEDS: Photocopying & printing (main priorities), internet, phone, computer, 
secretary support (individual to take messages & sign people up if do drop-in clinic) 
SERVICE USER NEEDS: Concerned with protecting youth because youth and adults separated in court 
– discussed separate spot for youth in reception/waiting area; would use a back door for clients 
exiting 
CURRENT LEASE: N/A 
CURRENT HOURS:  N/A (but if in hub, likely come to Listowel Tues or Thurs) 
AFFORDABLE RENT: N/A 
LOCATION OPINION: N/A 
OPINION ON POTENTIAL COLLABORATION: “Need more information regarding what it is going to look 
like”; they do not keep record of clients’ hometown, so do not know if need in North Perth is 
present; want shared reception 
REALITY OF RELOCATION: Need more knowledge surrounding number of individuals travelling from 
North Perth for appointment; budget concerns; if re-located, would likely try it on pilot basis- do 1 
year and view needs before committing long term 
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Huron-Perth Community Legal Clinic 

SPACE NEEDED: Would use hoteling suite 1 or 2 times per month 
SERVICE PROVIDER NEEDS: Printer (main priority), photocopying, scanning, internet, phone 
SERVICE USER NEEDS: The entrance needs to be welcoming, does not want it to look institutionalized 
because this can lose the trust of the client; Ideal to have a person at the entrance/reception 
CURRENT LEASE: Currently share space with Partners in Employment 
CURRENT HOURS:  As needed, only if appointment booked; 1 or 2 times per month 
AFFORDABLE RENT: Specific number not provided 
LOCATION OPINION: No opinion 
OPINION ON POTENTIAL COLLABORATION: Hesitant because they litigate against OW, ODSP, housing, 
etc., therefore need to be at arms length of these organizations to maintain client trust; very 
much understands that this is about the community, not money and costs 
REALITY OF RELOCATION: There is nothing preventing them from moving in; If Partners in Employment 
moves, they move 

 

 
North Perth Community of Character 

SPACE NEEDED: 1 office for coordinator, open to part-time office or cubicle as long as it is in a visible 
location (possibly even in waiting area); storage space (filing cabinet or shelving unit for 
resources); would use board or meeting room a couple times a month 
SERVICE PROVIDER NEEDS: Phone, internet, printer, photocopier, reception (take messages when she 
is not there) 
SERVICE USER NEEDS: Biggest priority is visibility – no privacy concerns; priority is branding and 
visibility of her signs 
CURRENT LEASE: No lease, working out of her home and holding monthly board meetings at 
community building 
CURRENT HOURS:  8 hours/week 
AFFORDABLE RENT: Do not currently have budget for rent, but may in future 
LOCATION OPINION: In Listowel is preferred 
OPINION ON POTENTIAL COLLABORATION: Would make sense to be co-located with organizations such 
as Community Living and The Alzheimer Society, etc. because already working with them 
REALITY OF RELOCATION: Rent is only factor standing in the way; if cannot afford to move in 
immediately, discussed potential of using hub for advertising (bulletin board, resources in 
reception, etc.) 
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Family Services Perth Huron 

SPACE NEEDED: At least 2 offices with one big enough for couple and family counselling, board 
room, file space 
SERVICE PROVIDER NEEDS: Need to have a crisis number that clients can call when hub is closed 
SERVICE USER NEEDS: Accessible, sliding doors (not just an accessibility button) (universal access), 
designated seniors parking, common waiting area with comfortable seating, chairs to sit off to the 
side of the room, private room/alcove for disruptive person, soft art on walls 
CURRENT LEASE: Currently with Community Living; unsure end date 
CURRENT HOURS:  Currently have 4 staff total in North Perth (1, 4 days/week and 3 others part-time) 
AFFORDABLE RENT: Matched or less than current rent 
LOCATION OPINION: Downtown 
OPINION ON POTENTIAL COLLABORATION: Open to collaboration; Views client holistically; Considers how 
all needs could be met by various programs 
REALITY OF RELOCATION: Their ability to rent space is through their Family Home program; Cannot 
afford a more expensive rent than current; if rent matched or lower, would re-locate 

 

 
Perth District Health Unit 

Expressed interest in being a potential partner within the North Perth community hub at 
community presentation event. Consultant will be communicating with them after the completion 
of this study to discover their needs and how they could potentially be met in a community hub. 

 

 
North Perth OPP 

Expressed interest in being a potential partner within the North Perth community hub. Consultant 
will be communicating with them after the completion of this study to discover their needs and 
how they could potentially be met in a community hub. 

 

 
Choices for Change 

Expressed interest in being a potential partner within the North Perth community hub at 
community presentation event. Consultant will be communicating with them after the completion 
of this study to discover their needs and how they could potentially be met in a community hub. 

 

 

Not only did these community organizations communicate a variety of needs, both from a service 

provider and service user perspective, but they also provided recommendations based on their experiences 

in collaborative service delivery environments and knowledge of North Perth. For example, the City of 

Stratford, Social Services Department delivers part-time services in North Perth and provided insight 

surrounding the challenge of balancing service provider roles and identity within a community hub. They 

suggested that individual co-located organizations have the freedom to develop and maintain their own 

policies within the hub and that an external consultant be sought out to develop objective, overarching, 

collective community hub policies. The North Perth Centre for Employment and Learning recommended 

having space, such as a computer lab, available to be rented out to local businesses to utilize for training; a 
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revenue and community engagement strategy that has been successful in neighbouring counties. The North 

Perth Public Library provided a great amount of insight surrounding the individuals, businesses, and 

organizations that are currently travelling to North Perth and delivering services out of the library. This not 

only informed the feasibility study of additional individuals that may seek out community hub space, but it 

reinforced the need for increased, shared, available space in the community. Finally, Family Services Perth 

Huron provided many valuable recommendations regarding a community hub’s shared reception space. They 

suggested that the individual at the reception or welcome desk that may receive disclosures should function 

as a system navigator, rather than an intake worker, similar to United Way Perth Huron’s 211 program. 

Individuals within this role need to be cautious of receiving too much information and therefore increasing 

liability. This organization also outlined the need to have a community hub-wide understanding around the 

culture within the shared reception or waiting room. They recommended service providers refrain from 

asking individuals within the waiting room how are you or what brings you in, whether they are that service 

provider’s next client or not. Avoiding these interactions brings anonymity to the role that that individual is in 

on that particular day; they may be accessing services, they may be there to pick up a family member, they 

may be a service provider waiting to participate in a case conference, they may be a hired consultant. 

Treating all individuals in the waiting room with the same professional respect and avoiding probing 

interactions will ensure that an individual is not forced to publicly identify themselves and their intent in 

entering the community hub.  

Potential Funding Sources 

 A consistent message that was received throughout the feasibility study process in its entirety is that 

single sources of capitol or operating funds for community hubs do not exist. Therefore, various funding 

sources and financing options must be pieced together throughout different community hub stages of 

development and operating to provide funds required for it to continue to support the community.  

 The Ontario Trillium Foundation has been utilized by various implemented community hubs due to 

two of its funding streams that are applicable to community hubs: The Grow Grant stream and the Capitol 

Grant stream. The Grow Grant stream was recommended for the North Perth community hub by Kathleen 

Cleland Moyer, Trillium Program Manager, at the Stratford-Perth Community Foundation Grant Information 

Session in North Perth, due to this stream’s focus on evidence-based initiatives. The Grow Grant stream is 

intended to provide funding for projects that have already been proven to have a significant impact, and 

therefore are worthy are replication, scaling up, or adopting in a community. As evidence by the above 

extensive literature review, community hubs are increasingly present within the literature and have 
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consistently been proven to address the precise challenge that North Perth is targeting: access to services. 

Therefore, this initiative would satisfy the evidence-based requirement. In reference to Trillium’s current 

funding foci, a community hub would fit into their Connected People action area, the Diverse groups work 

better together to shape community priority outcome, and the People have a say shaping the services and 

programs that matter to them grant result, particularly if transparency with the North Perth community 

continues. The Trillium Grow Grant stream provides funding from $50,000 per year to $250,000 per year, 

with funding being provided at minimum for two years and maximum for three years. The Capitol Grant 

stream provides funds to improve infrastructure. The focus is on enhancing and improving community 

spaces, services, and programs with a minimum of $5,000 and a maximum of $150,000 for up to one year. 

Considering Trillium’s current funding targets, a community hub within the Capitol Grant stream would align 

with their Connected People action area, the Reduced social isolation priority outcome, and the People who 

are isolated have connections in their community grant result, due to the current geographic and social 

isolation rural communities experience that can be addressed by a community hub.  

 The Stratford-Perth Community Foundation (SPCF) has many funding opportunities, with the North 

Perth Smart and Caring Community Fund being particularly applicable to a community hub in North Perth. 

The North Perth Smart and Caring Community Fund is a sustainable funding resource in which the donations 

raised in each community remain in that community. A community hub is ideally a model created by and for 

the specific community in which it is implemented and therefore, utilizing dollars raised by and for the North 

Perth community would increase the community ownership of the hub. Ideally, this would lead to an 

increased acceptance, support, and use of the community hub and the services within it. The SPCF provides 

funding to projects that address existing and emerging community needs, strengthens community capacity, 

builds on the local community’s strengths, skills, and resources, and prioritizes the development of 

collaborative relationships. A community hub in North Perth would satisfy a number of these funding 

requirements and therefore the SPCF is a funding opportunity that should be considered when progressing 

with community hub funding and implementation.  

 Libro Credit Union delivers banking services within the municipality of North Perth and has a Libro 

Prosperity Fund, which operates as a grant program. This funding opportunity has a rural focus and generally 

provides financial support to programs targeting economic development, money smarts, and youth 

leadership. Depending on the co-located partners within the community hub, these funding priorities can be 

applicable to this collaborative model. For example, in consideration of their economic development focus 

area, if education and employment services were located within the community hub (i.e. The Centre for 

Employment and Learning and Partners in Employment) individuals seeking their services would have 

increased access to various additional co-located services, such as counselling, domestic violence services, 
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housing support, etc., which would assist in reducing their barriers to employment, therefore satisfying 

Libro’s desired outcome. The co-location of employment and education services with additional support 

programs would also contribute to the youth leadership focus area, with a desired outcome of increasing the 

number of employed youth. The Libro Prosperity Fund provides funding to projects between $5,000 and 

$10,000 and should be considered as a local North Perth funding opportunity.  

 Trillium Mutual Insurance Company is also located within Listowel and, through their Trillium ROOTS 

(Recognizing Our Opportunity to Support) Community Support Fund, are committed to supporting initiatives 

that contribute to the sustainability of rural Ontario. This grant program is dedicated to capitol and facility or 

equipment upgrades within the community, and therefore would be applicable to the construction, 

expansion, or major renovation of a community hub, or the purchasing of equipment to enhance the services 

provided within the community hub. The ROOTS Community Fund focuses on healthcare, recreation and 

wellness, emergency response, agricultural, and eco/sustainability initiatives, providing funds between 

$2,000 and $100,000. This funding opportunity would be applicable to a North Perth community hub, 

particularly if physical and mental health organizations were co-located (i.e. Perth District Health Unit, the 

Huron-Perth Centre for Children & Youth, etc.), therefore satisfying the healthcare, and recreation and 

wellness foci.  

 The United Way Perth Huron and the Municipality of North Perth have been dedicated partners in 

the development and future implementation of the North Perth community hub and therefore stand as 

promising potential funding sources. The United Way Perth Huron mobilizes collective action in communities 

and funds numerous programs and initiatives throughout both Perth and Huron Counties. The United Way’s 

impact area of Strong Communities is increasingly applicable to the North Perth community hub through its 

focus on improving access to social and health-related support services. As mentioned previously, community 

hubs have been repeatedly found to improve access to services within communities in which they are 

implemented, therefore precisely aligning with the United Way’s area of focus. The United Way could 

potentially support the development of the North Perth community hub through the allocation of funds to 

this initiative, and/or the facilitation of a community hub-dedicated capitol campaign within the community 

of North Perth. The Municipality of North Perth is dedicated to supporting and improving the community of 

North Perth and has expressed interest in the future community hub through funds previously provided for 

the initiative, their Chief Administrative Officer’s consistent involvement and dedication, and by welcoming 

discussion of the potential community hub at their council meetings. Both the United Way and the 

Municipality of North Perth should be considered as dedicated, local support systems and potential funding 

sources.  
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 Farm Credit Canada is an agricultural lending partner that is committed to enhancing rural 

communities. Their FCC AgriSpirit Fund provides support between $5,000 and $25,000 to capitol projects. 

Their primary eligibility criteria is that the funded initiative must be located in a rural community with a 

population of fewer than 150,000 and the capitol project must be completed within the two years of 

receiving funding. Recent projects funded by the AgriSpirit Fund in Ontario include the construction and 

renovation of rural community spaces, as well as the purchasing of equipment. Therefore, due to North 

Perth’s population of approximately 13,000, the FCC AgriSpirit Fund exists as a potential capitol funding 

opportunity for the community hub. 

 Throughout the interviews with the implemented community hubs in various communities, a 

message was consistently communicated that community hubs must utilize the grants that become available 

to advance the hub one step at a time. For example, a Lablaws grant became available and Fusion Youth 

Centre installed a community kitchen; United Way Chatham-Kent received a Trillium grant and had the ability 

to build a large meeting room; accessibility grants have allowed for numerous community hubs to renovate 

their space. Therefore, along with local grant opportunities that become available, community hubs must 

also be aware of the grants available from various ministries under the province of Ontario. For example, a 

Seniors Community Grant under the Ministry of Seniors Affairs could allow the community hub to renovate 

the space that would house seniors support organizations.  

 Within many community hub models, one or more of the co-located partners have financial 

investment in the hub. This is a possibility when considering the North Perth community hub, as a small 

number of local service providers have expressed a desire to invest in the hub. Numerous community hubs 

also receive local bank loans. These dollars allow for upfront, capitol funding to purchase, build, or renovate 

community space, which is then paid back with partner rent revenue.  

Vancity Community Investment Bank is a one hundred percent community investment bank that 

reached out to the North Perth community hub through the Ontario Community Hub Initiative’s online 

Community Hub Resource Network, as they are seeking to support community real estate, and particularly, 

shared non-profit spaces. They are based in Vancouver City and expressed interest in becoming a financial 

lending partner of the North Perth community hub. 

Finally, community investment, particularly in the form of community bonds, has become an 

increasingly common financing option for community hubs. A community bond is an interest-bearing loan 

that allows a non-profit to leverage community support. Essentially, a non-profit organization sells a 

community bond to a local investor who agrees to loan the money in exchange for a reasonable rate of 

return in a given period of time. The community bond is secured against the value of the physical community 
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hub building and the interest rate on the bond, which is typically lower than market rate, is paid by the non-

profit with co-located partner rent revenue. If the process and community hub proceed as expected, the 

investor will receive slightly more dollars in return. For example, to raise $2 million, the Centre for Social 

Innovation in Toronto sold a series of $10,000 bonds to investors paying 4% interest for five years, with 

interest calculated semi-annually and principal and interest paid upon maturity. If no detrimental challenges 

are experienced by the Centre, investors can expect to receive approximately $12,190 after five years, before 

tax. This community-based funding opportunity is becoming increasingly common and growing in popularity 

due to today’s push for socially responsible investments. Local investors are seeking investment 

opportunities that have a social impact on the community, therefore making community investment a viable 

possibility for the North Perth community hub. An organization called TREC Co-operative also reached out to 

the North Perth community hub through the Ontario Community Hub Initiative’s online Community Hub 

Resource Network. This non-profit organization supports other non-profits in raising funds through 

community bonds. Therefore, they would engage in the communications and processes required between 

the local investor and the community hub if this financing strategy was selected.  

Recommendations 

 Throughout the process of this feasibility study, including the literature review, information 

gathering from various community hubs, and interviews with potential North Perth partner organizations, it 

is increasingly apparent that the current siloed delivery of human services in rural Perth County is not 

effective for providing access to services. It is also apparent that a community hub is a strategy that can assist 

in overcoming this complex challenge. In North Perth, a general human service delivery community hub 

should be implemented. This collaborative location needs to house a variety of social service agencies 

because North Perth is not lacking access to one specific type of service, but to all support services. This is 

due to a variety of rural dynamics, although an overarching influencing factor is the fact that the great 

majority of organizations in North Perth are a satellite location, with a primary office in Stratford. Therefore, 

very few services are offered five days per week, even less are offered in evenings, and virtually zero are 

available on weekends. This causes individuals to seek out services in their local community, only to be met 

by a locked door. Therefore, North Perth requires a system of services where individuals can seek out support 

and be connected, whether their desired organization is physically present in North Perth on that particular 

day or not – access to support services that a community hub can bring. The following recommendations 

should be considered within upcoming stages of the North Perth community hub development. 

 1. Hire a community hub coordinator dedicated to fostering collaboration and communication.  
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It is recommended that an individual that is not connected to one single co-located organization, but is an 

employee of the community hub, is hired as a community hub coordinator, manager, or director. A great 

amount of the recommendations discussed above in the best practices portion of the literature review 

should be considered and potentially implemented in the North Perth community hub, but a dedicated 

individual is needed for them to be effectively implemented and maintained throughout the life of the hub. 

This individual could hold the responsibility of initiating and fostering collaboration, facilitating the 

development a common community hub culture, organizing joint programs and activities, maintaining the 

shared website for the centre, and creating and distributing the joint newsletter with updates from all co-

located agencies. This individual can also update bulletin boards, a large shared calendar, and ensure a mix of 

formal and informal communication is occurring. One piece of advice that has been received consistently 

throughout this process is that organizations cannot engage in these day to day hub management duties off 

the side of their desk. Rather, an individual dedicated solely to the community hub is required to ensure 

collaboration, communication, and overall collective service delivery is occurring. The community hub 

coordinator would likely operate as a part-time position, unless it is combined with an additional position, as 

observed in multiple implemented community hubs. For example, the individual managing the reception or 

welcome desk could also hold the position as the community hub coordinator. Although these coupled 

positions exist in other community hubs, it is recommended that if this is implemented in the North Perth 

community hub, it is evaluated and revisited regularly. The individual operating the reception desk would 

hold responsibilities of answering phone calls, scheduling room bookings for co-located agencies, engaging in 

quick triaging of unconnected walk-in clients, booking or rebooking appointments through the phone, 

particularly if the organization is not physically present at the time of the phone call, welcoming all 

individuals that enter the community hub, and alerting the respective organization that their next client has 

arrived; adding the role of a community hub coordinator on top of this list of responsibilities may become 

excessive. Therefore, if the role of a receptionist and a community hub coordinator are combined in the 

North Perth community hub, it is recommended that an inter-agency committee or management team, as 

referred to within the above literature review best practices, be implemented to assist in establishing 

collaboration opportunities. 

 2. Implement a clear governance model that considers resident voices.  

There are a variety of governance models and arrangements that could be implemented within a community 

hub in North Perth, all with various benefits and challenges. The most common governance models 

implemented throughout other community hubs were a lead agency model in which one organization owns 

the hub and their BOD oversees and manages it as a program of that organization, and an elected BOD model 

in which the community hub has its own BOD that governs it. However, there are many other models that 



The North Perth Community Hub Feasibility Study 

 38 

include local resident voices within the governing arrangement. This type of model should be considered, as 

the end goal should be to implement a community hub that is created by, operated by, and providing support 

for, the community of North Perth. 

 3. Explore shared funding and joint budgets.  

In order to achieve true collaboration and present a unified voice to the community, shared funding and joint 

budgets need to be explored. These shared funds can be used to purchase community hub resources, fund 

shared programming, and contribute to collaborative events. Written agreements need to be collaboratively 

developed to ensure the shared funds are clearly laid out and documented. A condo or amenity fee should be 

added onto or included in partner rent costs to fund the shared services that co-located organizations choose 

to utilize. The hub coordinator, shared reception, IT services, maintenance, as well as internet and phone 

costs should be divided equitably amongst the partners choosing to use the service, with consideration of 

how many hours or days per week the agency is using their hub space.  

 4. Prioritize collaboration and transparency throughout implementation.  

As reinforced throughout the length of this feasibility study, transparency needs to be prioritized and all 

decisions surrounding the hub need to be discussed collaboratively, with service provider and service user 

voices present. Focus groups or collaborative planning sessions need to be organized in which all potential 

partners are brought together to discuss the details and design of the space from their rural service delivery 

perspective. Transparent conversations need to occur in which agencies can voice their space needs and 

discussion can follow surrounding whether or not those needs are feasible in the selected building. Once 

partners are co-located within the community hub, agency tables should be immediately organized, where 

collaborative protocols can be developed for the community hub. Procedures for evacuation, crisis 

management, health and safety, who is responsible for a disruptive community member in the reception 

area or outside, on community hub property, and various additional protocols need to be collaboratively 

discussed and developed in the early stages of the community hub. 

 5. Plan for and seek out a building with space to accommodate dedicated partner organizations’ 

expressed needs.  

Throughout the potential partner interviews, the structural needs and size of the community hub became 

apparent; although, there were no organizations that were able to concretely confirm that they would re-

locate into the future North Perth community hub. Therefore, these needs and the reality of agency re-

location may change as implementation approaches. In consideration of the 13 organizations that expressed 

a genuine interest re-locating and delivering services in a collaborative environment (see Table 3), the 

following structural components are needed in the community hub: at least 13 private offices, at least one 
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group room, at least one board room, one classroom, hoteling suites, a kitchen, a staffroom, and storage 

and/or donation space. Two organizations stated that they would be open to using cubicles, particularly if 

cubicle rent costs were lower than office rent costs. If the community hub has cubicles in it, at least four 

would be required for the two organizations. If the hub chooses to not implement cubicles, four additional 

private offices would be needed. When considering a shared group room, more than one may be needed. 

Five out of the fourteen organizations stated that they need access to a group room, although multiple 

organizations voiced specific needs regarding the space. For example, one organization would need very 

comfortable furniture, such as couches and chairs without tables, and a second agency stated that they 

require a group room that can be booked for weeks at a time with little notice. Therefore, if the space 

permits, two groups rooms would be beneficial.  

If Listowel VON were to re-locate into the North Perth community hub, they would require their own wing or 

area. This agency is mandated to have a great amount of program space, five private offices, space to 

accommodate a nursing program, kitchen facilities, space and equipment for a bathing program, and a 

separate reception and waiting area. This additional space is not included in the above numbers, as this 

organization did not request access to the shared services.  

 6. Implement the North Perth community hub in downtown, central Listowel. 

According to the literature, implemented community hub interviews, and potential tenant interactions, the 

discussion surrounding the location of the North Perth community hub is limited. In short, it is recommended 

that it be downtown, central Listowel (see Figure 1). This location would achieve geographic accessibility and 

would be within walking distance of the local high school and many local businesses. It would also be in close 

proximity to various organizations that are unlikely to co-locate within a community hub, such as the North 

Perth Public Library, the Listowel Memorial Hospital, the North Perth Family Health Team, as well as North 

Perth’s youth centre. This location would ease referrals to agencies outside of the community hub and, 

without a public transpiration system, ensure accessibility by foot for many.  
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Figure 1: North Perth service provider recommendations surrounding location of the future community hub 
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Appendix A 

 
Sample Memorandum of Understanding 

 
 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
 

Between 
 

[Name of Community Partnership] 
 

And 
 

[Partnering Organization(s)] 
 
 
This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) establishes the [name of community partnership] between [list 
all partner organizations].  
 
I. MISSION  
 
Together, the Parties enter into this Memorandum of Understanding to mutually [describe the overall vision 
that the community partnership seeks to achieve].  
 
Accordingly, [the organization(s)] operating under this MOU agree to the following:  
 
II. PURPOSE AND SCOPE  
 
Describe the specific results that the partnership hopes to achieve, the target area and population that the 
partnership will focus on and the activities it will engage in.  
 
III. COMMITMENTS  
 
Each partner shall:  
 
List all commitments that each organization must adhere to as a partner. Consider what is expected of each 
partner to move the work forward including time commitments and any resource commitments expected of 
all partners.  
 
IV. RESPONSIBILITIES  
 
List each partner and that partner’s specific roles and tasks. Include specific funding and resources that the 
partner has agreed to commit.  
 
V. PERFORMANCE GOALS  
 
Insert agreements made about the data that the partnership will use to track performance and progress 
towards reaching results, who will collect and analyze this data, how that data will be shared within the 
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partnership and with the broader community and how partners will use data to make real-time decisions 
about the partnership’s efforts.  
 
VI. TERMS OF UNDERSTANDING  
 
The term of this MOU is for a period of [insert length of MOU], from the effective date of this agreement and 
may be extended upon written mutual agreement. It shall be reviewed at least [insert how often, usually 
annually] to ensure that it is fulfilling its purpose and to make any necessary revisions.  
 
Insert agreed upon terms for the process of breaking the MOU agreement with any partner.  
 
 
VI. Authorization  
 
Each partner must sign their agreement to the terms of the MOU.  
 
 
 
Your organization:  
 
Name_____________________________________________________    Date______________  
 
Title _________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Organization ___________________________________________________________________  
 
Partnering Organization:  
 
Name________________________________________________________ Date ____________  
 
Title _________________________________________________________________________  
 
Organization___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Note. Sample retrieved from: Centre for the Study of Social Policy. (2011). Making a difference in your 
neighbourhood: Using community decision-making to improve the lives of children, youth, and families. 
Retrieved from https://www.ccednet-rcdec.ca/en/toolbox/making-difference-your-neighborhood-using-
community-decision 

https://www.ccednet-rcdec.ca/en/toolbox/making-difference-your-neighborhood-using-community-decision
https://www.ccednet-rcdec.ca/en/toolbox/making-difference-your-neighborhood-using-community-decision

