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The Honorable Jim Bradley 

Minister of the Environment 

77 Wellesley Street West 

11th Floor, Ferguson Block 

Toronto, Ontario M7A 2T5 

 

March 23, 2014 

  

Dear Minister Bradley: 

The Peterborough Greenspace Coalition represents the interests of four community groups concerned 

with the preservation and protection of green space in the City of Peterborough, three of which are 

signatories  to this appeal: No Parkway, Friends of Jackson Park,  and Friends of Peterborough Trails. 

The fourth group, Peterborough Field Naturalists, is submitting its own appeal.  As members of this group, 

we are private citizens - with families and employment obligations - who have participated throughout the 

EA process and worked tirelessly over the past 45 days to produce a brief that clearly identifies that the 

Parkway project is the wrong solution at the wrong time for a hypothetical problem. 

We have concluded that, with the decision by City council to proceed with this controversial project, we 

have no choice but to request a full Environment Assessment of this proposed road expansion. The 

proposed Parkway route slices through the middle of the City, cuts beside a provincially significant 

coldwater trout stream and through historic Jackson Park. The latter is the City’s most popular natural 

area, and among its most significant. Throughout the development and public discussions of the Class 

Environmental Assessment (EA), the community expressed numerous and significant concerns regarding 

the project’s unproven assumptions and harm to the environment and community values.  

The Parkway Class EA’s assessment of the identified impacts is wholly inadequate. It approaches an 

unsubstantiated potential problem with flawed methodologies, an unjustified dismissal of reasonable 

alternatives to and limited and unconsolidated alternative means of carrying out the undertaking, 

fragmented analyses, and - despite high public interest and requests - a problematic process for public 

participation and access to information. These are fatal flaws in the environmental assessment process 

and run contrary to the purposes and practices of the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment. 

Heavily attended public meetings, where virtually all in attendance opposed the plan, and a past 

referendum that rejected the undertaking were disregarded by city council in a close vote on November 

21, 2013.  The proposed project contradicts the City’s policies and citizens’ stated priorities, as articulated 

in Plan It Peterborough, Official Plan Review, Potential Policy Directions Report, adopted by City Council 

on March 4, 2013. There is also lack of alignment with provincial policy direction.  

The proposed Parkway, if built, will permanently and irrevocably change the city of Peterborough. The 

impacts that this project would have on Peterborough’s natural environment, social and cultural integrity, 

fiscal stability, urban design and sustainability, and its overall quality of life are very real and costly.  

Accordingly, we are requesting that you make a Part II Order under section 16 of the Environmental 

Assessment Act to require a full environmental assessment of this project. We ask that it address all of 

the factors in subsection 6.1(2) rather than as a scoped EA.  



 
 

Given the extent and scope of our community’s concerns, and the implications and potential need for 

approvals under other legislation, we plan to share this brief with other Ministers. The Peterborough 

Greenspace Coalition welcomes further discussions with the City of Peterborough, their consultants, the 

Ministry of the Environment and other relevant Ministries and parties in order to develop workable, 

sustainable solutions for the Parkway Corridor and the city.  

 

Respectfully, 

 

 

Rob Steinman, Chair 

Friends of Jackson Park 

on behalf of the Peterborough Greenspace Coalition 

 

cc/ Clerk, City of Peterborough 
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Executive Summary 

The City of Peterborough has completed an Environmental Study Report (ESR) for the Parkway Corridor 

under the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA).  The controversial “preferred” alternative 

to address a hypothetical future traffic problem has significant outstanding environmental impacts and 

promotes urban development that is not in keeping with provincial policy statements.  More sustainable, 

effective, and less expensive solutions await further exploration through a full environmental assessment. 

The Peterborough Greenspace Coalition (PGC) requests that the Minister of the Environment make a 

Part II order under section 16 of the Environmental Assessment Act to require the City to complete a full 

and more comprehensive individual environmental assessment of the transportation needs and solutions 

in the city west of the Otonabee River. This submission provides a detailed and substantiated rationale for 

this request. 

The PGC takes the position that the Parkway EA has fundamental flaws with respect to process and the 

preferred alternative. The preferred alternative does little to address the Class EA's roads-focused 

problem statement. The preferred alternative is predicted to reduce future potential congestion by 12%, 

resulting in just 2 minutes in travel time savings top to bottom, reduce traffic infiltration by only 2% to 5% 

in most places and otherwise on just 11 north-end streets, and its monetized benefits do not substantially 

exceed its costs (a Benefit Cost Ratio of 1.01). Moreover, the preferred alternative is predicted to 

increase congestion and infiltration in some locations. For little functional return, the project imposes 

inordinate environmental, social and economic impacts, among others. 

There are multiple and substantial problems with the Parkway Corridor Class EA, as documented in this 

and others’ submissions, and in the ESR itself. Only a full EA can adequately determine the validity and 

nature of the modelled and potential “need” for the project, identify the opportunities for combined, 

comprehensive alternatives to the undertaking, and explore more sustainable and effective means of 

carrying out the undertaking. The proposed preferred alternative carries significant and irreparable 

environmental impacts and is, we believe, the lesser of the road options considered. Providing 

endorsement for this Parkway EA to proceed would represent a full contradiction to the purposes, 

procedures, practices and benefits of the environmental assessment process in Ontario, and will 

undermine future environmental assessments in the city and across the province. A full EA will enable the 

procedural issues to be addressed and rectified. The significant and lingering public concern - and the 

real opportunity to craft and enhance the alternatives, analyses, dialogue and ultimate legitimacy of a 

sustainable solution - thus necessitates a full, individual environmental assessment be required by the 

Minister under a Part II order. 

There would also be significant public benefits gained from granting such a Part II Order for the 

Peterborough project through potential cost-savings to the residents of Peterborough, the avoidance of 

irreversible environmental damage, and the opportunity to restore faith in the democratic process. Such 

an Order would be consistent with the Minister of Environment's 2003 decision to require an individual EA 

for the Pine Valley Drive Extension in Vaughan. 

Environmental impacts that will not be sufficiently mitigated by the project include: 

1. Natural Environment Impacts: warming of southern Ontario's only urban trout stream; the 

potential loss of a native genetic strain of brook trout; the loss of at least a third of the greenspace 

in the north-central portion of Peterborough (contrary to the city's Official Plan targets); cutting, 

removal and contamination of a distinct, renowned grove of some of the largest and treasured 

White Pines in the city (some 80-90 cm in diameter); potential harm to uninventoried species at 



4 
 

risk and destruction of their habitats; fragmentation and disturbance of significant woodlands, 

valley lands and wildlife habitat; fragmentation and erosion of one of the few areas in the city that 

are part of the MNR-modelled preferred solution for the Kawarthas Naturally Connected system; 

and fragmentation and degradation of natural corridors that link to form part of the city's natural 

heritage system. The Class EA consistently underestimates and undervalues environmental 

features and functions in the affected areas and, as the ESR itself concedes, consistently selects 

alternatives that are the poorest from a natural environmental perspective in each of the three 

geographical areas analyzed. 

2. Social and Cultural Environment Impacts: erosion of the integrity of the culturally significant 

landscape of Jackson Park; significant potential for further archaeological discoveries along the 

preferred route - particularly at the Lee Pioneer Cemetery, Chemong Portage and Jackson Park; 

transformation of an off-road trail network into one beside the proposed 4-lane road, with 

demonstrated decline in user preferences due to low air quality and noise. The preferred 

alternative chosen in each of the three geographical areas analyzed generally had a lower social 

and cultural environment evaluation than the alternatives considered, due to the significant 

reduction of recreational space and its usability. 

3. Economic and Financial Impacts: a Benefit Cost Ratio of a mere 1.01 (i.e. costs = benefits); a 

substantial price tag of $94.6 million (and at least another $20 million for financing costs) that will 

defer or displace many other crucial city capital projects for the next 18 years, including flood 

reduction measures and road infrastructure in other areas of the city. 

4. Additional Impacts: there is a wide range of additional impacts documented in this brief, such as 

irreparable harm to provincial interests and directions as expressed in various policies (including 

the recent Provincial Policy Statement, 2014), accessibility for persons with disabilities on wider 

roads with challenging roundabouts, and potential impacts to features that are not yet fully 

studied (e.g. wildlife and archaeological features). 

In addition, the Parkway EA has some serious procedural and analytical problems and false assumptions, 

for example: 

1. Flawed Modelling: The model applied in this analysis was used to predict a future potential 

(rather than actual) “need” for an increase in road capacity. Entirely unrealistic and unsupported 

population growth forecasts are used. Modal switches (e.g. to cycling, walking, transit)  arising 

from Transportation Demand Management (TDM) or other background behavioural trends have 

not been incorporated into the model, and more recent, significant and prevailing understandings 

about changing patterns of travel demands are not reflected. Urban planners are increasingly 

skeptical of the very enterprise of traffic modelling, as it has become clear just how sensitive 

outputs are to tweaks of model input parameters. As substantiated in detail in the report, the 

model's results are unreliable and undermine the ESR's entire conclusions. 

2. Dismissal of Reasonable Alternatives: The project has focused solely on building the Parkway 

road and has failed to fully consider both reasonable alternatives to the project, and alternative 

means of carrying it out. These could include an ambitious and cost effective transportation 

demand management program, more densely-planned residential development capable of 

facilitating modal shifts, more modest infrastructure and design measures (e.g. intersection 

improvements, intelligent traffic signal systems, road widenings, traffic infiltration prevention 

measures), and alternative routes (e.g. the West By-pass and Fairbairn Street/Third Line). Many 

questions and technical critiques remain unresolved. Certain aspects of the preferred alternative 

may not be feasible and may violate provincial and other law. Selected aggressive TDM 

initiatives, combined with higher density development planning and simplified infrastructure 

improvements, may well be sufficient to address actual needs.  If, after these significantly more 
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cost-effective and environmentally benign measures have been implemented, a documented 

“need” arises, alternative routes combined with a phased, conditional implementation approach 

would very likely have substantially less impact to the environment and perform equally well as 

the alternative identified in the ESR.  However, the EA made no serious effort to evaluate the 

benefits and costs for this range of alternatives and this omission constitutes a serious breach of 

EA process and intent of the EA Act. 

3. Non-Integrated Analyses: The ESR's analyses have been piecemealed into three geographical 

areas (South End, Jackson Park Area, North End) but have not been integrated to compare 

between at least two combined (“system-wide”)  or “do nothing” alternatives; only one has been 

fully assessed and, for some parameters such as the Benefit Cost Ratio and Cultural Heritage 

Assessments, such complete evaluations were made after the selection of the preferred 

alternative.  Because no other system-level alternative route has been evaluated in any detail, 

there is nothing with which to compare this very modest Benefit Cost Ratio. 

4. Public Input Dismissed and Lack of Full and Timely Disclosure: From the beginning of the 

Parkway EA, diverse members of the public consistently spoke about the high value they placed 

on Jackson Park, the greenspace, and the trails that would be displaced and degraded by the 

proposed road. Yet, in the evaluations, this never translated into a higher priority. In fact, the 

preferred alternative is a combination of the poorer natural environmental options in each 

geographical area. In addition, citizens wanted options developed for transportation modal shifts, 

but these were barely mentioned in the ESR. The residents of Peterborough are overwhelmingly 

opposed to this project, as consistently demonstrated on the record through written and oral 

submissions during the EA process, plus through petitions, lawn signs, letters to the local media, 

letters and presentations to city council, and previous decisions. This public outcry against the 

process and results of the Class EA has been consistently ignored and has produced no 

substantial change in the City's approach to this project, neither at the staff nor political levels.  

5. Council Decision-Making Distorted: As proponent, the City Council's decision to proceed with a 

project is a key and necessary step in a Class EA. The lack of timely disclosure of documents 

and key information items to the public (i.e. technical reports, agency comments, and conclusions 

such as time savings, non-peak traffic, and an integrated Benefit Cost Ratio) has hamstrung 

citizens in their attempts to be fully informed and engaged with Council in advance of the latter's 

decision. 

It is clearly in the public interest to have the more rigorous planning, documentation, and consultation 

requirements of the individual EA process applied to the Parkway project. This will enable a more 

informed decision to be made as to what approach best meets the public interest. 
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1. Introduction  

From late 2012 to early 2014, the Parkway Corridor Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) was 

developed by the City of Peterborough to address perceived potential traffic issues that may arise by 

2031. The City has proposed a 4-lane and 2-lane extension to the existing Parkway arterial road. This 

project evolved from the Hospital Access Road Class EA and out of the Comprehensive Transportation 

Plan approved by Council in 2011. The Class EA’s resulting Environmental Study Report (ESR) was filed 

on February 7, 2014 with notice that individuals or organizations could review it and, if there were 

remaining concerns, appeal for an individual environmental assessment to the Minister of the 

Environment.  

This joint brief is submitted on behalf of three Peterborough-based community groups: NO Parkway, 

Friends of Jackson Park, and Friends of Peterborough Trails. These groups are now acting under the 

umbrella of the Peterborough Greenspace Coalition. This submission combines the input from our 

membership plus additional reviewers, and represents a perspective shared by many citizens of 

Peterborough. While supportive of this submission and collaborative in earlier contributions during the 

Class EA process, the Peterborough Field Naturalists and others have decided to make independent 

requests for a Part II Order.  

The Peterborough Greenspace Coalition and its member groups have been deeply involved in the 

Parkway EA from its beginning. We have attended every Public Information Centre (PIC), provided 

comments at every public opportunity, and repeatedly corresponded with the city and its consultants. We 

suspect that our contributions have been among the most detailed of any public submissions, prompting 

the consultants to produce two separate detailed responses to our submissions after PICs 2 and 3. We 

have challenged the process, assumptions, data, and conclusions throughout the EA because we 

believed that they were inadequate to address and resolve this pivotal and longstanding issue in our city - 

the subject of some 67 years of debate and repeated past decisions to turn the project down. 

We thus appreciate this further opportunity to present our views and evidence before the Minister and 

Ministry of the Environment at this stage in the process. The City of Peterborough has already approved 

the first installment of some $4 million to initiate the proposed 18-year project in 2014, contingent on the 

resolution of any Part II Order requests.  

The purpose of the Environmental Assessment Act, as set out in section 2, is “the betterment of the 

people of the whole or any part of Ontario by providing for the protection, conservation and wise 

management in Ontario of the environment.” The Act is designed to ensure that environmentally 

significant projects are carefully and fully scrutinized in a robust, traceable and public manner. In our 

view, that kind of review has not happened to date in this Class EA and can only occur through an 

individual EA under a Part II Order. 

Along with the Act’s section 16(4), the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment, section A.2.8.1, sets 

out the factors for considering a request for a full, individual environmental assessment through a request 

for a Part II Order under section 16 of the Act: 

In considering a request, the Minister shall give consideration to, but not limited to, the following issues: 

 extent and nature of public concern 

 potential for significant adverse environmental effects 

 need for broader consideration of alternatives by the proponent         
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 considerations of urgency         

 participation of the requester in the planning process         

 nature of request 

 degree to which public consultation and dispute resolution have taken place 

By way of this brief, we have addressed all of these requirements and demonstrated the necessity for the 

Minister of the Environment to make a Part II Order. Doing so would ensure a complete, balanced, fully 

engaged, and true environmental assessment of solutions to potential problems identified by the City of 

Peterborough. We therefore request such an order under section 16 of the Environmental Assessment 

Act and that it address all of the factors in subsection 6.1(2) rather than as a scoped EA. The current 

Parkway EA documentation and analysis is so deficient and constrained that it cannot serve as the Terms 

of Reference for the individual EA, if so ordered.  

There are significant public benefits to be gained from granting the Part II Order: it could potentially save 

substantial City and Provincial infrastructure funds by finding equally effective and less expensive 

solutions; it avoids irreversible environmental impacts; it would provide a mechanism to better address 

and resolve widespread public opposition; and align better with provincial directions (including the new 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014); and there is no urgency to move forward with the project (the ESR 

suggests a potential need in 2031). With this study of the Parkway, the City of Peterborough is at a 

crossroads with a significant opportunity ahead. As articulated by many presenters to Council during this 

Class EA, this provides the City with the opportunity to implement a suite of more cost-effective, 

sustainable, smart and active transportation solutions first, and then assess whether there is indeed a real 

traffic problem that requires an expensive, intrusive road as a solution. 

Such a decision would be consistent with the Minister's 2003 decision to require a full, individual EA for 

the Pine Valley Drive Extension Class EA in Vaughan. That project had many similarities with this 

Parkway Corridor Class EA, specifically: 

 both proposals focused on extending and widening an existing road;  

 both road extensions were proposed through environmentally significant natural areas and parks 

that were highly valued by the local communities – the Boyd Conservation Area and, here, 

Jackson Park;  

 both projects were proposed adjacent to lands held by conservation authorities;  

 both projects proposed substantial impacts on core natural areas and associated corridors that 

are part of natural heritage systems along watercourses as well as uplands;  

 both projects raised significant archaeological concerns near and on the proposed roadway route;  

 both projects did not seriously consider alternatives to roads, alternative routes, nor combinations 

of measures; and, 

 both projects were strongly criticized by local communities, experts, advisory committees and 

agencies, with numerous outstanding issues remaining unresolved. 

Alternatives to the renamed Western Vaughan Transportation Alternatives EA identified for assessment 

included the following, some of which we contend need fuller assessment in Peterborough: 

 Do Nothing 

 Planned Road and Transit Improvements, other than those on Pine Valley Drive 

 Travel Demand Management Measures 

 Transportation System Management Measures 

 Other Public Transit Initiatives 
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 Other Additional Area Road Improvements 

 Improvements to the Road Originally Proposed 

Evaluating the extensive Environmental Study Report and its further technical appendices over a period 

of only 45 days has been a massive undertaking for our volunteer, unpaid organization, with many 

members contributing during evenings and weekends after their work days are completed. A considerable 

amount of new technical reports and additional public and agency comments were released together only 

with the ESR, and were not available earlier in the process. Undoubtedly, our concerns and arguments 

would be enhanced by more time and research. Nonetheless, we have tapped into our community’s 

concerns, expertise and understanding of the city.  

Based on all that we have been able to assimilate and analyze to date, we contend that the Parkway 

preferred alternative presented in the ESR: 

 is ineffective and needlessly expensive;  

 will have significant environmental impacts in spite of some mitigation measures; 

 fails to achieve timely and meaningful public consultation; 

 fails to consider and evaluate a full range of reasonable alternatives to the project; and, 

 fails to consider and evaluate a full range of reasonable alternative means of carrying out the 

project. 

This is a classic case of a solution in search of a problem. The result is that there is non-compliance with 

MCEA requirements or expectations, inadequate consideration of key EA planning considerations (i.e. 

need, alternatives to), flaws and deficiencies in the EA work and studies to date, and outstanding issues, 

concerns and uncertainties. The ESR identifies numerous future studies to address potential issues, with 

associated approvals and permits. However, these are no substitute for an individual environmental 

assessment, since none of them include requirements to consider purpose/need and alternatives to the 

proposed projects. Such threshold environmental planning considerations are only required under the EA 

Act, but have not been adequately addressed by the city to date in the streamlined Class EA process. 

Accordingly, an individual EA is now warranted.   

These points are further elaborated in the following sections of this brief, along with related and other 

arguments here and in our earlier contributions in the process. Additional detailed or technical 

commentary and supplemental documentation are found in the brief’s appendices. We welcome 

opportunities to discuss, explore and elaborate on the contents and contentions of our submission. It is 

clearly in the public interest to have the more rigorous planning, documentation and consultation 

requirements of the individual EA process be applied to the Parkway project in order that a more informed 

decision can be made on whether this project should be permitted to proceed. 
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2. Project Has Significant Environmental Effects  

2.1. Significant Natural Heritage Features and Impacts 

The Parkway extension will pass through some of the most biologically rich and socially valued natural 

areas in the City of Peterborough. It will have significant impacts on these features and functions that will 

not be mitigated adequately. An environmental assessment is intended to evaluate and, where possible, 

eliminate impacts on the natural, social, cultural and economic environments. Due to such significant 

features, substantial adverse effects and risks, and limited mitigation, this project should be subject to a 

full, individual environmental assessment.  

The ESR has consistently chosen alternatives during the process that had greater natural heritage and 

other environmental impacts, and were ranked environmentally worse than the alternatives; this is 

explicitly noted in the ESR’s Appendix O: 

 South End evaluation, natural environment criterion (see Appendix O, pdf pp.2-5); 

 North End evaluation, natural environment criterion (see  Appendix O, pdf pp.14-17); 

 Jackson Park Area evaluation, natural environment criterion (see  Appendix O, pdf pp.56-60);  

 Parkhill Road Segment evaluation, natural environment criterion (see Appendix O, pdf pp. 26-28); 

and, 

 Fairbairn-Parkway ROW-Woodland intersection evaluation, natural environment criterion (see 

Appendix O pdf p. 46). 

Given the early and repeatedly expressed values for and concerns about the natural environment, it is 

surprising that marginally technical and financial criteria based on uncertain modelled future results were 

deemed to equal or even outweigh the natural environmental impacts. 

So, what is at stake? This is in part described in the ESR’s Appendices F (Natural Heritage), I (Air) and J 

(Noise). Below we describe three major areas of significance, and the contribution of community 

knowledge, corresponding to the three geographical areas evaluated for route selection in the ESR. This 

is followed by a critique of the inventory, analysis and mitigation of the ESR. 

In the South End lies predominantly open space in the Corridor. In this southwest part of the Corridor, 

seeps and springs from the nearby drumlin contribute to Byersville Creek. Native brook trout inhabit and 

spawn in this cold water stream that is linked to the Harper Creek system, as confirmed in the ESR’s App. 

F, p.19, and in previous studies. 

The Byserville/Harper Creek system "is the only cold water trout stream which runs through a municipal 

area in Ontario" (Harper Creek Subwatershed Study, Section 2.2 Appendix A, Ministry of the 

Environment, Gartner Lee Ltd., 1997). While there may be a handful of other streams, including Riverview 

Creek, crossed by this proposed arterial road, the sensitive fish species within the south end clearly make 

the aquatic system there a provincially significant, and sensitive, ecological feature. 

The Ministry of Natural Resources’ Aquatic Biodiversity and Conservation Unit has also confirmed that 

this is a wild strain of brook trout, significantly different from stocks that are genetically affected by the 

many stocking efforts in other parts of the province (Chris Wilson letter, November 6, 2012; see Appendix 

H). This population is adapted within place, and therefore restocking with MNR raised strains, or trying to 

create habitat outside of the existing stream and tributaries will diminish the unique qualities of this 

population. This population of brook trout should be considered a significant species with a distinct 
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genetic diversity, near the tipping point of local extirpation, and consequently in need of a high level of 

protection. To ensure the sustainability of the wild trout population, any development in this area should 

avoid a further compromised thermal regime, non-point source enrichment due to urban influences, and 

additional stormwater runoff. Similar impacts are anticipated for road projects, such as this one, 

highlighting this incompatible use in such a sensitive area of Peterborough. 

Temperature control is critical to trout habitat, particularly at the time of spawning. The warming effects of 

climate change, urbanization and the amounts of urban stormwater entering the creek in this increasingly 

developed area are important concerns. For Byersville Creek, the upstream reaches have been 

urbanized, the development of Medical Drive within this same Parkway corridor and the resulting increase 

in impervious surfaces and stormwater impacts have impacted the creek, although it may be too early still 

to know to what extent. Stormwater management ponds have increased downstream water temperatures. 

The cumulative impact of increasing impervious surfaces on receiving waters is well documented in peer-

reviewed literature and should be of primary concern here. 

The ESR’s proposed mitigation is stormwater management ponds. Although these are indicated to be a 

bottom draw form, their size and shallow depth will nonetheless cause higher water temperatures in the 

outlet, leading to warmer stream temperatures and lower oxygen capacity in Byersville Creek. 

Additionally, these will be built in the floodplain, which is not the preferable practice and could lead to 

flushing of sediments and contaminants during over-flooding events. At a general level, “thermal 

mitigation strategies” for addressing thermal impacts are noted in this project’s commitments for fisheries 

(ESR p.9-1, items 8 and 10), yet the commitment is vague, left to future design, and would likely be 

unsuccessful in protecting this significant brook trout population, as noted above and elaborated in our 

Appendix on Natural Heritage. The trout are already under stress from other urban inputs of contaminants 

and warmer run-off and additional impacts could cause the disappearance or range contractions of this 

species within the Byersville system. If mitigation is undertaken but impacts are still demonstrated as the 

project unfolds, what is the remedy, the solution to maintain this significant fish population? This issue 

either needs to be avoided, or a fuller EA undertaken to ensure prevention of such a loss in the future. 

Concerns about the brook trout population and impacts on it are also shared by the nearby Curve Lake 

First Nation in relation to their treaty rights in this area, as recognized by the Province of Ontario. In 

relation to a nearby project (file P-06-11) near Harper Park and on the same creek system, Curve Lake 

Chief Phyllis Williams wrote about the need for a comprehensive watershed study in December 2012 to 

Robert Dunford, who was the City’s Project Manager for that project as well as for the current Parkway 

EA (see Appendix G). Presumably, such a study would be carried out before development would take 

place in order to inform decisions. However, there is no commitment to do this in the ESR’s section 9 and 

the City has already allocated 2014 funds for design of the South end of the Parkway, assuming approval 

of the Parkway EA. 

The creek valley’s depression contains some larger trees and modest forest patches. These areas and 

the trails that run through them are a refuge for the hundreds of lower-income residents living in the 

apartment towers nearby. In one of the most populated parts of the city, the opportunity to experience the 

calming influence of nature and a walk away from the people and traffic is invaluable to public physical 

and mental health. With modest investment, attention and restoration, this could be a highly desirable 

public park for visitors and less-privileged residents alike.  

In the heart of the Parkway Corridor lies Jackson Park and the associated Jackson Creek valley.  While it 

has a long human history, it is the most ecologically significant, scenically beautiful, and publicly valued 

natural feature in the City of Peterborough. The “Jackson Creek System includes significant ecological 

features and a major recreational corridor extending beyond the city” and Jackson Park “is perhaps 
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Peterborough’s best known and most popular natural area” (Peterborough Natural Areas Strategy, pp.43-

44). This has clearly been demonstrated in comments and submissions during this Parkway EA (as 

recognized in ESR App. H, p.34, pdf p.41).   

The steep, enclosed valley was formed by glacial meltwaters, with springs, seeps, and streams flowing 

into wetlands and Jackson Creek. Other than the Otonabee River/Trent-Severn Waterway, Jackson 

Creek is the largest watercourse in Peterborough and its fall into the Otonabee River was the reason why 

European settlers established Peterborough at this location. The proposed bridge site is planned to cross 

the steepest and most enclosed part of the valley that contains its own sheltered and cooler micro-

climate.  

Large and old growth White Pine, Eastern Hemlock and White Cedar grow along the valley’s slopes. A 

stand of magnificent White Pines extending above the tree canopy holds the steep banks firmly in place; 

these were recognized as among the Park’s most attractive features and identified for preservation by the 

City Engineer in the 1960s when the Parkway was considered and then rejected (see ESR Appendix H, 

p.6, pdf p.13). These trees were again recognized as the “best grove of trees” in a 2009 community 

Treasured Tree contest. Likely hundreds of years old, they are among the largest and oldest trees in the 

city and lie directly in the path of the proposed Parkway bridge. The larger trees include Eastern White 

Pines 90 and 92 cm in diameter and an eastern White Cedar 80 cm in diameter at breast height. The 

City’s 2011 Urban Forest Strategic Plan, Objective 6.1, supports designation and protection of such 

significant and heritage trees.  

Growing part way up the slope, the trees are of a height that would need to be cut to make way for the 

bridge, thus either removing or seriously damaging them. Such a gash in this grove would be seen up 

and down the valley, including from the cultural features and designated Pagoda Bridge as well as the 

surrounding tableland. The proposed bridge would spray automobile-based contaminants and salt over 

some distance, affecting the remaining trees, understory and, ultimately, Jackson Creek. There is no 

mention of means to mitigate this anticipated impact.  

The bridge site would also span Jackson Creek right at the point where it crosses over limestone 

bedrock, the only known location for such a creek bed in the City. This specialized feature creates 

miniature waterfalls, erosional features, enhanced carbonate in the water and unique terrain for the 

invertebrates, fish, and children that visit there.  

Diverse wildlife species, including herons, pileated woodpeckers, mink, nesting snapping turtles (a 

species of Special Concern under the Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA), in the bridge crossing area, 

and Blandings Turtles, a Threatened species under the ESA, inhabit the valley. They are all indicators of 

quality habitat, whether aquatic or interior forest. Since seven of the eight species of turtles in Ontario are 

listed as “at risk” under the ESA, these habitat features are especially important in contributing to their 

protection and recovery. 

Jackson Park is at the heart of a network of semi-natural corridors that radiate through the city and 

beyond. To the northeast lies the Parkway corridor with dense cedar and younger forested sections plus 

smaller wetlands, seeps and streams. The Park lies below steep drumlin slopes, thus insulated from the 

noise and commotion of the surrounding city. These corridors provide both important ecological 

connections as part of natural heritage systems as well as outdoor experiences and healthy recreation for 

people in local neighbourhoods and schools. 

The proposed bridge would run through the largest portion of the Kawarthas Natural Connected preferred 

solution found in the city, and beside another portion in the North end. The preferred solution is the 
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mapped priority area for conservation across the Kawartha region, modelled in partnership with the 

Ministry of Natural Resources, Otonabee Region Conservation Authority (ORCA), local municipalities, 

and other agencies and community organizations. The location of the preferred solution area is found in 

Appendix I and was identified by the Peterborough Greenspace Coalition in our comments after PIC4.  

In the North end, the Corridor is a very significant natural area for Peterborough and area: 

 the largest and most significant natural habitat and open space in the north end part of 

Peterborough, west of the Otonabee River and east of Jackson Creek; 

 it is the 5th or 6th largest area of open space in the whole City of Peterborough; 

 it is mostly upland habitat, making it more accessible than lower-lying wetlands for people and for 

many other species; 

 much of it is a longer distance from roads than other natural areas (e.g. 50m or more), and thus 

experiences less disturbance and impacts; and, 

 local field naturalists have confirmed this assessment of important natural value. 

The Parkway functions as an important wildlife corridor and a source of good habitat (even in winter) and 

natural cover for small mammals, amphibians, birds, insects, with indicators in an urban environment, 

such as the following: 

 Large numbers of migrant birds each spring and fall (e.g. Yellow-rumped Warblers, Least 

Flycatchers, White-throated Sparrows, Bohemian Waxwings, etc.); 

 Dozens of robins are present most winters, due to the large amount of wild grape; 

 Owls, such as the Barred Owl, often turn up in the woods adjacent to the Parkway in winter 

looking for prey (e.g., behind Edmison Drive); 

 White-tailed deer and red fox are often reported; 

 The small wetland in the Chemong to Hilliard section has Spring Peepers and Common 

Yellowthroats (warblers); and,  

 Reports of magnificent displays of hundreds of fireflies. 

The Corridor connects with nearby diverse natural areas, such as Bears Creek Woods and Jackson 

Creek as well as areas to the north. Its role, and the significance of the north Parkway corridor as a 

natural corridor that connects Bears Creek headwaters, Jackson Creek and other smaller parks and 

natural areas, is not discussed nor recognized in the information or evaluation. The Otonabee Region 

Conservation Authority (ORCA) has identified its own concerns about a lack of assessment of natural 

corridors and their valuable ecological role, as affected by the road alternatives, particularly the preferred 

alternative (ESR App. B, pdf p.157).  

Several areas alongside the road area in the Parkway corridor are designated as Natural Areas in the 

City's Official Plan, requiring special recognition and considerations and limiting route adjustment and 

support infrastructure. Nearby natural areas have long been recognized as a “large part of the reason 

why people live here  ... natural areas on the waterfront and in Jackson Park are held in similar esteem” 

(Report of the Task Force on Sustainable Development for the Peterborough Area, 1989, p.15). 

 

2.2. Insufficient Inventory, Impacts Analysis, and Mitigation Measures 

We are concerned about the bare-bones field studies relating to environmental impact. The report 

contributes very little new information on natural features, relies on limited and outdated pre-existing 
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information, and promises remediation if future studies determine that significant natural features are later 

discovered. In other words, it defers impact assessment, rather than actually undertaking it for this 

environmental assessment. Without the requisite research, it is impossible to promise responsible 

remediation of negative impacts. This ad hoc approach to impact assessment ensures poor and 

uninformed decision-making which works to systematically undervalue a wide range of ecologically and 

culturally significant features in the area. 

The ESR document does not present a fulsome inventory of the existing natural heritage features of the 

areas proposed to be affected by the development and enhancement of existing roadways in the city. In 

particular, the information pertaining to presence and use by birds, amphibians and reptiles is very 

limited, and in some cases non-existent. There are large gaps in the collection of data and recording of 

occurrences of many bird species, there is no information on amphibian species present, and very little on 

the reptiles using the affected areas. Much of the necessary studies are left to later work, a conclusion 

shared by the conservation authority (ESR App. B, pdf p.162).  

There are key weaknesses in the methodologies for natural heritage inventory and description in the 

ESR: 

 no fish surveys were conducted during the spring spawning period for spring spawning fish (i.e. 

most of the expected fish species); 

 the fish sampling equipment was unsuitable for catching fish eggs or fry;  

 only one day was devoted to a spawning survey for the most significant fish species, brook trout, 

and this was December, two months after spawning and when spawning redds would be almost 

impossible to find;  

 even when ten young fish were caught near the proposed bridge, they were not identified;  

 no full surveys for species at risk were conducted, and the specific locations of previously 

documented records are not specified -- the most recent occurrence of species at risk is 2006 

(ESR Appendix F, Table 1), which suggests that the area may not have been surveyed since that 

date, including during this study; 

 the ‘field assessment’ of Species at Risk is simply an analysis of habitat; 

 it is not clear what the survey methodology was for bird species, particularly for breeding birds; 

and, 

 the forested area at the proposed bridge location has the highest biodiversity of any natural 

feature in the Parkway corridor but neither the understory nor the canopy are fully inventoried, 

and there is little mention of important or notable trees. 

The environmental impacts analysis of chapter 7 and description of the extent of impacts on wildlife in the 

ESR is limited and insufficient in several respects: 

 Habitat fragmentation, degradation and loss are main factors affecting the populations of 

amphibians and reptiles but only loss of habitat is mentioned, and the addressed behavioural 

modifications in response to a large bridge are not discussed although this could result in 

displacement of some species, including birds; 

 Section 7.2.3 of the ESR mentions “fragmentation” but does not elaborate on the expected 

impacts, while Table 20, the Mitigation summary, notes that restoration will help increase 

connectivity, but this issue is not detailed as an impact in Chapter 7; 

 there has been no assessment of habitat connectivity for amphibians and reptiles and the 

significant impacts that habitat loss, and road and bridge construction would have on the species 

in the study area; 
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 the ESR refers to a “potential for permanent loss of aquatic habitat and function” and further that 

“this area was identified as a potential woodland amphibian breeding habitat” (ESR p.8-7), yet the 

listed mitigation measures in this section do not mention amphibian and reptile breeding 

requirements, or any reference to the loss of habitat and potential long-term effects resulting from 

the isolation of populations unable to cross roads safely; 

 the realignment of Byersville Creek is not described in Table 16 on the summary of impacts, as 

noted by ORCA (ESR App. B, p.159); 

 there is only one reference to invasive species (ESR p. 7-95) and it only addresses non-native 

plant species, not animal species, and does not address how vehicles using the new road may 

help establish a variety of non-native species in the area; 

 The list of proposed impacts do not reflect a comprehensive review of the relevant scientific 

literature (i.e. summary of impacts of roads, bridges, habitat augmentation and disturbance) 

pertaining to environmental impacts of similar projects on wildlife in particular. There is no 

shortage of information on this topic but the report does not reflect the wealth of data and 

research undertaken to better understand, for example, the effects of road construction, habitat 

loss and fragmentation of a forested habitat in a highly developed landscape. 

 The ESR’s statement of minimal impact on the forest around the proposed bridge is supported by 

scientific survey, assessment or management plan. 

 The list of proposed impacts, both short- (7.2.2) and long-term (7.2.3), is brief and incomplete as 

it does not explore and expand on impacts likely to be experienced as a result of the proposed 

activities. The list is also very generic and there is a lack of specific impacts to various taxa (e.g. 

avian, reptilian, amphibian) in relation to their life history and use of habitats for various life cycle 

activities.  

 Noise impacts were only assessed in relation to Noise Sensitive Area (NSA) receptors, defined 

as those areas within 3m of a building. Thus, “parks and picnic areas which are not inherently 

part of a NSA”, such as Jackson Park and natural areas along the Corridor, were not evaluated 

for their impacts (ESR App. J, p.6 and Table 3). 

 Similarly, in the air quality assessments, sensitive receptors were only identified with humans and 

thus not assessed or evaluated with respect to wildlife or plants (see ESR App. I). 

Given the Parkway corridor’s significant features and the ESR's acknowledged impacts on them, plus the 

high values placed on natural heritage expressed by the public, it is surprising that the ESR is particularly 

weak in its mitigation strategies for natural heritage. The collection of commitments seems to amount to 

an ambiguous promise to apply common road construction practices, as if the Parkway were just another 

routine road project with no distinguishing characteristics, concerns or impacts. Some of the limitations in 

the mitigation strategies: 

 in several instances, the ESR promises mitigation but, without knowing in many cases the 

species or their functional habitat, it is impossible to know what may need to be done (including 

considering re-routing the road) and if this is even possible or likely to be successful; 

 mitigation of amphibian mortality is only proposed through built amphibian crossings, which are 

unrealistic in urban locations where most amphibian species will not find such crossings and 

where diversion fences would be subject to damage and could present obstacles for other 

species; 

 there is no scientific support for the optimism expressed in the report about rehabilitation, nor is a 

rehabilitation plan presented;  

 pre-construction planting of trees that would grow quickly to maturity and screen construction is 

proposed as screening mitigation for several locations; yet these would need to be much faster-

growing coniferous trees than exist. The report doesn’t identify the tree species, existing or 
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replacement, and promises, but does not explain, how restoration on a potentially inhospitable 

slope would be accomplished; 

 plans for tree removal and site restoration around the proposed bridge are not provided;  

 mortality of existing trees, including the magnificent grove of White Pine in the path of the 

proposed bridge, would be subject to salt and ground level ozone (as noted in detail by a high 

school student during his presentation to Council), but no impact is discussed or effective 

mitigation proposed; 

 the lack of specific data to identify locations of species and habitat use make it difficult to address 

impacts and, therefore, develop appropriate mitigation measures; 

 amphibians and reptiles (turtles) are dealt with through an analysis of candidate areas for turtle-

wintering areas and breeding-amphibian habitat that the report deems will be further investigated 

during the detailed design phase – yet how can the report address mitigation appropriately if 

there isn’t sufficient knowledge about what species, locations and significant habitat exist? 

 no mitigation actions to address reptiles (specifically turtles), even when snapping turtles (a 

species of concern and at risk) are known to be present at least in the proposed bridge area; 

 the mitigation measures have stipulated that no construction will be permitted from April to July, a 

key breeding period for birds, amphibians and reptiles, but such impacts on the timing of 

construction, costs and the length of closures of trails in the Corridor are not clear; and, 

 there is no mitigation measure that requires post-construction, long-term monitoring. 

Because the knowledge and documentation of the natural heritage (species and habitats) is incomplete, 

and the environmental impact analysis is not contemplating a variety of environmental effects, the 

mitigation measures have not been well developed. The mitigation measures:  (1) do not address various 

taxa (e.g. they do not reflect best management practices for amphibians and reptiles); (2) are not specific 

enough since the measures aren’t developed to address specific issues (e.g. sensitive or critical habitat 

for various species) and (3) do not reflect various adaptive measure options (which would require a 

monitoring protocol post-construction and a strategic vision for protecting existing features).          

In summary, there have been numerous and significant flaws in the methodologies, results, analysis, and 

mitigation proposed for the natural environment in the ESR. In the communication record of the ESR’s 

Appendix B, it is not clear to what extent that ORCA’s concerns have been fully addressed. These issues 

cannot be overcome through more study or implementation conditions. These issues represent the core 

questions of whether there will be impacts, if they can be fully mitigated, would further agency permits 

proceed, and, if not, where might the proposed arterial road be relocated within this narrow, confined 

corridor? Should viable alternatives to a road not be pursued, these noted deficiencies require the more 

complete field work, assessment, and scrutiny that only an individual environmental assessment can 

provide.  
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2.3. Project has Significant Cultural and Social Environment Impacts 

The ESR’s Cultural Heritage Landscape Assessment report documents how Jackson Park is a “significant 

cultural heritage landscape” and has cultural heritage value in part because its “late 19th century 

picturesque park design is a rare example of a style that is unique to Peterborough” and it is “a landmark 

within Peterborough” (ESR App. H, pp.35 and 42, pdf pp.42 and 49).  

This report covers extensive historic material and locations and describes the significant cultural impacts 

of the proposed bridge (emphasis added): 

The bridge would become a prominent, new structure within the valley. As such, the proposed 

bridge will become a backdrop against which park features will be viewed and a significant 

feature in the view upstream from the park. 

The character of vehicular traffic light and noise and street lighting on the proposed bridge as 

they would be experienced in the Table Land Park area and on trails in the creek valley are 

unknown. … The proposed bridge crossing will be a modern structure quite different in form to 

anything within the park. 

Due to the recreational use of the park trail system and in particular the Kiwanis Trail that would 

run under the proposed bridge, the bridge soffit and piers will become significant features in the 

park. The mass of the suspended overhead structure may become awe-inspiring, intimidating or 

simply unattractive (Plate 29). If bridge piers are in the vicinity of the trail, they may give the 

feeling of encroachment in what is presently open space. If the space beneath the bridge is 

perceived as an enclosed and/or isolated area, it may become an area of vandalism and graffiti. 

(ESR App. H, pp. 37-38, pdf pp .44-45). 

These are the very impacts that many local citizens have identified in their submissions and presentations 

during this EA process; indeed, the vandalism and graffiti noted are demonstrated for the existing Parkhill 

Road bridge in the photograph that follows the above quotations in the report.  

Visual and noise impacts from the bridge are stated as “unknown” in the report. However, “the widening 

of Parkhill Road in the 1960s has impacted visual character of entire south end of Park” (ESR App. H, 

p.35, pdf p.42). It is clear from previous and proximate experience that this proposed bridge, planned to 

be wider than the current Parkhill Bridge, will have significant visual and noise impacts on a large area 

surrounding it. 

Mitigation measures proposed in the report are to develop a good (and more expensive) bridge design 

and process, vegetative screenings that will be mature by the time the bridge is constructed, and a 

management plan to renew Jackson Park “such that the future addition of the Parkway Bridge can be 

integrated into the evolving uses of the park rather than have the proposed bridge overwhelm the historic 

design of the park. This plan should be sympathetic to both the natural and cultural landscape of the 

park.” (ESR App. H, p.44, pdf p.51) 

However, these proposed mitigation measures are far from sufficient to address the substantial cultural 

impacts on this significant cultural heritage landscape, a “landmark” with unique features. First, there is 

only so much that design can do to modify the high, “prominent, significant, modern mass” of a bridge. 

The report notes that such design would be more costly; it is unclear whether and how such costs have 

been included within the evaluations or the Benefit Cost Analysis for this project. Second, as discussed 

further in the Natural Heritage appendix of this brief, the height of the bridge means that it would require 
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decades, if not centuries (as for current trees), for any trees to grow sufficiently tall and full to provide any 

reasonable screening of anything but the bottoms of the bridge piers. The suggestion to start planting 

trees now to be ready in 10 to 20 years is not sufficient and definitely not feasible when further 

geotechnical studies are required (presumably moving earth in the area of the piers), the location and 

number of the piers are not yet known, detailed design is still required, and construction activity with large 

equipment will need to occur to establish deeply seated piers in and about where such trees might be 

growing. 

Third, the concept of a management plan for Jackson Park (and other large City parks) has been 

suggested in the past and has not been acted upon; indeed, plantings as part of the 2008 Medical Drive 

Class EA approval within this very corridor have still not been completed.  Besides the quotation noted in 

the previous paragraph, the report does not explain how such a “prominent, modern” bridge could be 

“integrated into the evolving uses rather than overwhelm the park”. We contend that it is impossible to 

achieve such integration of the bridge and that such proposed measures will do little to mitigate the 

documented and significant impacts on the cultural environment of Jackson Park.  

Several cultural evaluations, including the cultural landscape assessment in November 2013, were not 

undertaken until after the selection of the preferred alternative. Thus, they did not inform the selection of 

the preferred alternative and only general mention is made of them in the Appendix O evaluation tables’ 

rationales. The archaeological studies conclude that more work is needed, particularly in Jackson Park 

and in the several other areas of high archaeological potential. Indeed, there may well be ancient marker 

trees in the Jackson Creek valley close to the proposed bridge location that would indicate a First Nations 

trail in the area (Loucks 2013, Beneath the Canopy, pp. 140-144). Yet these studies will similarly be 

conducted after the selection of the Parkway road as the preferred alternative. Supervision by the 

provincial Registrar of Cemeteries is now accepted for addressing continued concerns around the 

location and integrity of the Lee Pioneer Cemetery but this may yet constrain the roadway, the rerouted 

trail and interpretation access.   

Regarding social impacts, Jackson Park is where many City citizens go at the end of their workday or 

week to walk, exercise, share family time, recreate, reflect, and reconnect with nature and its calming 

rhythms. Main trails are set back from each side of the Creek, with the eastern one forming the Trans-

Canada Trail on the former railway bed. A network of smaller paths extend across the valley slopes, 

drawing cyclists, walkers and their dogs out for their exercise and conversations with neighbours.  

Because there are no streets immediately alongside the greenspace corridor, it is quieter and less subject 

to disturbances than many other pockets of green space in the city. The first thing you notice when you 

walk or bike here is how serene and restorative it is. The many trees and shrubs also reduce the 

concentrations of particulate pollution and, through transpiration of water, make the air cooler than in 

surrounding areas.  This is especially important as climate change will bring increasingly hot, humid 

summers to this area.  

Over the last 25 years, Canada has become an increasingly urban country. According to a Parliamentary 

Committee in their report “Urban Conservation Practices In Canada,” approximately 80% of the Canadian 

population now lives in urban areas, and that number is expected to increase to 90% by the year 2050. 

The report then goes on to say that “within cities, and elsewhere in Canada, children are spending less 

time outside in unstructured play. Fewer Canadians than ever before are visiting national parks, and 

those who do visit them are older, mature adults. Overall, Canadians now spend approximately 95% of 

their time indoors.” In light of these trends, the pockets and corridors of green space that remain in our 

cities are more important than ever. If urban greenspaces and natural areas are not protected and made 
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welcoming to the public, our disconnection from nature will only become worse – with all of the negative 

impacts for the future of conservation and human health that that entails. 

As was the case for natural heritage features discussed above, except in the North end, the evaluations 

of both the Cultural and Social Environment factors in the ESR (Appendix O) again resulted in the choice 

of predominantly lesser options:  

 South: least/less preferred for Social and Cultural;  

 Jackson Park Area: moderately preferred for Social, less preferred for Cultural; 

 N: moderately preferred for Social, most preferred (disputed) for Cultural. 

As articulated by many residents during this EA process, the loss of greenspace, trail quality (including 

not being near a road), aesthetics (including quiet) and the risks of damage to cultural sites and the 

selection of poorer performing alternatives requires a closer look at the proposed project through an 

individual EA. 

3. Need is Not Demonstrated 

The need for the Parkway extension has not been sufficiently demonstrated in the ESR. Proposed 

roadway expansions are based on predictions of future automobile travel demands (the amount that 

people want to drive under various conditions) and hypothetical traffic congestion. The model used 

assumes that motor vehicle traffic volumes will grow significantly on this corridor, resulting in severe traffic 

congestion. Those assumptions are questionable for four reasons: 

 The need rests almost entirely on a modelled forecast horizon of 18 years into the future.  The 

population forecasts used are scenarios set by provincial (Growth Plan) growth targets - not 

based upon extrapolated growth patterns or targets within Places to Grow.   In fact, the provincial 

Growth Plan projections are much higher than any recent growth experienced by Peterborough, 

while the corresponding Growth Plan projections for economic growth are significantly lower. In 

other words, unprecedented rates of population increase are projected, even with no or few jobs 

available. The significant discrepancy between these two growth rates makes clear that there is 

little certainty about combined city/county population growth, and that population and traffic 

demand is most likely being overestimated. Planning for extreme outcomes is prudent in some 

situations, but should not be used to justify a potentially unnecessary expenditure of over $100 

million.  

 .At a more broader geographical level, automobile travel is peaking while demand for alternative 

modes in increasing, due to current demographic and economic trends including aging 

population, rising fuel prices, increasing urbanization, improving travel options, increasing health 

and environmental concerns, and changing travel and housing location preferences, particularly 

among young people. The study is premised on the idea that these observed trends remain 

unproven, and as such, their traffic prediction model does not account for these factors. The 

evidence of these shifts is actually very strong; the key question is the magnitude in a particular 

community. The question therefore is whether Peterborough has attributes that will result in 

continued automobile travel growth while most other communities are experiencing flat or 

declining vehicle traffic.  As a result, even without TDM interventions, there is likely to be 

significantly less automobile traffic growth than the Plan assumes. 

 These changing travel demands tend to increase the effectiveness and cost effectiveness of 

improving alternative modes, smart growth development policies and TDM programs. For 
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example, a public transit improvement that in the past would have caused a 5-point mode shift 

could cause a 10-point mode shift given higher fuel prices, lessened stigma around public transit, 

or transit improvements implemented in conjunction with smart growth policies and commute trip 

reduction programs. Similarly, smart growth policies that increase the supply of housing in central 

neighborhoods and along transit corridors are likely to attract more residents than in the past. 

 The predictions generated by this conventional traffic model, which lacks full feedback, 

exaggerates future congestion problems and distorts the potential effectiveness of improving 

alternative modes and TDM programs. Such models also tend to be insensitive to qualitative 

factors such as public transit comfort and amenities such as improved transit user information 

and on-board Internet services, which have proven to have significant ridership impacts. These 

traffic models often assumes that peak-period vehicle trips will grow between zones even if the 

roads connecting them become congested and public transit service improves. The ESR 

acknowledges the inability of its model to account for such feedback:  “The model remained an 

automobile based model” (ESR Appendix P1 pdf 11). This significant limitation does not really 

come to light in the ESR because no TDM alternatives beyond the background levels are even 

considered. 

For these reasons, the growth in traffic volumes and congestion problems predicted by the model 

represent upper-bound values. There are good reasons to believe that actual traffic growth and 

congestion severity will be significantly lower, particularly if the City and region implements additional 

TDM strategies, which will defer, reduce or eliminate the need to expand roadways. These shifts will also 

reduce the economic return on investment (i.e., the Benefit/Cost ratio) of the project investments both in 

absolute terms and when compared with alternatives. For example, these changing travel demands are 

likely to make roadway expansion investments less cost-effective compared with investments in cycling, 

ridesharing, public transit improvements, and in TDM programs.  

Beyond this specific critique of the model and assumptions used to forecast traffic growth in this study, 

there is an awareness among many urban planners and, increasingly among transportation planners 

themselves, of the futility of trying to accurately model traffic congestion, and of the ease in which model 

parameters can be manipulated to favour of certain outcomes (for example, see The Walkable City, 

Speck, 2013).   

Exacerbating the questionable statement of need was the poor timing of communication regarding the 

modelling approach. Details of the modelling framework and assumptions were not fully provided until late 

in the process (2 days before November General Committee meeting).  No model GIS “shape” files were 

provided so outcomes could not be independently verified.  As such, public had virtually no time to 

process this important information in advance of their presentations to municipal council. This contrasts 

with the Class EA’s principle of full and fair consultation. 

Vague discussions of traffic problems at various intersections are presented in the ESR. However, these 

are based on only a partial set of police statistics, and were originally presented to the public in this EA as 

a newspaper article. The Peterborough-Lakefield Community Policy Service Business Plan 2013-2015, at 

p.17, notes that the collisions investigated decreased by 5.5% and injuries decreased by 9.7% in 2012. 

These numbers suggest that we are currently experiencing fewer and less severe, rather than greater, 

collision issues and thus there is less need to address them now and in the proposed manner.  

Parkway-related intersections are less problematic than some other intersections that are not covered by 

the ESR. These include high-collision intersections such as Lansdowne and the Parkway and Lansdowne 

and Monaghan Road. While the community wishes to reduce collisions everywhere, these areas could 

use more attention and would be better served by alternatives that would reduce the number and severity 
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of collisions. The building of the Parkway will increase traffic in the Lansdowne Street corridor, thus 

contributing to an increase of collisions just outside of the study area and an increased number of points 

of collision (see discussion later in this brief). A direct need and connection between collision rates and 

the benefits of a 70 kph arterial road have not been proven. 

Even if one accepts the model and its parameters, the model predicts only a few locations where there 

may be capacity issues with most Transportation Plan projects implemented as the base case (the red 

areas in the ESR’s Figure 3-8 below). These smaller, isolated needs may well be met through local 

infrastructure improvements and geographically targeted TDM instead of large scale, expensive system-

level projects. 

 

The ESR does not address the impacts of large capital expenditures for the preferred alternative on the 

build-out timing of the Transportation Plan 2011, especially on road projects not currently moving forward 

due to now-limited capital funds.  However, its 2031 output data is based on the assumption that these 

smaller capital projects (TMP 2011) have been completed.  We have noted already in the 2014 budget 

that other capital road projects have been pushed back or put on hold because of the projected 

expenditures on the preferred alternative. 

Traffic congestion is noted in the map above as isolated (in pockets) in nature.  There is no reason that 

solutions should be limited to linear South East to North West road solutions.  The Class EA did 

essentially limit itself to a study of the “parkway corridor”, but only because this corridor was identified 
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within the TMP as a possible transportation solution: “This Class EA study is implementing a series of 

projects recommended in the TMP, and is undertaking the planning for the Parkway Corridor within the 

planning context established during the TMP” (ESR Chapters 1 & 2 ES-iii pdf 6). Regardless of the broad 

set of parameters set out within a TMP, an EA is supposed to address the overall system; yet this study 

failed to look at the issues systematically and creatively, focusing instead on roads and cars, almost 

exclusively in this corridor. 

For many reasons noted above, the traffic assumptions used as the basis to justify need are significantly 

problematic. It is difficult to predict with any accuracy traffic flows 18 years into the future. A need may or 

may not arise. We are, therefore, surprised that the ESR plunges headlong into a full blown parkway 

“solution”. A more prudent approach would be to wait until there is some certainty of need … after 

significant investments in TDM (beyond background levels outlined in the TMP), and after discussion 

around further opportunities for intensification have taken place (through full OP review, and beyond 

Places to Grow targets). 

For all the reasons above, we believe a credible need has not been demonstrated in this ESR. Without a 

credible need, there is no purpose for the project. At the very least, there is a necessity of conducing a 

more thorough environmental assessment that may address the flawed final conclusions of the ESR.  

4. Study is based on Unreliable Assumptions & Traffic 

Modelling 

4.1. Limitations with 2013 population predictions 

The entire rationale for the study is based on population predictions developed from provincial guidelines. 

These predictions are proving to be overly optimistic and very inaccurate. Predicted population rates 

compared to actual population rates for the 2006 to 2011 period are already incorrect by 300%. This 

follows a period when the population for the city of Peterborough showed essentially no growth between 

1996 and 2006. The overriding reason for the study in the first place, as stated at the beginning all the 

public information sessions, was that Peterborough's future growth would place undue pressure on the 

city transportation network. The evidence is already clear: this population pressure will not take place in 

the immediate or foreseeable future and the population predictions upon which the study is based are 

inherently flawed. The problems that form the basic question of the environmental assessment simply do 

not exist and will not exist within the timeframe projection for the study. To project the current 

transportation assumptions beyond the timeframe for the study does not make sense. 

4.2. Daily period for traffic problems not clearly established 

The study has not clearly established the daily timeframe for the maximum traffic congestion problems 

suggested in the study. The study suggests that traffic capacity in different parts of the transportation 

network will be exceeded based on future population numbers. However the study has not clearly stated 

for what portion of each day the traffic capacity will be exceeded. Given that the study suggests that the 

city build for the maximum traffic requirements encountered during this maximum period, it is important to 

know how long this period is. Are the investments and costs related to these proposals designed to deal 

with a problem that lasts 30 minutes or three hours per day? This question is fundamental to the cost-

benefit outcomes of the proposals. 
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The modelling methods used have some difficulty in accurately predicting in-day traffic fluctuations. This 

is recognized in Appendix P of the final ESR. 

4.3. Problem period does not align with population projections 

When the population predictions for Peterborough are compared to the traffic congestion timeframe, 

further problems appear with the study's conclusions. Currently, traffic congestion periods are focused on 

the morning and late afternoon time periods. These coincide with people traveling to and from work-

based employment. Population predictions for the population in general and Peterborough's population 

specifically, suggest a higher ratio of senior citizens in the future: people who are not in paid employment. 

According to the latest Statistics Canada figures, Peterborough already has the largest proportion of 

senior citizens of any city in Canada. All indicators suggest this trend is only going to continue. 

Collectively, this suggests that an increasing portion of the population will not place a burden on the 

transportation network during peak hours. This further reduces the need to build the network to deal with 

employment related travel patterns. Again, the study is making recommendations for a future that simply 

isn't going to happen for a long time. 

4.4. The study uses peak traffic flow rates as the basis of determining traffic 

handling need 

The entire EA process has been presented to the public as something of a critical solution needed to 

avert an impending crisis. The continual use of terms such as peak traffic flow and traffic system over 

capacity have been used in public meetings to drive home the idea that we have a significant problem 

handling traffic in the city, and that these problems will only get worse as the city grows. Yet the study 

never clearly spelled out to the public, or to City council, what proportion of traffic flow in the city was a 

problem. The data that the modeling was built on suggests that less than 1/5 of the daily traffic flow would 

occur within peak traffic periods. This small ratio does not appear to be fairly represented in the report 

recommendations or the overall modelling. 

4.5. The study has made no comparison to more recent transportation data 

The EA study used the Transportation Tomorrow Survey 2006 (TTS), conducted by the Data 

Management Group in the Department of Civil Engineering, University of Toronto as the basis for 

transportation modelling. This survey, a comprehensive travel survey conducted every five years starting 

in 1986, began in the Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area and expanded to include Peterborough in 1996. 

The TTS is based on interviews conducted in a small (~4%) sample of households which is then 

projected to the entire community using census tract data to estimate full city population. 

While we would not expect the study to do a full update on the transportation modeling, it would make 

sense that a superficial comparison to the 2011 data be made. At minimum this would confirm the 

underpinning growth projections of the study. Based on the already identified inadequacies (over-

estimations) of the study population projections it is doubtful that the 2011 data would support the 

direction of this study. 

4.6. The basic modelling methods used in the study are biased 

The modelling used in the EA study has two key weaknesses that draw many of the conclusions of the 

study into doubt or, at minimum, greatly weaken the validity of the assertions made to support the 

Parkway options. These key weaknesses include biases within the survey methods used in the 
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underlying transportation survey data, and an overly simplistic modelling process to estimate traffic 

patterns within the study area. 

While the survey methods used in the TTS are very detailed, the study does admit to several potential 

sources of bias and error. Systematic errors include timing of the survey, under reporting of trips, incorrect 

information and sample frame biases. Resultant errors include under representation of young people and 

an over representation of older people across the general population as well as an under-representation 

of non-at home city residents in post-secondary education. 

The TTS does make note of these errors in their validation reports, but as of the 2006 study, has not 

made significant effort to address these short-comings beyond noting the need for further study on how to 

eliminate these errors. Notable for the outcomes of the EA process are the biases that result in under-

representation of younger adults and post-secondary students. Of particular note are the problems that 

result from using at home telephone surveys as the basis for the survey. The increasing use of cell 

phones across the general population was becoming an observable problem in these types of surveys as 

early as 2004. Given cell phone use among younger adults is higher than the general population, the 

effects of this problem further bias the survey against reflecting the travelling habits of young people. 

The net result of these problems is a significant but non-quantifiable systematic bias in favour of the 

interests of older members of the population over the young and those in post-secondary education. 

These latter two groups have, for many years, been key opponents of Parkway proposals and are 

segments of the population least likely to use the Parkway. In effect, the EA study advances the interests 

of one segment of the population by building its arguments on a survey that systematically 

disenfranchises younger cohorts. This is not a fair and balanced process, especially when it will be the 

disenfranchised group actually paying the costs of the Parkway Proposals, given the need for debentures 

to pay for the infrastructure. 

4.7. The basic modelling methods used in the study do not model driver 

behaviour accurately 

While the traffic modeling method used in this study is based on detailed road data, it uses an overly 

simplistic model to predict driver behavior. The study modeling method uses a complex and iterative 

process to assign traffic to shortest linear routes and overflow traffic to the next shortest routes. In this 

context the term “shortest” is a combination of linear distance and possible speed on any road segment. 

While this is a complex model requiring substantial computing power, it is, at its core, a rational shortest 

route algorithm. It assumes that drivers will know, rationally assess and then follow the shortest linear 

route between an origin and destination. In reality however, drivers do not always follow such a program. 

Shortest route problems, while relatively easy to calculate using the power of a computer, will not model 

all the factors drivers actually take into account when selecting their route between point A and point B. 

These factors are tied to human judgment and discretion as well as individual driving preferences. 

Importantly for this study, these “human" factors are more important for route selection processes for 

short trips such as those encountered within a city. Drivers will follow shortest route algorithms to get from 

city A to city B, but will take into account many more factors when selecting a route to, for example, the 

nearest mall. These discretionary factors include: 

 Fixed road condition: drivers will avoid road segments with poor surface conditions and other 

impediments to driving. 
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 Variable road conditions: drivers will make decisions about current traffic conditions based on 

observations made during a trip as well as prior knowledge of typical traffic conditions. Drivers will 

also adjust for variable conditions such as weather or time of day. 

 Stoplights: drivers will, all other things being equal, avoid stoplights. 

 Right turns at stoplights: where stoplights are unavoidable, drivers will select routes that allow them 

to arrive at lights from the direction that allows them to make a right turn, thus minimizing travel time. 

 Arrival at destination: drivers will select routes that allow them to arrive at their destination in the 

direction that allows them to easily enter that destination. This usually means arriving at a target 

destination in a way that allows the driver to make the right turns into that destination. 

 Other impediments to traffic: drivers will avoid other impediments to traffic. These may include 

certain buildings or land uses that create slowdowns in or risks to traffic either on a continual basis or 

at specific times during the day. Examples include schools and certain kinds of business. 

Collectively, these factors bring into doubt much of the modeling done in the EA. The simplistic rational 

models for the spatial analysis have long been questioned within the spatial analysis and geographic 

information systems disciplines. When compared to actual use case driving patterns discrepancies begin 

to appear.  

5. Not a Full Consideration of Alternatives 

The comprehensive and fair evaluation of a broad range of feasible and specific alternatives is an 

essential element of Ontario’s Environmental Assessment approach. The Parkway Corridor Class EA did 

not seriously consider a broad range of alternatives that would be appropriate and that were identified 

repeatedly in public submissions for this project. This following section describes the nature of some of 

these significant and missed alternatives. The fact that these are feasible, proven in other municipalities, 

and yet were not seriously considered in this EA suggests an incomplete EA that has favoured the default 

road expansion alternative.  It is imperative that missed feasible alternatives be viewed as missed 

opportunities. Given the financial and environmental impact scale of the ESR’s preferred alternative, it is 

clearly in the public interest to fully explore less expensive alternatives that meet the need and that likely 

have fewer impacts and more benefits.  A more comprehensive (individual) EA would do just that.  

5.1. Alternatives to the undertaking 

The MCEA is quite clear about the need for exploring alternatives to a project: 

The “Do Nothing” alternative, which provides a benchmark for the evaluation of alternatives, must 

be considered (MCEA, s.A.1.1). 

All reasonable and feasible solutions shall be identified and described. (MCEA, s.A.2.3) 

In many instances, there may be more than one way of solving problems or meeting the demand 

for a new road.  Possible “Alternative Solutions” may include, for example: 1) Widen or improve 

existing roads;  2) Provide alternative transportation facilities such as bus, train, rapid transit, 

dedicated bus lanes, ferry, etc. ; 3) Limit / manage growth ; 4) Develop alternative routes for 

existing or anticipated traffic ; 5) “Do Nothing”. (MCEA, s. B.2.1.3) 

Unfortunately, the Parkway ESR is especially weak in its consideration of alternatives TO the 

undertaking. These should include: 
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 The null or Do Nothing alternative, which “must be considered”.  

 Improved traffic management, such as signal controls, to improve traffic flow on the corridors. 

 Targeted improvements in walking, cycling, ride sharing and public transit on the corridor. This could 

include better sidewalks, bike-lanes, more frequent peak-period bus service, rider-friendly buses and 

bus stops, more convenient bus user information, discounted fare, bus lanes, and commuter 

amenities such as on-board Internet service. 

 Ride sharing (particularly van pooling) programs for longer-distance commuters. 

 Targeted commuter trip reduction, mobility management marketing and other targeted transportation 

demand management (TDM) programs which encourage people who commute on the corridor to use 

alternative modes. 

 Changes to urban planning that favours densification (and more use of existing infrastructure) over 

low density, car-centered green field development . 

The “do nothing” (beyond the CTP minus the parkway road) alternative was dismissed with no justification 

other than because it “does not address the problem statement” (ESR ESviii  pdf 11).  The purpose of 

including the null alternative is to ensure that in fact the benefits of doing something outweigh the costs 

(broadly defined). Even were one to accept the methodology of B/C analysis used, the benefit/cost ratio 

of the preferred alternative (1.01) is barely better than even. The consultants have not provided any 

similarly comprehensive evaluation for the null alternative.  

This class EA did not even consider mode shifting as a full alternative. Instead, it defers to the mode 

shifts that were identified within the 2012 CTP, describes them as ambitious, then dismisses them as 

incapable of reducing congestion. Because this ESR defers to the CTP for its treatment of (dismissal of) 

mode shifting and TDM, the following critique is directed at the CTP.  A key disconnect between this 

study and the intent of the EA Act lies in the reality that this study was unwilling to look past the CTP.  

“This Class EA study is not intended to revisit the policy decisions in the Transportation Master Plan. It is 

intended to undertake the more detailed planning necessary to implement two of the road network 

improvement recommendations from this plan.” (PIC#3 summary, p.191)  Although we can appreciate the 

consultants’ desire to bound the study in terms they best understand as primarily traffic engineering 

consultants, the critical requirement to consider “alternatives to” the undertaking necessitates that they 

look “outside the box” for solutions. If there might be less expensive, more environmentally sustainable 

alternatives that are in the public interest and reasonably effective, then the ESR needs to fully address 

them or provide a strong rationale for NOT addressing them.   This ESR does neither. The fact that the 

City has already approved the CTP does not preclude the investigation of additional, more aggressive 

TDM targets as a viable option with possibly less impacts and cost. 

5.2. Mode Share Targets 

The CTP considers only modest mode shift targets, such as growth in transit mode share from current 4% 

up to 5% or 6%, and similar modest growth in walking and cycling mode share. These small shifts are the 

“background” shifts as outlined in the 2012 CTP and would probably occur without intervention due to 

previously discussed demographic and economic trends including aging population, rising fuel prices, 

increasing health and environmental concerns, and changing consumer preferences. The CTP argues 

that such mode shifts cannot reduce traffic congestion. 

“Public input has been overwhelmingly in support of adopting the higher transit mode share target of 6%. 

This reflects the increased interest in sustainable forms of transportation. It also reflects the belief by 

some that “more transit” means “fewer roads”. While this is certainly conceivable for large urban centers 

(e.g., City of Toronto) where transit comprises a relatively larger percentage of the travel market, it is not 
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the case for smaller urban centers such as Peterborough. A more appropriate expectation is that “more 

transit” means “less congestion”. Achieving a high transit mode share target will translate to less vehicles 

across the road network and less congestion, but will not likely result in avoiding a road widening or a 

new river crossing.” (Peterborough CTP, 2012, p.58 pdf 68) 

Regional ridership is a poor indicator of such a plan’s ability to reduce congestion; shifts that seem small 

when measured as total regional mode shifts could provide significant congestion reductions if 

concentrated on congested roadways. The key question is relative attractiveness of alternative modes on 

the congested roadways, and the size of mode shifts that occur there. Traffic congestion tends to 

maintain equilibrium; the quality of alternative modes affects the point of equilibrium; if alternative modes 

are poor, people will drive even if congestion is severe but ,if alternatives are convenient, fast and 

comfortable travelers will be more willing to shift, reducing congestion for all road users (Aftabuzzaman, 

Currie and Sarvi 2011; Litman 2012). Shifting a few hundred commuters from automobile to alternative 

modes can be sufficient to avoid the need to create new or expand existing urban arterials. 

The CTP includes only modest transit priority measures (p. 142 pdf 153), although many Canadian cities 

of comparable size have or are developing bus lanes and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) systems 

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_bus_rapid_transit_systems#Canada): 

·         Brampton, Ontario (suburban Toronto): Brampton Transit's Züm 

·         Calgary, Alberta: Calgary Transit Routes 301, 302, and 305 

·         Durham Region, Ontario (suburban Toronto): Durham Region Transit's DRT Pulse 

·         Gatineau, Quebec (suburban Ottawa): Société de transport de l'Outaouais'sRapibus 

·         Halifax, Nova Scotia: Metro Transit's MetroLink 

·         Kelowna, British Columbia: Kelowna Regional Transit System's RapidBus. 

·         Mississauga, Ontario (suburban Toronto): Mississauga Transit's MiExpress 

·         Quebec City, Quebec: Réseau de transport de la Capitale's Métrobus 

·         Saint John, New Brunswick: Saint John Transit's ComeX Routes 

·         Saskatoon, Saskatchewan: Saskatoon Transit's DART (Direct Access Rapid Transit) lines 

·         Waterloo Region, Ontario: Grand River Transit's iXpress 

·         Winnipeg, Manitoba: Winnipeg Transit's Winnipeg RT 

·         York Region, Ontario (suburban Toronto): York Region Transit's Viva 

Similarly, the CTP’s proposed inter-regional bus improvements are modest and could be significantly 

more effective at modest cost. For example, using coach buses with comfortable seats, washrooms and 

on-board Internet service can significantly increase ridership by intercity commuters. 

Many similar cities are doing much more to improve transit service and increase transit ridership as part 

of regional congestion reduction strategies. For example, the City of Kelowna, which is similar in size to 

Peterborough, expects that its Central Okanagan Smart Transit Plan will double regional transit ridership 

by 2021 with cost effective service improvements and incentives, in order to reduce the need to expand 

regional arterial roads (CORD 2005). 

The City of Brampton is a bedroom community of the Greater Toronto Area (GTA) with many of its 

residents commuting to other parts of the GTA. A 1995-1996 transportation study revealed that, even if all 

of Brampton’s roads were built to capacity, 25% of all trips would need to be by transit to avoid significant 

congestion. Between 1989 and 1996, however, transit ridership in Brampton declined by 12%, dropping 

from a record high of over 5.5 million trips each year to 4.9 million. In response the city adopted several 

transit objectives: 
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 Develop safe and attractive transit systems and services to improve personal mobility and travel 

choices and conserve energy resources; 

 Expand the local transit system; 

 Monitor and manage land use designations to support transit and reduce congestion; 

 Provide convenient transit service between Brampton and Mississauga, Metro Toronto, and other 

area municipalities; and 

 Develop a rapid transit system in co-ordination with other activities in the GTA. 

While it is difficult to attribute the following results directly to Brampton’s early transit phase-in policy, the 

city’s success does corroborate the effectiveness of the approach. Between 1996 and 2000, ridership 

grew by 40%, double the increase in Brampton’s population, and double the national transit ridership 

increases for the same period. When the city initiated this policy, it wanted to achieve a 65% cost 

recovery rate. Between 1996 and 2000 the cost recovery rate rose from 62% to 74% in 2000. 

In 1992, Quebec City’s Réseau de transport de la Capitale (RTC) launched the high-frequency Métrobus 

bus service to increase public transit ridership. These buses travel on reserved bus lanes along major 

arteries to minimize travel times. Fast, frequent and dependable, the Métrobus service is very much 

appreciated by users, and has proven effective in increasing ridership. The RTC’s strategic plans now 

include three new Métrobus lines. 

5.3. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Analysis 

The CTP includes (p. 85-86 pdf 96/97) some TDM programs. These are modest, consisting largely of low-

funded and voluntary programs. The CTP does not include many of the TDM strategies that are most 

effective at reducing congestion, such as adequately supported commute trip reduction programs, funded 

rideshare services, city-wide parking management (VTPI 2013). This suggests that TDM could be much 

more effective than what is currently proposed. 

The Plan only considers general (region-wide) TDM programs. Targeted (on congested corridors) 

programs are likely to be more cost effective at reducing congestion and the need to expand roadways. 

Such a program could include, for example, cycling, ridesharing and transit service improvements, 

commute trip reduction, and mobility management marketing that targets commuters on the Parkway 

corridor. 

Similarly, the Plan lists (p. 93) various smart growth policies that the City plans to implement in order to 

create more compact, multi-modal neighborhoods and more centralized employment. Residents of such 

communities tend to own fewer motor vehicles, drive less (often 30-50% less) and rely more on 

alternative modes than they would if living in automobile-oriented neighborhoods These have the 

potential of significantly reducing per capita motor vehicle trip generation. Yet, these impacts are not 

considered in the traffic modelling, which assume that most future development will occur at the urban 

fringe and downtown Peterborough will lose regional employment share (p. 58).  

The Plan’s economic analysis does not account for the full benefits of TDM programs, or evaluate the 

marginal benefits of more comprehensive TDM programs. TDM strategies tend to provide a wide range of 

benefits, besides congestion reductions, including parking cost savings, consumer savings, improved 

mobility for non-drivers, accident reductions, and pollution reductions. All of these benefits should be 

considered in their economic evaluation. The analysis does not consider whether an expanded TDM 

program would be cost effective. 
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The Plan concludes “While TDM holds considerable promise, it will not be sufficient on its own to address 

future mobility needs. Supply-side improvements will also be needed to resolve anticipated capacity 

deficiencies as described in the following section.” This statement is made without qualification or 

analysis. It indicates that the planning process is biased against demand management. If automobile 

travel demand is declining and demand for alternative modes is increasing in Peterborough, as previously 

discussed, TDM programs are likely to become much more effective in the future than in the past, and 

may be sufficient to address future accessibility needs. The CTP’s pessimistic conclusions indicate bias 

against demand management. A more accurate and neutral statement would be, “While TDM holds 

considerable promise, it may be insufficient on its own to achieve traffic congestion reduction targets. 

Only local experience with these programs will determine their effectiveness and cost effectiveness in this 

situation. Supply-side improvements may also be needed to resolve anticipated capacity deficiencies as 

described in the following section.” 

5.4. Induced Travel Analysis 

Studies indicate that under typical conditions, more than half of roadway capacity added to reduce traffic 

congestion is filled within five years of project completion by generated traffic (additional peak-period 

vehicle travel that would not otherwise occur), with continued but slower growth in later years, and that 

most of the long-term generated traffic consists of induced travel (total increases in vehicle travel, 

excluding travel time and route shifts) (Hanson and Huang 1997; Kockelman 2011; Litman 2001). 

The Benefit Cost Assessment (p. 6) argues, without evidence, that induced demand will be insignificant. 

This seems unlikely, particularly if roadway expansion is compared with investing similar resources in 

alternative modes and TDM programs which will reduce total vehicle travel. 

The consultant’s discussion of induced travel ignores the incremental external costs that results from 

increased vehicle traffic and, therefore, the external cost reductions from other congestion solutions. For 

example, if expanding the Parkway induces additional vehicle travel, this is likely to increase downstream 

congestion (congestion on other roads), parking congestion and subsidy requirements to governments 

and businesses, accidents, and pollution emissions. Such costs can be reduced if demand management 

strategies reduce total vehicle traffic. 

5.5. Planning alternatives 

The nature of residential development has obvious implications for traffic flow. The current emphasis of 

development in Peterborough has been “suburban” on the urban fringe - especially in the North end, and 

in particular the proposed (but not finalized at time of ESR release) new Lily Lake secondary plan.These 

largely low-density residences are not within walking or easy cycling distance from any other urban 

function and as such all but force the use of cars for all transportation. Similarly, low density makes it 

more challenging to implement cost effective public transit. Conversely, land use planning that would 

direct growth to areas that are already well served with infrastructure and that place residential areas 

close to or mixed with employment areas would substantially reduce the extent of travel within the city. 

The ESR notes that “Policy directions and land use allocations are directed by the City’s Official Plan, a 

document that ensures that growth and needs in the community are met and consistent with the 

Provincial Policy Statement or provincial plans. Input from the public is encouraged during the Official 

Plan review process” (PIC#3, p.196). As such, the study was unwilling to consider planning issues within 

their examination of possible alternatives. In other words, this study viewed the process of land use 

planning and transportation planning as separate activities, but had the option of combining them through 

the process described in the MCEA.   
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While we recognize that the consultants were not tasked to re-consider Peterborough’s Official Plan, they 

recognized the fact that Peterborough is long overdue for a review of the Official Plan.  In light of the 

reality that the potential congestion problems are a full 18 years away, we don’t see why planning options 

towards residential densification (through upcoming Official Plan review) were not considered as partial 

solutions to this challenge. The ESR notes that Peterborough has already set diversification targets. But 

for the same reasons the study should have considered moving beyond the CTP in their TDM targets, so 

too could they consider more aggressive densification targets than the current OP sets out. In fact, the 

new Provincial Policy Statement 2014 will affect this planning process and its results. Well documented 

social benefits, well beyond traffic reduction, accrue to denser residential urban centers. Within the 

“alternatives to” framework, traffic congestion should have been modelled for different development 

options. If the reduction of traffic in denser scenarios appears to be significant, then the preferred 

alternative could include feeding this information into the the OP review process then re-evaluating need 

when review is finalized. This may not be an optimal planning framework/sequencing, but if it has the 

potential to offset the spending of $80-$100 million while minimizing environmental impacts and providing 

many other social benefits, then we believe it must be considered. This alternative was suggested early in 

the process by several members of the public but dismissed by the consultants. 

Overwhelmingly, public comment throughout the process focused on the desire to pursue non-automobile 

solutions. Instead of opening the process to these viable alternatives, the consultants chose to hide 

behind the assumptions of the CTP and OP. 

By any objective standard, the alternatives to analysis is exceedingly superficial, wholly unsatisfactory 

and unduly constrained by the narrow statement of the problem/opportunity. This is a fundamental EA 

planning problem that cannot be fixed by more “commitments” by the proponent, or by the preparation of 

an addendum document or report. Instead, the issue of what reasonable alternatives to should be 

considered, refined and pursued is precisely what the individual EA process is best equipped to address. 

5.6. Alternative means of carrying out the undertaking 

This EA did not develop a comprehensive road-centered alternative to the Parkway over the full length of 

the corridor.  The consultants split the project into three parts and evaluated each part separately, each 

with various numbers of alternative routes: South End (4 alternatives), North End (3), and the middle 

Jackson Park Area (2). Alternatives for the South and North Ends were evaluated independently. Once 

these two evaluations were completed, the two alternatives for the Jackson Park Area were assessed. At 

this point in the process, a preferred alternative was combined into the full proposed Parkway. There was 

never a combined alternative route that was described, let alone fully evaluated, in comparison to the 

Parkway route. Thus, there are no comparisons of the full preferred alternative against any other network-

level alternative, or combinations of network alternatives. Accordingly, this ESR does not meet the 

requirements of the Environmental Assessment Act nor of the MCEA and thus it is necessary to 

undertake a full individual EA to address this fundamental deficiency.  

The ESR indicates that the preferred alternative is a combined alternative, but no comparable combined 

alternative is presented. For example, there is no assessment of a potential combination of approaches 

that would include land use planning, intersection improvements, road widenings, additional investments 

in transit, bicycling and pedestrian measures, and innovative transportation demand management 

approaches. There was no full alternative that would not include the Parkway route – the subject of so 

much public concern and comment. The lack of one or more such combined alternatives prevents a full 

comparison with the apparent preferred alternative on such factors as environmental or social impacts, 

ability to address the problem statement or transportation functionality.  
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The West By-pass route, identified in past studies and by public submissions (see Appendix D 

Consultation Part 1 pdf 5-6), was dismissed too readily. A separate Class EA has recently been 

completed to upgrade Brealey Drive (part of the West By-pass route) to “urban standards” (our term - not 

the study’s). Accordingly, the additional expense of enhancing this route beyond this recent  approval to 

would be substantially less than the $60-$63million reported in the ESR for the West By-pass alternative 

and may well result in a more positive comparison with the ESR’s preferred alternative. It does appear 

likely that this West By-pass route would involve less impact on the natural environment. This alternative 

could have been combined with other targeted non-automobile approaches if smaller traffic issues were 

still to be anticipated in the south end of the study area. 

The alternative solutions considered in the ESR looked at four approaches, yet combined the Widen 

Existing Roads and Add New Roads option, two very different directions with diverse implications for this 

city and project (see p.5-4). The bias of such an approach (considering the widen existing roads with build 

the parkway alternative, but not consider widening roads with other non-auto alternatives) was identified 

by public comments after PIC 1 but were not addressed by the consultants. As such, the outcome of the 

ESR was all but predetermined. 

Similarly, intersection enhancements were in some cases evaluated for performance improvements within 

traffic modelling for the preferred alternative, but the benefits of such improvements were not considered 

as available to other alternatives nor as a potentially separate alternative option. 

In addition to pursuing this problematic analytical approach, the consultants expanded the core Parkway 

alternative between PIC 2 and PIC 3 to include doubling the width of the new road and bridge from 2 

lanes to 4 lanes along much of the route’s length (Clonsilla Avenue to Chemong Road) even though the 

Transportation Plan 2012, this Class EA’s Terms of Reference for the consulting contract, and the City’s 

2014 Budget documents identified the project as a two-lane road. This indicates that the consultants were 

willing to consider options outside the CTP.  Why then were they unwilling to consider more aggressive 

TDM and mode shift targets than set out in the CTP?  The preliminary evaluations shared at PIC 2 

indicated that the Parkway route would not become the preferred solution. Rather than fully develop other 

approaches, alternatives and combinations, the consultants continued to pursue the proposed project and 

expanded it to four lanes by PIC 3. This then created more need for a bridge through Jackson Park, with 

its associated higher environmental impacts and public concerns.  Through this process, the Parkway 

project was reconfigured to apparently perform more positively, yet other alternatives or approaches were 

not so treated. 

A key alternative for the North End is the widening and use of Fairbairn Street on the east side of Jackson 

Park. This alternative was compared against the Parkway route alternative and another for widening 

Parkhill Road and Water Street. By having three alternatives, the evaluation more easily found that the 

Parkway route was preferred on some grounds. Widening sections of Parkhill Road was not considered in 

combination with other options, despite being suggested in public comments. 

During the public portion of the Class EA, the consultants did not look seriously at the option of widening 

Fairbairn Street to the west or to create hybrid solutions for this street or the Fairbairn/Parkhill 

intersection. A viable Fairbairn widening would contribute very positively to the scoring of the non-bridge 

alternative in the Jackson Park section. Early public comment preferred a widening to the east, which 

then raised a variety of implications. Little was analyzed or presented for a western widening until the 

consultant's presentation to Council in November. Here, the consultants repeatedly stated that the 

Fairbairn option would “fail” with only summary explanation; this now contrasts sharply with Figure 3-8: 

2031 Capacity Deficiencies - Base Case, which shows Fairbairn as being green (below capacity) like 

most other roads in the City. The consultants developed a detailed Fairbairn segment and widening 
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evaluation, but this became publicly available only when the ESR was released on February 7, 2014. The 

public had not yet seen this detailed evaluation matrix and could not, therefore, comment on, apply its 

information, suggest a hybrid solution, or use these materials in their presentations to Council in 

November – compare the ESR (Appendix O pdf pp.33-40) to the Jackson Park Area evaluation table as 

part of the PIC 3 materials (p.17 pdf 28) 

Fairbairn Street and 3rd Line were identified as roads needing improvement to a medium arterial standard 

and they could be an alternative alignment for a longer term West Side by-pass (Peterborough 

Comprehensive Transportation Plan 2002, p. 4.47). Indeed, Fairbairn has recently been proposed as a 

high capacity arterial in the Lily Lake Secondary Plan. 

The consultants did not fully examine other road expansion options. These should have included 

Monaghan Road, Park Street North, Reid Street, and Aylmer and Bethune Streets through the core. 

Many of these alternatives were identified by the public in their comments (see ESR Appendix D Part 1 p 

76 & ESR Appendix D Part 2 pdf pp.66-69), and also in the Peterborough Comprehensive Transportation 

Plan (2002) on p.4.48. 

The consultant and City Councillors have raised the issue of cut-through traffic. However, this was not 

explicitly identified in the problem statement. Of more concern is that there were no measures identified 

or assessed for addressing this issue. Such measures were requested in our Coalition’s joint submission, 

but were not seriously considered. Such measures could have included one-way streets, stop signs, turn 

controls, and speed bumps and humps, among others. These are relatively inexpensive and effective 

approaches.  

5.7. Intelligent Transportation Systems 

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) offer a means to measure and control traffic flows in urban areas 

in real time. They have progressed beyond simple traffic signal systems with remote computerized control 

in a central location. The latest systems can provide vehicle detection and allow systems to react to 

changing traffic demands while remaining coordinated with others in the vicinity. Traffic data can be sent 

to a central computer and information relayed to vehicles by means of electronic sign boards, and to 

vehicles equipped to receive information directly. 

ITS systems are at the core of new technology that increases the interaction between the control system 

and the on-board inputs/outputs that are increasingly to be found in many vehicles. 

These systems effectively increase the capacity of an existing road system by improving the efficiency of 

flow, and thus can reduce the need for expansion. The cost of these systems are significantly less than 

for large scale road expansion projects such as the proposed Parkway. Consequently, they should be 

considered as the first stage in any situation where expansion of traffic capacity is needed. Adaptive 

Signal Control systems on the scale suitable for Peterborough could be installed for less than $12 million, 

according to experience in US cities. 

These systems can be deployed much more rapidly than large civil engineering projects, and they have 

shown savings in return on capital that are far better than those forecast in the ESR solution. There are 

already many municipalities that are moving into this technology, however these studies, received from 

the City’s consultants, have not examined ITS solutions as a viable alternative to the problem statement. 
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Finally, the final staff report’s assertions that it would cost more to not build the parkway (e.g. 

Improvements all around city) was dropped in at the last moment - without justification, review, or detail - 

and may have had considerable impact on council and commenting public. 

5.8. Evaluation Criteria 

Within the evaluation criteria, walking and cycling ought to have been considered as modes of 

transportation as well as social or recreational activities. Considering the impact this project will have on 

cycling and pedestrian facilities within a recreation-only context marginalizes these legitimate modes of 

transportation and in fact undermines the transportation demand management strategies articulated in 

the City’s recently approved Comprehensive Transportation Plan.  

Criteria did not sufficiently prioritize the protection and enhancement of important natural areas, wildlife 

corridors, and green spaces within the study area. Protected and abundant green cover within urban 

areas has a positive impact on personal health, economic and cultural prosperity, and real estate value. 

The City of Peterborough’s 2012 Official Plan Review Draft Policy Directions Report clearly articulates the 

importance of natural areas and green spaces, and recommends that the protection of these lands be 

prioritized going forward. 

The criteria used to evaluate the social impacts did not indicate a clear preference for the bridge 

alternative. While isolated impacts relating to noise, regional air quality and neighbourhood traffic were 

necessary to consider, the impact on open space areas and recreational pedestrian and cycling facilities 

had been identified as a primary concern for thousands of community members. Open spaces and 

recreational facilities inform how we experience our city, and their presence has a direct impact on our 

quality of life. Given this impact, it is essential that projects such as this not be reduced to roadway 

functionality. The Jackson Park Bridge has the potential to degrade a valued natural space within our 

community and this should have been reflected in the social impact evaluation.  

The evaluations were also inadequate in other respects: 

 They did not factor in the double-disturbance element, namely building twice in most areas as the 

road was widened from two to four lanes; 

 variable rationales for the project shifted between the study area and city-wide criteria. 

The ESR’s inconsistent treatment of alternatives, and the variable/inconsistent application of the 

evaluation criteria, means that the decision-making/planning process has not been logical, traceable or 

replicable as is required under the MCEA. 

6. Different Alternative Route Should Be Preferred  

Further to the discussion of alternatives above, the evaluation of alternative means and routes was 

problematic in several ways. Even given the assumption that road improvements were the best 

alternative to and the best means of carrying out the project’s aims (an assumption shown in the 

foregoing pages to be unwarranted), there is at least one alternative route highly likely to perform as well 

or better than the chosen preferred alternative. Like the preferred alternative, it is a combined alternative, 

and is described below.  

The basis of the route has been proposed throughout the EA process by the public and our Coalition, but 

the ESR’s evaluation ranks it somewhat lower than the preferred alternative. But this alternative has been 
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considered primarily within the context of the North end evaluation and has not had the attention by the 

consultants required to develop it into a combined, integrated alternative with the multiple facets we 

suggest here. Further, such an integrated option has not been evaluated side by side with the project’s 

preferred Parkway route, and we have challenged the evaluations that have been undertaken to date. 

We contend that the Fairbairn Street route is a viable, desirable route alternative that can functionally 

work with a combination of measures. This “suggested route” would comprise the following road 

improvements:  

 widen Clonsilla Avenue, including expanding the road right-of-way; 

 connect with Medical Drive via the shortest route (i.e. the ESR’s South alternative 3); 

 redesign intersections at Clonsilla/Sherbrooke and Medical Drive/Sherbrooke; 

 retain Medical Drive; 

 widen Parkhill Road from Medical Drive to Reid Street; 

 widen the Parkhill Bridge as part of the scheduled refurbishment project;  

 widen Fairbairn Street from Parkhill Road to Third Line in both west and east directions to minimize 

disturbance to neighbours and the natural environment (some impact on the slope at the perimeter of 

Jackson Park would be more acceptable than the proposed bridge’s impacts in the heart of the Park);  

 widen Third Line from Fairbairn to Chemong Road; 

 retain a narrow road bed within essentially the existing footprint between Chemong and Hilliard as a 

two-lane road, the same number of lanes as is proposed for the northern component of this Parkway 

project; and, 

 consider alternative routes from Hilliard to Water Streets, including the ESR’s North alternative 2, a 

route through the Carnegie subdivision, or the potential future route towards Woodland Drive noted in 

the Transportation Schedule of the City’s Official Plan. 

With additional expertise, discussion, focus and integration across the study area, additional measures 

would be developed to enhance the functioning of this route, such as the following: 

 foster land use planning, transportation demand management, and traffic direction measures (turn 

lanes, eastbound turning controls, traffic light cycles, etc.) in the new Lily Lake subdivision and at 

Fairbairn and Lily Lake Road to reduce traffic onto Fairbairn Street;  

 widen Parkhill Road to the east of the Fairbairn and Parkhill intersection to accommodate a right hand 

(northbound) turn on Parkhill; 

 improve the Fairbairn and Parkhill intersection, including enhanced traffic light signal cycles, new 

turning lanes, and other improvements over time; 

 avoid heritage and environmental impacts by eliminating road access to the south of the Fairbairn-

Parkhill intersection and replace it with enhanced access off the existing Bonaccord Street; and, 

 fully enhance the intersection at Chemong/Reid/Parkhill, as was initially contemplated in the now 

stalled Chemong/Reid Widening Class EA. 

Our assessment of this as the better route is based on several factors: 

 for the natural environment criteria for each of the three parts of the route, the suggested alternative 

is clearly better and the city’s preferred alternative is less or least preferred; 

 the natural environment was emphasized as a high value in public comments during all of the PICs, 

and thus should be more heavily weighted in the evaluation than the other criteria - this preference, in 

line with community values, was not taken into account during the evaluations 
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 for the other criteria in the evaluations, the suggested alternative ranks better or only marginally less 

than the preferred alternative, and we challenge a number of the conclusions in this evaluation; 

 the evaluations have overemphasized benefits and underestimated the impacts and costs for the 

preferred alternative, and vice versa for the suggested alternative. 

7. Extensive Public and Agency Concern  

The public is overwhelmingly opposed to the Parkway and the preferred alternative and has expressed 

this opposition in many ways during the Class EA and over a period of several decades: 

 Council rejected the project and a bridge through Jackson Park in 1970 (see discussion in ESR App. 

H). In the 1990 municipal election, Peterborough voters elected Jack Doris as Mayor on his strong 

opposition to the Parkway over rival candidate Sylvia Sutherland, a Parkway supporter. In 2003, a 

municipal referendum showed that a clear majority of citizens across every area of the city rejected 

the Parkway option, even though the referendum question presented the unrealistically low cost 

estimate of $22 million and a proposed route not including the Jackson Park bridge. 55% of voters 

across the city rejected the proposal, with all five wards and 73% of the individual polls registering a 

clear “No” majority. Several polling stations neared or surpassed a three-quarters “No” majority, while 

none of the polls with a “Yes” majority reached the two-thirds mark. Voter turnout was high by 

municipal standards at more than 45%.  

 EA comments: written input to the EA as documented in the ESR appendices resulted in just 45 in 

favour of and 239 opposed to building the Parkway.  

 PIC 3 public presentations: at PIC 3 on June 27, 2013, 56 members of the public spoke at the 

meeting and all of them spoke against building the Parkway; 

 Council presentations: of the 72 people who presented to Council on November 20 and 21, 2013, 

some 67 (93%) spoke articulately against building the Parkway and its associated bridge – after 

hearing these speakers during two extraordinary public sessions, not one Councillor changed their 

vote on whether to include the bridge or whether to support building the Parkway;  

 2013 petitions: an online petition against the Parkway through Jackson Park had 6100 signatures and 

a detailed package of 1700 comments presented to Council (see the ESR Appendices). The ESR 

only documented the responses as of August (see ES-xxvii); in contrast, a petition in favour of the 

Parkway was signed by 498 people; 

 Signs: The Peterborough Greenspace Coalition developed “Parks Not Parkways” lawn signs and 

window signs and have had requested or placed 900 of these, distributed throughout the City – 

residents have retained them on their lawns to show their opposition despite heavy winter snow 

accumulations; 

 City Councillor contacts: many people made phone calls or sent emails to City Councillors in 

opposition to building the Parkway. One councillor stated publicly prior to the final vote that the emails 

on his phone were running only 5 in favour for every 50 opposed to the Parkway. 

 City advisory bodies, comprising a number of technical experts and community representatives, have 

raised various concerns that remain unresolved are thus they are also opposed to the building of the 

Parkway.  Among these bodies are: 

.1. Peterborough Architectural and Community Advisory Committee (see letter of July 5, 2013, in 

ESR Appendix E, pdf pp, 22-24)   

.2. The Arts, Culture, Heritage Advisory Committee stated that: the project “still presented significant 

challenges to meet the requirements of the MCP” (Municipal Cultural Plan);  that “there is no 

clear recognition of the loss of these community assets in the recommended option as 
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presented... and have not quantified what the offsets are for the loss of these features”; “still 

represents an undertaking at odds with the plan's underlying philosophy”; and “The Parkway 

extension ... will have a significant impact on the landscape, budgets and character of the 

community” (see letter of October 22, 2013, in ESR Appendix B). 

Other local organizations have indicated their opposition to building the Parkway. These include Lakefield 

Heritage Research with concerns about the Lee Cemetery within the Parkway corridor.  Although now not 

requesting a Part II Order, this organization continues to have concerns about cultural features in this 

area and requests that the provincial Registrar of Cemeteries monitor the situation. 

This project has set back confidence in the democratic process by many steps in Peterborough, at a time 

when confidence in the larger political process is shaky at best.  People poured themselves into 

presentations at meetings, written comments at meetings, calling and emailing councillors, with the basic 

assumption that their comments would be heard.  There is virtually no evidence that anything anyone said 

had an impact at any point during the process.  This creates a loss of faith in the political system and will 

result in disenfranchisement of citizens.  

The nature and extent of public concerns is one of the factors to be considered by the Minister in a Part II 

order request. The extent and consistency of public opposition to the project, as noted above, should be 

informative in this regard. 

8. Problematic Public Consultation  

Early and meaningful public participation and local community knowledge and values are at the heart of 

environmental assessment processes. It is certainly a foundation for Class EAs under the EAA. The 

MCEA explains this as follows: 

Consultation early in and throughout the process is a key feature of environmental assessment 

planning. Consultation is a two-way communications process between the proponent and 

affected or interested stakeholders that provides opportunities for information exchange and for 

those consulted to influence decision-making. … Through an effective consultation program, the 

proponent can generate meaningful dialogue between the project planners and stakeholders 

including the general public, property owners, community representatives, interest groups, review 

agencies and other municipalities. This allows an exchange of ideas and the broadening of the 

information base leading to better decision making. One of the principal aims of consultation, 

therefore, is to achieve resolution of differences of points of view, thus reducing or avoiding 

controversy and, ultimately, avoiding the use of the provision to require a project to comply with 

Part II of the EA Act which addresses individual environmental assessments. … Municipal Class 

EA identifies minimum requirements only. … Proponents must tailor the consultation program to 

address the needs of a specific project and its stakeholders. (MCEA, s. A 3.1) 

Normally 30 days will be adequate but the proponent may choose to set a longer period under 

special circumstances (e.g. if public holidays intervene; to accommodate pre-set Council meeting 

dates on which to review the ESR; or if a particularly detailed or lengthy ESR might not 

reasonably be reviewed by the public in 30 calendar days). … The public should not be placed in 

a position of having insufficient time in which to review the ESR in order to make meaningful and 

informed comment to the municipality on the project. (MCEA, s. A 3.4) 
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Below we document a repeated pattern by the City and its consultants that failed to achieve these 

practices and thus have prevented early, informed and meaningful input by the public to the Parkway EA. 

First, several times the PGC or its members identified the complexities and extent of the information and 

requested a comment period of at least 60 days. This request was denied each time, with the exception 

of 45 days for the review of the final Environmental Study Report and another slight extension.  

Second, the ESR comprises some 6 report and 32 appendix files (at 13 inches thick), including all of the 

technical background reports which were not previously shared with the public beforehand. This volume 

and timing has left insufficient time to review the ESR and placed an onerous burden upon the public. 

This problem occurred in spite of several requests to AECOM and City staff to release these, even in draft 

form (see our Joint Submissions following PIC 3 and 4 in this brief’s, Appendix M and N, respectively). 

The result has been a massive load of technical material, released at the tail end of the process, all at 

one time, through which those with an interest must wade over the course of just 45 days before making 

any requests for a Part II Order. Some preliminary and summary conclusions were presented during 

various PICs, but this does not provide the technical basis for the conclusions nor the opportunity to 

review, conduct research on or challenge them before the Council made its decision or the process has 

moved into the final ESR filing stage. Such an approach can create an adversarial atmosphere rather 

than the MCEA’s intended disclosure and interaction required to achieve improved information, enhanced 

decision-making and resolved disputes.  

Third, in contrast with the MCEA practices noted above, the City and their consultants provided last 

minute responses or did not respond to repeated information requests and thus did not provide timely 

disclosure nor permit full public consideration or contributions to the process. For example: 

 the City report providing details of the proposed road and significant changes affecting the 

Transportation Plan 2011 was only released just days before the meeting at which Council, sitting as 

Committee, decided whether to proceed with the project (the public was not permitted to speak at this 

meeting, despite a request by the PGC to do so); 

 sitting as the Committee of the Whole and without hearing from the public, Council debated and  then 

decided to proceed with the Parkway as proposed … a week in advance of hearing public concerns. 

Then, after hearing 72 citizens express their opposition to the project (including, engineers, 

professors, nurses, doctors, teachers, other professionals and citizens from all walks of life, including 

quite a few youth), Council confirmed their earlier Committee decision. They acknowledged the 

“emotional commitment” of participants, and thanked them for their involvement.  It proved true, and 

is unrealistic at a certain level, to think that any of these members of Council would change their 

opinion at the 11th hour after staking their position and defending it publicly during the ensuing week 

– especially in light of the very charged political atmosphere.  Council should have had at least one 

month after final Public meeting to consider the points raised, ask for further information, clarification, 

and explore any new ideas, options or perspectives raised in the meeting.  

 despite repeated public requests for and considerable interest in an integrated Benefit Cost Ratio for 

the alternatives -- particularly the preferred alternative -- that were integrated across the three 

geographical areas under consideration, no such Benefit Cost Ratio was made available to the public 

nor to Council before Council decided to move forward with the project (see the Costs and Benefits 

discussion later in this brief); 

 repeated public requests for the travel time savings over key points in the preferred solution route 

only received a response at 8 pm just two nights before the Committee meeting and two weeks 

before the City Council meeting that was to decide whether to proceed further with the project; 
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 repeated public requests for capacity modelling of the levels of service achieved outside of the peak 

hour period in 2031 have never been provided, yet would have shown the magnitude of the purported 

problem (i.e. there is a significant difference between 1 hour and 8 hours a day when roads would be 

predicted to be near or at capacity); and, 

 reporting back from PICs: while many public comments were “noted”, there was little indication of any 

change in direction. In a larger and much more important sense, there is virtually no evidence, at any 

point of the process, that the public had any significant impact on the direction of the study. One is left 

with the unfortunate but inevitable conclusion that the outcome of the project was set from the 

beginning. 

AECOM held several PICs and related consultation opportunities at inappropriate times and locations, in 

effect making it more difficult for community members to participate and contribute to the Class EA: 

 PIC 3 held on June 27, 2013, a Thursday evening before the last day of school and summer holidays 

and also before the Canada Day long weekend; 

 the release on February 20th, 2014 of the draft Lily Lake Secondary Plan that abuts the area 

(Jackson Park) most in contention in the Parkway ESR, with comments requested on the Secondary 

Plan by March 14, 2014, all within the brief comment period for the Parkway ESR. 

The City’s consultants have not responded to expressed public priorities and values, an important 

element in the Class EA process: “Proponents must tailor the consultation program to address the needs 

of a specific project and its stakeholders” (MCEA, s. A 3.1). Numerous public submissions identified that 

the natural environment, Jackson Park and a benefit cost analysis were key elements to be assessed. 

However, the natural environment was only assessed as one of eight criteria, it did not receive more 

weight in the assessments, and the evaluations were split among three geographical areas. As noted 

earlier, in each of these three geographical areas one of the poorest natural environment alternatives was 

chosen as the “preferred”, clearly indicating that public priority on this factor was not heard. 

Of considerable concern has been the decision to not release background technical studies or agency 

comments before presenting to and obtaining approval from Council. Indeed,  

Key issues that made citizen engagement and overall decision-making considerably more difficult, due to 

the way the process was conducted, include: 

 a shifting increase in costs ($51.7 million at PIC 3 to $79 million in the ESR); 

 no availability of a Benefit Cost Ratio for any full, integrated alternative until the ESR was released 

(1.01 in the ESR, p.ES-xxvi), although it was repeatedly requested and was largely determinative in 

the Parkway referendum in 2003; 

 in our opinion, the extent of expressed public opposition to the project conveyed to Council by the 

consultant was unsubstantiated and clearly at odds with mounting evidence that the project was 

opposed by a majority of residents; 

 no ability to determine the adequacy of biological inventories,  noise and pollution assessments, 

archaeological or cultural landscape field work and conclusions; 

 no ability to review or supplement biological field work at the time of significant biological activity 

(spring and summer) when these technical reports became available (winter); 

 no ability to follow up on or engage with reviewing agency about any technical concerns; 

 no generally available Municipal Class Environmental Assessment document (except at some 

expense), and thus the public’s limited ability to analyze and comment on whether the MCEA 

principles and processes have been followed in this EA;  
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 the release of whole new evaluation frameworks in the ESR, as found in Appendix O, that had not 

been earlier shared with the public or Council: the evaluation of the East and West widening options 

for the Fairbairn Street alternative (the subject of some discussion and AECOM comment at the 

Committee and Council meetings); and the evaluation of options for the Fairbairn-Woodland-Parkway 

ROW intersection. 

 a decision to not follow the discretionary planning component of the MCEA, despite improved and 

coordinated land use planning being a very real and publicly expressed alternative to developing a 

new road to service new subdivisions (and promotion of mixed uses and coordination in the recently 

released Provincial Policy Statement, 2014); 

 although begun in 2011, no Official Plan Review was completed nor even an Amendment text 

proposed to provide updated community directions on development densities, locations, phasing and 

other parameters directly related to resolving any future transportation challenges;   

 no secondary plan or text had been released or approved before the filing of the ESR for the Lily Lake 

Planning Area (the area that will supposedly generate significant traffic that will cause congestion); 

however, now that the ESR has been filed, a draft and now a proposed Official Plan Amendment for 

this area was released on March 18, 2014 and proposes at least two elements germane to alternative 

methods for road routes for the Parkway, namely the designation of key portions of Fairbairn Street 

and Towerhill Road as High Capacity Arterial roads and a stub of a road in the subdivision’s 

southwest that sets up a potential alternative site for a road crossing of Jackson Creek to the 

intersection of Ravenwood Drive and Parkhill Road (see: 

http://www.peterborough.ca/Assets/City+Assets/Planning/Documents/Ongoing+Planning+Studies/Lily

+Lake+Functional+Planning+Study/Notice+of+Public+Meeting+and+Draft+Copy+of+Proposed+Lily+L

ake+Secondary+Plan+-+March+18$!2c+2014.pdf)  

 the non-completion of the Chemong Road/Reid Street Widening Class EA (begun in 2010), which 

would ultimately affect traffic capacity on Chemong Road and the intersection at Chemong Road and 

Reid Street, both within the study area and important factors in assessing the extent of potential 

congestion relief in the future; and, 

 the Council of the County of Peterborough approved the project before the City of Peterborough did, 

despite the project being proposed within the City limits. 

This series of consultation problems are not minor inconveniences but go to the heart of the intended 

purpose and process of the Class EA system. The truism holds here - “bad process leads to bad 

decisions”. The situations described above are tangible examples of how there has been material non-

compliance with the public consultation requirements and principles set out in the MCEA that must be 

addressed further through an individual EA. 

9. Does Not Improve Stated Problem  

The EA and ESR have identified several problems that the preferred alternative is designed to address. In 

the Problem Statement (p.ES-vii), these include: 

 “provide additional road capacity to accommodate north-south travel demands” west of the Otonabee 

River; 

 “major road network links in the north end of the City will be operating at/over capacity by 2031, 

increasing congestion and safety concerns at major intersections” 

 “congestion and safety concerns at key intersections in the Clonsilla Avenue, Goodfellow Road, and 

Sherbrooke Street area” 
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 “Improvements to better connect the road network in this area to the south end of the City are also 

required”. 

Despite public suggestions otherwise at earlier PICs, the problem statement is focused in each of the 

three paragraphs on “road capacity” plus congestion and safety at intersections. The latter concerns 

focus through the lens of automobile drivers, not of all modes of travel, nor from a functional 

transportation perspective. Solutions must be framed in the wider context of transportation – not limited to 

“traffic”. 

Regardless of the limited focus in the problem statement, the proposed Parkway extension will do little to 

address the identified problems and in some cases will make these problems worse. 

 The proposed Parkway extension runs in a northeast-southwest direction and cuts across north-south 

arterial roads, rather than adding a north-south route; 

 The proposed Parkway does little to address possible congestion. The modelling predicts that in 18 

years the Parkway will only produce a 12% improvement in congestion across the city. This figure is 

derived from the ESR’s Table 6.19 (Chapter. 6, p.113), which suggests that the Fairbairn/Parkhill 

Widening option would have just 3.7 km more congestion across the entire network. As we document 

in our PIC4 submission (Brief Appendix N), the data upon which the alternatives were originally 

assessed to choose the preferred alternative suggested that there was only a 6% improvement by 

building the Parkway; this data was very difficult to tease out of the public materials during the earlier 

PICs. With a broader combination of measures including intersection improvements and expanded 

transportation demand management, for example, the numbers could well be a lot closer or even 

better for the enhanced Fairbairn/Parkhill alternative.  

 The proposed Parkway will increase congestion in some areas of the city, including Chemong Road 

north of the Parkway ROW: “Additional congestion on Chemong Road north of Parkway and on 

Cumberland Ave” (ESR App. O, p.12). 

 The road connections in the South end will actually be worse due to the closing of Goodfellow Road 

to through traffic at the proposed Parkway. As we had noted in our PIC4 submission, this closing will 

occur due to the concrete curb running across Goodfellow and no traffic light at this intersection (See 

ESR Chptr 7 – Preliminary Design, Sheet 5, pdf p.5, and our map in this brief’s Appendix J). Traffic 

travelling towards the Tallwood area from the south -- such as returning home to this high density 

residential area with limited subdivision access -- will need to travel along Clonsilla or the new 

Parkway north to their intersections with Sherbrooke, turn left on to Sherbrooke, and then west and 

left again at the intersection with Goodfellow. This will increase the travel distance, put more traffic 

than exists currently on to Sherbrooke and direct them in to the Sherbrooke/Clonsilla and 

Sherbrooke/Goodfellow intersections, making a series of left turns, thereby creating more congestion 

and a higher potential for accidents than currently exists.  

 This Parkway proposal for Goodfellow and Sherbrooke also makes transit planning and access more 

difficult, since a bus cannot run on the same route north and south but must detour along a wider loop 

with more left turns to return riders to their original home stops. This situation does not fit with the 

2012 Transit Operations Review plan shown in ESR Fig. 6-8 (p.6-45, pdf p.45). It further would 

require at least a reconfiguration of the current Bus Route 5, and likely a longer looped route that may 

not fit the bus timelines for a central rendezvous at the hub terminal downtown. This is despite the 

claims of improved transit and that it “will support future potential implementation of higher order 

transit” without elaboration (see p. ES-xxii and ESR p.6-44 and 7-10). 

 The Parkway extension is also intended to draw traffic from the north and west ends to the existing 

Parkway. Yet, this will increase and concentrate traffic at the Parkway/Lansdowne Street intersection. 

This intersection has been identified as having the second highest collision rate in the city (19 
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collision incidents in 2013, as documented by police), and has already undergone recent 

improvements. There is little room left to improve this intersection, and the Lansdowne Street corridor 

is already fully occupied, thereby limiting any future expansions to accommodate more traffic arriving 

via the Parkway extension. The intersections of Lansdowne Street with Monaghan (20 collisions) and 

with Clonsilla (14), and of the current Parkway and Clonsilla (14), would also be negatively impacted 

by more traffic being driven through these intersections from the north end.  

 Building the Parkway will increase by 22 the number of points where a collision can occur across the 

city (there are 8 at a typical cross intersection), thereby decreasing the effectiveness of addressing 

collision issues. This will occur by adding new intersections at Chemong Road (8 points); additional 

spurs on existing intersections at Clonsilla, and Parkhill (4 points total), and in roundabouts at 

Fairbairn, Hilliard, Cumberland and Water (some 10 points). Additional pedestrian crossings add 

further points of potentially serious collisions between vehicles and pedestrians. 

 The ESR’s evaluations in Appendix O reports (at pdf p.12, with emphasis added): 

A 5% increase in traffic is expected at the Chemong/Towerhill intersection, however this does not 

represent a major increase in collision risk at a modern intersection with proper turn lanes and traffic 

signal operations. 

 Building the Parkway preferred alternative in the south end is predicted to slightly increase 

neighbourhood cut-through traffic, potentially leading to more safety concerns (see Fig. 6-20 and 

Table 6.18, ESR pp.6-87 to 6-88). The Southwest area is about twice as large as the South Central 

area and sees an increase in infiltration, thus likely resulting in an overall increase in cut-through 

traffic for the entire South end area bordering the Parkway route.  

 Except in the northeast of the study area, the traffic model predicts that cut-through neighbourhood 

traffic after building the proposed Parkway would be decreased by only 2 to 5%. Even with these 

numbers, the preferred alternative apparently makes just a marginal impact on traffic infiltration and 

thus an even smaller percentage for safety. 

 For the Northeast of the study area, the model predicts a modest 20% improvement. This constitutes 

only about one fifth of the whole study area and would appear to primarily benefit just 11 streets in 

this area (see ESR App. M, Fig. 2, p. M-22). 

 While raised in the PICs and presentations to Council, cut-through traffic was not identified as part of 

the problem statement; accordingly, no specific measures besides building a new road were 

presented during public consultations to address such concerns. Cut-through traffic is not mentioned 

as a technical criterion, nor discussed and fully evaluated in comparison to other alternatives to and 

alternative means, in the evaluation tables in the ESR’s Appendix O. 

Other reasons for preferring the Parkway extension are also noted in the ESR, while not being identified 

in the problem statement for the Class EA. These are the ESR’s arguments with the Coalition’s 

countering argument following: 

 “A better, more connected trail system”: The proposed trail system will run close to the new road for 

the length of the new Parkway road, including right beside the road for some distance between 

Clonsilla and north of Parkhill, and again at the north end. Recent traffic counts in the city indicate 

that fewer cyclists and walkers use such routes near to roads than along separated trails. Thus, while 

the proposed trail system to accompany the Parkway extension may be somewhat more connected 

by filling a few small gaps, it is likely to be much less used by cyclists and walkers for commuting and 

recreational purposes. Further, safety concerns for younger, older, physically challenged or less 

experienced cyclists and walkers will likely further restrict use of the proposed new trail system along 

much of its length. A trail connection could be created in the south end greenspace at much less cost 

and without traffic and would be much better used. 
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 “Better access to the hospital”: Better access to the hospital was the purpose of the Hospital Access 

Road Class EA and was to be addressed then through addition of the new Medical Drive along the 

Parkway corridor. There has been no definition of where there are now access issues and this was 

not discussed during public consultations on the Parkway Corridor CEA. A doctor at the hospital 

spoke to Council in November 2013 and explained that it is better for someone in an emergency to 

stay at home and call 911 rather than trying to rush to hospital themselves. In previous public 

discussions of the Parkway issue, the fire and ambulance chiefs have explained that they have no 

issues with having access to the hospital, particularly since their staff can signal traffic lights in 

advance to ensure swift travel to the hospital. 

 “Faster travel between the north and the south ends”: Data provided to the PGC a mere two days 

before the consultant's final presentation to Council in November 2013 documents that building the 

Parkway will only save two (2.0) minutes from one end to the other, and only 48 seconds if the 

Jackson Park bridge is built. This is truly a marginal time savings, if indeed it would exist at all under 

better modelling and real life assessments, or where additional traffic lights might be preferred for 

accessibility purposes. Please see this brief’s Appendix K for a reproduction of this table provided by 

the City's Project Manager on November 18, 2013 (note: this data has not generally been made 

public nor was it presented to City Council). 

 “The Parkway avoids the need for other road improvements”: Table ES-6 to make this case was first 

released in a staff report only days before the Council made its decision at the General Committee 

meeting in November  2013. The table does not distinguish between eliminated and deferred 

projects, nor any schedule as to when projects might be deferred. If projects are deferred, then the 

project costs will still be incurred. This table does not factor in the need to include non-automobile 

elements in the projects, nor the base case assumption of the Parkway extension that all other 

Transportation Plan 2011 projects will be implemented. Further, this table appears to sideline the 

Transportation Plan 2011, leaving no clear road map for transportation planning at the city. None of 

the claims regarding needed expenditures or savings appear to have been fully “vetted” – they were 

presented at the 11th hour to bolster a flagging case and without any opportunity for public discussion 

(although those in the eastern and southern parts of the city have already raised concerns about this 

approach).   

10. Feasibility is Not Demonstrated 

The legal and technical feasibility of the Parkway has not been demonstrated on several fronts. Such 

feasibility is required in the MCEA: “All reasonable and feasible solutions shall be identified and 

described” (MCEA, s.A.2.3). 

There has been no land use planning study prepared as part of this Class EA. While the MCEA enables 

the proponent to conduct consultation and evaluation for both environmental assessment and land use 

planning purposes in an integrated fashion, this option has not been chosen by the City here. The City 

has also chosen not to incorporate the Transportation Plan 2011 into its Official Plan. The Planning Act 

requires that all city actions conform with the Official Plan.  While the City may propose changes to its 

Official Plan, such changes would be subject to approval by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 

or the Ontario Municipal Board.  

There are several land use planning concerns that remain unaddressed in the ESR: 

 the City has not completed its Official Plan Review, as required every five years under the Planning 

Act. The City's Official Plan was adopted in 1981 and has not had a comprehensive review since. The 
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current planned review was initiated in June of 2011 and remains without approved (or even draft) 

policy, now nearly three years later. The City did conduct public consultations and a review of related 

community planning initiatives in 2011 which indicated a community preference for a more 

sustainable, multi-modal city.   

 Without the OPR, there has been no land use planning alternative available for consideration as a 

potential partial or full solution to many of the issues that have been identified in the Parkway EA.  

 The proposed Parkway would not appear to be consistent with various policies in the Provincial Policy 

Statement and thus may contravene the Planning Act, section 3 (see this brief’s Appendix E): 

 The proposed Parkway appears to not be in conformity with some designations, phasing, 

infrastructure, and feasibility requirements of the City's current Official Plan and Zoning By-law, as 

described more fully in our PIC4 submission: 

 The amount of open space affected by the proposed Parkway would significantly lower the amount of 

such lands in the north end. Our review suggests that this may be a reduction of some 40% or more. 

This would then reduce the amount of public open space below the target level of 4 hectares per 

1,000 people found in section 6.3.1 of the City’s Official Plan. Such a decrease may well also be 

contrary to the Council-approved Urban Forest Strategic Plan. 

 The Transportation Plan 2002 was incorporated into the City's Official Plan and remains the guiding 

document for transportation policy from a planning perspective. However, the Transportation Plan 

2011 was not; it was conducted as a Class EA but not as an Official Plan Amendment, unlike the 

2002 Plan. This has created inconsistencies between these two plans, particularly in relation to the 

Parkway and Fairbairn Street.   

 The ESR assumes that the Lily Lake Planning Area will be developed with over 9,000 residents and 

thereby generate a large increase in automobile traffic that will create road capacity issues within the 

planning period to 2031. However, the area is currently designated as Urban Fringe and the 

secondary plan was just released (February 19, 2014) for informal public consultation. It has not yet 

received public comment or been scheduled for a formal public meeting, much less received Council 

and/or Ontario Municipal Board approval. Accordingly, it is yet unknown as to the location, number, 

form and access for the development, the extent to which commercial or other job-generating facilities 

will be located there, and the resultant quantity, timing and directions of generated vehicle trips.  

The Parkway preferred alternative may violate a trust or legal agreement by the City for certain lands 

acquired by from the Nicholls Trust.  The money for the purchase of the land for Jackson Park was 

bequeathed by Charlotte Nicholls, Peterborough’s best known benefactresses. After her death in 1890, 

Mrs. Nicholls’ will set out a sum of sixty thousand dollars “for the purpose of purchasing and improving 

public parks and recreation grounds in the said town of Peterborough” and “to hold them in trust for the 

inhabitants of the said town forever”.  Jackson Park was the first Park to be created by the Nicholls Trust 

in 1893 with the purchase of its original 30 acres.  Since then, Jackson Park has become a rich and 

treasured part of Peterborough’s heritage.  

In 1961, when the Nicholls Trust turned the care Jackson Park over to the City of Peterborough, it was 

stated in the original transfer of the deed and enacted as by-law 61-103, that they would be placed in the 

care of “the corporation of the City of Peterborough as representing all the inhabitants of the said Town of 

Peterborough provided the council of the Corporation will agree to accept and maintain the said lands and 

premises as a public park and recreation ground and for no other purpose”. 

That the current Council is allowing the placement of a bridge through Jackson Park can only be seen as 

a flagrant violation of the original terms set out for the park.  The proposed bridge contravenes Council’s 

own by-laws and ignores the trust placed in them to maintain the sanctity of Jackson Park. Should the city 

proceed with plans to build the bridge through Jackson Park and this is successfully challenged in court 
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by a citizen, then a crucial component of the Parkway project would fail to materialize, with cascading 

effects on future transportation planning in the city. Without a fully researched legal opinion made publicly 

available upon which to assess this element of feasibility, which was not provided in the ESR nor after a 

public request, then it is impossible to determine whether the bridge and the project are indeed feasible.  

The identification of springs and seeps upwelling in various locations may make parts of the road 

unfeasible due to the potential for road slumping/collapse. These locations are found along the Byersville 

Creek, in the Jackson Creek valley, and from the slope of the hill bordering the northern side of the 

corridor running from Fairbairn to Cumberland and Water Streets. These springs and seeps were not 

known by the public until the filing of the ESR technical appendices, but ORCA has expressed concerns 

about these issues. 

The preferred alternative may require additional permits and approvals, the issuance of which is not 

certain. Such permits and approvals may include:  

 fill and other permits, as may be issued by the Otonabee Region Conservation Authority under the 

Conservation Authorities Act; 

 a permit to take water under the Ontario Water Resources Act; 

 authorizations for harming fish habitat under the Fisheries Act; and, 

 authorizations, permits and/or compensation under the Endangered Species Act, 2007 - note that 

there has not been a comprehensive survey for species at risk along the route of the proposed 

Parkway and that, should such species be found, the project may be required to avoid species habitat 

areas, thus potentially interrupting the continuity of the road route. 

The preferred alternative may not comply with the Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act (AODA). 

The Parkway road design includes two-lane roundabouts at the intersections of Fairbairn and Water. 

Despite our PIC4 comments, the ESR appears silent on accessibility issues: 

At the Fairbairn Street end of the bridge, a multi-lane roundabout will be used to provide smooth 

and efficient access to the Parkway, and Fairbairn Street north. … Not only does this improve the 

safety for motorists travelling south along Fairbairn Street, but the grade raise needed to 

eliminate the dip, allows for the construction of a pedestrian underpass tunnel to provide safe and 

unimpeded access from the Parkway Trail to the Jackson Park entrance on the west side of 

Fairbairn Street. (ESR p.7-4, Chptr. 7 pdf p.4) 

Note that this statement focused on the “smooth and efficient access” for automobiles, not pedestrians, 

cyclists, or those with scooters or wheelchairs. It would provide a pedestrian underpass, but this only 

addresses east-west pedestrian traffic, not north-south directions. Later, in this same section 7.1 on the 

road design overview, the roundabout at Hilliard Street includes a pedestrian signal to provide for “school 

age children and trail users to cross at the roundabout”, but again this is only in the east-west, and not in 

the north-south, direction. There is no discussion of pedestrian movement across the roundabout at 

Cumberland Avenue (but there is briefly for the Water Street intersection). Only crosswalks at the 

entrances to the roundabouts are indicated. There is no pedestrian signal proposed for the 4-lane (plus 

additional turning lane) width of Water Street, just a light for entrance to the zoo. This demonstrates a 

focus on automobile traffic without a consideration of other modes of travel or the limitations of the 

designs imposed for persons with mobility, visual or perceptual disabilities. 

As has been documented in our PIC 4 submission, such two-lane roundabouts create sufficient noise and 

distraction to make crossing of such roundabouts too challenging for those with sight, mental or mobility 

limitations. The recommended approach is thus to include at least pedestrian lights along all four roads 
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that enter the roundabout. In some cases, painted crosswalks, underpasses in an east-west direction, 

and a pedestrian crossing light have been included, but these do not cover all directions or locations, thus 

posing a risk to Ontarians with disabilities. If pedestrian or traffic lights were added to these roundabouts 

(and perhaps the single ones as well), then their implications for traffic flow, travel times, capacities and 

the benefit-cost ratio would need to be determined. 

11. Costs are Prohibitive and Exceed Benefits 

The proposed costs for the ESR’s preferred alternative are massive for a city the size of Peterborough. 

Further, the project has benefits that equal its costs, with a Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) of 1.01. The costs of 

the project have attracted considerable public attention during the EA process, while the BCR has 

received no attention whatsoever since it was released only as part of the ESR. In this section, we 

elaborate the Coalition’s analysis and concerns regarding the costs and benefits.  

11.1. Costs and Implications 

The costs of the proposed Parkway are estimated at $78.91 million, plus the value of the loss of 

greenspace, totalling $94,637,400 (ESR p.ES- xxvi). From our own supplementary research and 

calculations, we expect that the costs of financing such a capital project would be at least $20 million 

more than presented in the ESR. 

The proposed Parkway is likely the largest single capital project in the city’s history.  Such a large cost 

has implications for other immediate city initiatives, among others: 

 delaying flood control measures after the devastating 2002 and 2004 floods that set a new standard 

in Ontario; 

 limiting the funding of a new arena to replace aging facilities in a hockey town (estimated at $20 to 

$71 million); 

 impeding the growing debt to service affordable housing facilities already built (let alone those that 

need to be built to serve the significant homeless population); 

 diverting the need for municipalities to step up to fill the gap of provincial funding for those most in 

need in our community; and, 

 restraining funds to develop responses to climate change, now under study as part of the city’s 

Sustainable Peterborough initiative. 

As part of the 2014 Budget process, approved just days after Council’s decision to proceed with the 

Parkway preferred alternative, a supplemental staff report noted that 50 projects worth almost $22 million 

were being eliminated or deferred (see the report in this brief’s Appendix M).  

For example, Table ES-6 is introduced with the statement: 

In addressing the problems and opportunities identified in this study, the recommended solution 

also addresses numerous other forecast deficiencies resulting in projected savings or deferral of 

approximately $68 million in future projects that would be required to increase roadway capacity 

to support growth as shown in Tables ES-6. 

This table lists projects estimated at $67.8 million that would not be required and would thus partially 

offset the cost of the Parkway project. Of these, numbers 1,5,6,7, 8, and 10, totaling $49.3 million, are 
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completely unrelated to whether the Parkway is built or not. See a further discussion and critique of this 

table later in this brief. 

11.2. Benefit and Cost Estimates 

The financial forecasts contained in the ESR are an important element in supporting the solutions that are 

recommended. However, there are many questionable calculations presented in arriving at the solutions 

offered. The cost and benefits modelling and assumptions need to be examined more closely. 

First, it is important to note that the costs of the project are more readily and firmly established in a variety 

of specific categories – largely hard infrastructure, construction work, bond markets and the like that are 

regularly costed out during construction projects, with profit penalties if someone gets the estimates 

wrong.  

In contrast, the benefits are not of the same nature. The benefits, of course, are premised on much less 

firm assumptions and modelling. With minor updates, corrections or adjusted assumptions, the extent of 

such benefits calculated within only two primary categories could change substantially.  

Second, the ESR’s calculation can be challenged further and is most likely an overestimation of the 

Benefit Cost Ratio. This is due to several cost and benefit factors, such as: 

 Cost estimates for the Parkway continue to escalate with every study and report, and will likely do so 

again. See our table of inaccurate predictions and such rising costs, adjusted for inflation, in this 

brief’s Appendix L.  

 The calculation does not include capital financing costs of at least $20 million, as noted above. 

.1. The Benefit Cost section of the ESR indicates that travel time is valued at $15.75 per hour (p. 5), 

which is higher than transportation economists generally recommend. The CTP indicates that 

travel time is valued at a more reasonable $10 per hour (p. 67). Since travel time savings are a 

dominant benefit of roadway expansion, the value assigned to it is a critical factor in economic 

evaluation. It is therefore important that the economic evaluation report clearly explain the 

assumptions used for valuing travel time savings.  Further support of this assertion for lower 

valuation of travel time can be found in this brief’s Appendix F (Litman’s comments, p.13) 

.2. Many assumptions in the Multiple Accounts Framework evaluation are difficult to understand. It 

appears that some of the Measures of Effectiveness (MoE) seem incorrectly defined and biased 

in favor of roadway expansion.  Further, it seems like the scoring method only allows positive 

impacts, although it is likely that some impacts will be negative, particularly if roadway 

expansions induce additional vehicle travel compared with what would otherwise occur (for 

example, compared with investing the same resources to improve alternative modes and 

implement TDM strategies). 

 MoE 2, Fuel consumption by passenger vehicles. This seems to assume that roadway expansions 

conserve vehicle fuel by reducing traffic congestion. This assumption is generally unfounded (Barth 

and Boriboonsomin 2009; Bigazzi and Figliozzi 2012). Vehicle fuel consumption and emission rates 

tend to minimize at 50-70 kilometers per hour, which is a typical speed under modest congestion 

(LOS C and D). As a result, reducing extreme (LOS E or F) congestion tends to conserve energy and 

reduce emissions, but reducing modest congestion (from LOS C or D) to free-flow speeds tends to 

increase per kilometer fuel consumption, and any induced vehicle travel tends to increase total fuel 

consumption and emissions. If the proposed roadway expansions are likely to increase some traffic 

over 7 kilometers per hour, or induce additional vehicle travel, it is inappropriate to assume that they 

conserve fuel. 
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 MoE 3 (Vehicle hours of delay by passenger vehicles), 4 (Monetary value of user benefits) and 6 

(Supports mobility and performance goals for the road network) all measure the same impact – 

reduced congestion delays. This triple-counts roadway expansion benefits. 

 MoE 8 (Supports active modes of transportation (e.g., walking and cycling)) claims to consider how a 

project affects walking and cycling conditions, yet all ratings are positive. However, expanding roads 

(more lanes) and increasing traffic volumes and speeds tend to degrade walking and cycling 

conditions (called the barrier effect). This also tends to reduce transit access since most transit trips 

include walking links. These impacts are often significant – parents often forbid their children to walk 

to school if they must cross more than two-lane, low-speed roads, and so drive their children, which 

increases peak-period vehicle trips. 

 MoE 9 (Supports business activity) claims to consider whether a project improves downtown “vitality.” 

Vital downtowns tend to have less total vehicle travel. If roadway expansions induce additional 

vehicle travel they may reduce downtown vitality. 

 The modeling assumes four daily hours of congestion of LOS D or worse (p. 71). That seems awfully 

high; smaller cities seldom have such durable congestion. A more likely assumption is that, at worst 

major roads will experience 30-60 minutes of LOS D, with up to four daily hours of LOS C.  

 The costs of rerouting the road within or beyond the narrowly constrained corridor should species at 

risk, archaeological sites, problematic stormwater, or other significant features be discovered along or 

near the route in future studies required for this project. 

 The costs of compensation requirements for any permit, if approved, should species at risk be 

discovered along or near the route. 

 There is no acceptance of a decrease in neighbouring properties’ values and thus a loss of assessed 

value and resulting municipal property taxes (and possibly claims for injurious affection) 

 None of the intangible and externalized costs have been worked into the benefit-cost analysis, such 

as for noise, pollution, disturbance, loss of habitat and aesthetics, and the like. 

 The calculation does not include the loss of the health benefits and health care savings of a more 

active lifestyle, as encouraged by off-road cycling, walking, and nature-based activities under 

alternatives to the project. 

 The calculation of benefits rests principally on a flawed, unsophisticated traffic model, as discussed 

elsewhere in this brief. 

 The BCR calculation assumes a benefit flow to 2041, i.e. 10 years beyond the ESR study period. If 

the benefits from a calculation during the study period do not demonstrate a strong positive ratio, then 

either the costs are too high, the benefits too low, or the project’s timing is sufficiently far into the 

future that it is not needed now. In any of these cases, the project should not be authorized to 

proceed on the basis of its impact on the economic environment.  

11.3. Benefit Cost Ratio 

Beyond the calculation of the costs and benefits, there are several further problems with the Benefit Cost 

Ratio (BCR) itself, and with how it has been presented to the public and Council. In reviewing Chapter 6 

and the Table of Contents, the results of the Benefit Cost Analysis (BCA) are presented briefly in the 

three geographical areas and in their associated three tables 6.7, 6.11 and 6.24. These present the three 

Parkway portions with Benefit Cost Ratios (BCR) of 1.05 (South and North ends) and 1.10 (Jackson Park 

Area). Assuming that the study's assumptions, estimates, calculations and models are indeed correct, 

such ratios are only marginally positive. 

The ESR's Appendix M notes that the Parkway components would result in a BCR of 0.90 if there were 

higher property cost assumptions (ESR App. M, p.10). The North end component of the Parkway would 
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achieve a BCR of 0.81 if the cost of the loss of greenspace is included (see ESR App. M, Table 17, p.M-

26) – which is, indeed, what the ESR has then later included in the calculations (see ESR Table ES-7, 

p.ES-xxvi). At a minimum, and on the ESR’s own conclusions, it is thus not cost effective to build the 

North end of the Parkway.  

Nowhere in the main body of the ESR is there a discussion of the BCR for the entire preferred alternative. 

This Benefit Cost Ratio for the whole Parkway preferred alternative is 1.01, the most marginally positive 

result one could calculate. The benefits are equal to the costs and this important financial (and decision-

making) criterion does not conclude a substantial positive benefit. Even the 1% more benefit is within the 

margin of error for such calculations.  No major project, costing now $78.91 million plus Parkway land 

value, should or typically would be authorized at this ratio.  

It appears as though this BCR number of 1.01 number is mentioned only briefly in the Executive 

Summary (ESR Chptr. 1, p. ES-xxvi and Table ES-7) and is found in a short paragraph and at the bottom 

of Table 4 in ESR Appendix M – Benefit Cost Report, p.3. It is curious that the Descriptions of the Existing 

Environment (Chapter 4) and Environmental Effects and Mitigation (Chapter 8) discussions do not 

mention the Financial or Economic environments, although these are part of the evaluations and an EA. 

Thus, a critical financial indicator and factor in previous and current decision making is largely buried 

when stated on the 26th page of a long Executive Summary in an even longer chapter and report, and on 

page 3 (not page 1) of a technical BCA report. 

This overall BCR is not found in any earlier Parkway EA materials of which we are aware. The PIC2 and 

PIC3 materials present the BCRs for the two, then three, geographical areas. At the June PIC3, the BCR 

for the Parkway in the South was 1.05, the North 1.05, and Jackson Park area overall 1.10 (PIC3 Display 

Boards, pp.10, 24, 25 tables; PIC3 Presentation p.27). The Benefit Cost Assessment of Alternatives 

document provided on-line in July 2013, following PIC3, provides the same BDRs for the South and North 

areas but not for the Jackson Park Area (p.13); it has now been updated in January 2014 as the ESR's 

Appendix M. 

The PIC 4 (September) materials indicate that the Parkway option chosen in each of the three 

geographical areas was the unquantified “best” for BCA for the South and North, and that higher costs 

provide more marginal benefits than costs for the Jackson Park Area (without any BCRs noted). The City 

staff report and slides presented to the Council's committee on November 13, 2013 give no mention of a 

number for the overall Benefit Cost Analysis (it does note the middle Jackson Park Area BCR as 1.10, 

which could be mistaken for being the overall BCR).  

Thus, the overall BCR number for the supposed preferred alternative was not available in any materials 

made available or put before Council (or the public) at any time before the Mayor and Councillors made 

their decision to move ahead with this project at this crucial phase of the EA. 

Given repeated requests in the PGC's submissions for such an analysis, broader attention by the public 

on the BCR since early stages in the EA, and specific later work, after PIC3, undertaken by the City's 

consultants on this very topic, this distinctive lack of profile (or even mention in the main body of the ESR) 

seems extraordinary. There was considerable interest and work done, yet no consideration of such a 

critical conclusion was provided for Council's decision: 

Finally, many residents have expressed concern about the cost and cost effectiveness of various 

improvement alternatives. At the request of stakeholders, the study team included a Cost/Benefit Ratio to 

help assess the financial performance of each alternative, using travel time savings and vehicle operating 
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cost savings as the primary measures of reliable and quantifiable benefits associated with each of the 

Network Alternatives. (ESR p.6-39) 

Project costs were a factor in the evaluation criteria. In response to public comments we also included:  

 An extensive benefit-cost assessment to assist in comparing the various alternatives. ... (ESR 

p.6-175) 

Indeed, the BCR was a critical element in the discussion of the “partial Parkway” proposal in the 2003 city 

referendum on the Parkway project (with public opinion turning the project down). At that time, an 

unfavourable BCR study was released just months before the issue was decided by city citizens. 

According to the ESR's own analysis, apparently such a partial Parkway would be twice as favourable 

(2.03 vs. 1.01) as the full Parkway proposed now and could prove to be a better alternative: 

Analysis of the 2003 Cost Benefit study results with these revised assumptions would yield a Benefit-Cost 

Ratio of 2.03 for the Partial Parkway. (ESR, p.6-93). 

This, in fact, is essentially the option upon which Council was asked to make a decision during debates in 

November 2013. On a motion amendment, Council voted barely 6-5 to keep the new Jackson Park bridge 

in the preferred alternative package. Yet neither they – nor the public -- had any integrated or updated 

Benefit Cost Ratios to consider at that time. Given this issue's history, an integrated BCR may well have 

made a difference in the motion's outcome. It certainly would have been a topic worth debating and 

presenting by the public. Not mentioning the BCRs in the materials, let alone that the overall BCR number 

is so marginal at 1.01, yet going to great lengths at the Council meetings to show the cost savings from 

other road projects supposedly "eliminated/deferred" (as seen in Table ES-6, ESR p.ES-xxiv), at best 

seems a gross and significant oversight. 

The lack (or at least the availability) of such an overall project BCR demonstrates again the fact that there 

has not been an integrated, full alternative against which to compare the supposed preferred alternative. 

Clearly, this shows that there is a difference between evaluating a sequence of sub-geographical areas 

(with BCRs of 1.05, 1.05 and 1.10) and evaluating an integrated, full alternative (BCR 1.01). This again 

indicates the problematic process for evaluating route alternatives, with a two-step geographical process 

and no final integrated comparisons. 

The Parkway proposal exists within a highly politicized and polarized context, as was understood from the 

outset of this Class EA. This project has massive, rising and unaccounted costs, questionable benefits 

and, even on the ESR’s own terms, benefits that only equal the costs.  The lack of integrated alternatives 

for comparison and the absence of an integrated Benefit Cost Ratio -- during all stages of public input and 

consultant and Council decisions -- are fundamental flaws in this EA process. Such flaws can only be 

addressed through a Part II Order for a full, individual environmental assessment. 

12. Project Constitutes Piecemealing 

The MCEA does not permit “piecemealing” and “… all of the components must be combined and dealt 

with as a single project” (MCEA, s.A.2.2). 

The Parkway Corridor EA first proposed a two-lane road from Clonsilla to Cumberland (see PIC2), which 

would include the current Medical Drive approved through the Hospital Access Road Class EA in 2008, 

with an ESR Addendum in 2011 to stop construction of the road at Sherbrooke Street. Indeed, a two-lane 
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road was the scope of the Request for Proposals for this project and in the staff reports approved by 

Council. However, by PIC 3, the preferred alternative had been chosen as a primarily four-lane road from 

Clonsilla to Chemong, with two-lanes north of that. The four-lane alternative thus would double the 

Medical Drive corridor, only 6 years after the Hospital Access Road Class EA was first approved and less 

than three years after the Addendum was filed. This then makes both the Access Road Class EA, and 

this Parkway Class EA, piecemealed projects. 

Another aspect of piecemealing is the way that the route evaluations were undertaken. As noted earlier, 

this Class EA has only assessed routes within the geographically separated South, Jackson Park, and 

North areas; only the preferred alternatives from these geographies -- ,essentially the originally proposed 

Parkway -- have been assembled into one, complete alternative for this project. This then has resulted in 

internal piecemealing, without an integrated, complete comparison of route alternatives. The logical 

limitations of this approach are demonstrated in the Benefit Cost Ratios. These were 1.05, 1.10 and 1.05 

for the separate geographies, but a later analysis (after all public input and Council’s decision) calculated 

a Ratio of a slim 1.01 for an overall, integrated Parkway preferred alternative. There was no other 

consolidated alternative against which to compare the preferred Parkway.  

Finally, there may be a piecemealing approach emerging through the very recent Lily Lake draft Official 

Plan Amendment, released for initial public comment on February 19, 2014 and again on March 18, 2014 

in preparation for a public meeting (both after the filing of the ESR on February 7). The draft Official Plan 

Amendment for the Lily Lake Planning Area (the area that will supposedly generate significant traffic that 

will cause future congestion) proposes at least two elements in the Amendment that directly relate to 

alternative methods for road routes for the Parkway. These are the designation of key portions of 

Fairbairn Street and Towerhill Road as High Capacity Arterial roads, and a stub of a collector road in the 

subdivision’s southwest plus an “Infrastructure Corridor/Other Open Space” designation that sets up a 

potential alternative or supplementary route for a road/bridge crossing of Jackson Creek to the 

intersection of Ravenwood Drive and Parkhill Road (see Schedule A at: 

http://www.peterborough.ca/Assets/City+Assets/Planning/Documents/Ongoing+Planning+Studies/Lily+La

ke+Functional+Planning+Study/Notice+of+Public+Meeting+and+Draft+Copy+of+Proposed+Lily+Lake+Se

condary+Plan+-+March+18$!2c+2014.pdf 

The timing of the release of this, falling just after the filing of the ESR, suggests that this option has been 

under consideration for some time and could form part of a secondary or supplementary Parkway route to 

move traffic in this challenging area. The designation of Fairbairn as a High Capacity Arterial here along a 

street with intersecting feeder streets and many driveways (and some slope) contrasts with the ESR’s 

early dismissal of  Towerhill Road (east of Chemong Road) for the same reasons as an alternative route 

for the Parkway. Further, the enhanced classification of Fairbairn and Towerhill should have been part of 

the discussions during the EA process, since these were indeed alternative routes under consideration. 

They were not but could have been part of the solution. In our view, these factors suggest piecemealing 

within and beyond the Parkway EA contrary to the Environmental Assessment Act.  

13. Negatively Affects Many Provincial Interests 

The Province of Ontario has identified a number of provincial interests, particularly those listed in the 

Planning Act, section 2, and in the new Provincial Policy Statement, 2014. Below, the PGC itemizes and 

briefly discusses how approval of the Parkway extension would adversely affect a variety of provincial 

interests. See this brief’s Appendix E for an elaboration of policy conflicts between the Parkway approach 

and local and provincial policy, as follows: 
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(a) the protection of ecological systems, including natural areas, features and functions; 

As noted in the first section of this brief, the Parkway extension would have impacts on significant 

woodlands, valleylands and wildlife habitats, as well as southern Ontario’s only urban trout 

stream, Byersville Creek. It would decrease the size, quality and functions of the Jackson Creek 

valley and natural corridor connecting this valley to the Otonabee River. These features are also 

part of priority natural heritage patches within the City, surrounding County and Kawartha 

regional, identified through a sophisticated, MNR-vetted model called the Kawarthas Naturally 

Connected preferred solution. The Parkway extension would add long-term disturbance to the 

Jackson Creek valley and corridor. 

(b) the conservation and management of natural resources and the mineral resource base; 

As discussed in the brief’s first section, there are significant natural resource features along the 

Parkway Corridor deserving of conservation: the largest and highest native trees in the city, found 

within a distinctive and valued old growth grove of White Pine (Ontario’s provincial tree); an urban 

coldwater and trout stream; and a genetically pure strain of brook trout unaffected by hatchery 

fish genetics. 

(c) the conservation of features of significant architectural, cultural, historical, archaeological or scientific 

interest; 

The Lee Pioneer Cemetery is one of the oldest European settled sites in Peterborough. The 

alignment of the proposed Parkway just west of Chemong Road could potentially disturb this 

cemetery area and create erosional impacts on identified burial sites. Further, the Parkway 

extension route would cross several areas of high archaeological potential, including the 

Chemong Portage and former railway routes. The Chemong Portage route is a well-documented 

pre-historic and historic portage route between “Nogojiwanong” (Ojibway for “At the foot of the 

rapids”) on the Otonabee River in downtown Peterborough and the Chemong Lake at 

Bridgenorth. The Portage route has yielded nearby burials (e.g. the Brock Street burial) and 

would be a likely resting location before continuing up the Portage's hill on which Canadian Tire 

and WalMart now perch. Recent discoveries in Jackson Park suggest ancient Aboriginal “marker 

trees” in the vicinity of the proposed bridge. 

(d) the supply, efficient use and conservation of energy and water; 

The failure to seriously consider alternative modes of transportation will result in an inefficient and 

over use of energy. 

(e) the adequate provision and efficient use of ... transportation ... systems; 

The Parkway extension would not facilitate efficient use of the existing road network but would 

rather induce new traffic (see details in this brief’s Appendix F) and add new capacity for only 

peak periods rather than fostering a shift to spread the peak and traffic flow over a longer time 

period and existing road network; 

(f) the orderly development of safe and healthy communities; 

The Parkway extension would facilitate further separation of residential, commercial and 

employment areas within the City. It would expand a trend to build residential subdivisions in the 

north and employment areas in the south, thereby acting against the orderly, mixed use 
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development of the City, and contrary to integrative policies found in the PPS 2005 and 2014. 

The Parkway extension would create disruption between neighbourhoods, reduce use of the 

corridor's greenspace for healthy recreation, and create safety issues through pathways following 

along the edge of the roadway in various locations and wider and more pedestrian crossings 

(including for children attending the five nearby schools).  

(g) the accessibility for persons with disabilities to all facilities, services and matters ...; 

As discussed earlier in this submission, accessibility is a significant concern and limitation in the 

proposed Parkway extension. First, and as noted in our joint submission for PIC4, roundabout 

and intersection crossings appear to create accessibility problems, contrary to the directions in 

the Accessibility for Persons with Disabilities Act. North-south travel at these intersections does 

not have mitigation measures. Second, the Parkway is proposed to be four lanes wide along most 

of its length, thereby making crossings by persons with sight and mobility challenges more 

difficult.  

(h) adequate provision and distribution of  ... health, social, cultural and recreational facilities; 

As noted below regarding the financial and economic well-being of the City, the financial 

resources required to build the Parkway extension are among the largest ever committed by the 

City. The inclusion of the Parkway in the City's 2014 Budget has already resulted in some 50 

public facilities and projects to be deferred or cancelled (see the “Changes to 2014 Capital 

Program After Department Request” report in the brief’s Appendix M). This community has 

already identified the need for a new arena (or two) to replace at least the Northcrest Arena, now 

at or beyond its functional lifespan (Arena Needs Assessment Study, City of Peterborough, Dec. 

31 2013), and yet the Parkway-impacted budget has cancelled the funds to address this critical 

need. It is also likely that the City will apply for provincial and federal infrastructure funds to 

support its largest capital project, namely the Parkway, and thus bypass an application for much-

needed social, cultural and recreational facilities.  

See Report CSD14-002, p.8-9, on Northcrest Facility issued for the March 10, 2014 Committee of 

the Whole meeting. A twin pad will cost $20-$26 million. If complementary facilities are included, 

a range of similar facilities suggests $35-$60 million. If an OHL facility were developed, a range of 

similar facilities suggests $45-$71 million.  

(i) the adequate provision of a full range of housing, including affordable housing; 

Affordable housing is a desperate need in Peterborough (see the recent Homeless strategy), and 

yet the Parkway-impacted 2014 Budget identifies a looming affordable housing capital repair 

deficit for both City-owned and providers’ facilities: 

effective asset management reduces budget pressure that arises when maintenance is deferred 

or overlooked... it is evident that the Social Housing stock has deferred maintenance and will 

continue to need financial assistance for many years to come. The Stonewell report anticipates 

the shortfall over the next 20 years to be $62.6 million. ... It is also evident that the current level of 

reserves held by social housing providers of $7.6 million is inadequate to finance the needed 

repairs. (2014 Budget Highlights - Book 1, p.544/594, Item 7.04 - Building Condition Audits) 

(j) the protection of the financial and economic well-being of ... municipalities; 
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The Parkway extension would overextend the financial means of the City of Peterborough, 

leading to higher property taxes, increased debt-load, and more infrastructure maintenance costs. 

The winter of 2013-2014 has demonstrated the limited capital, human and financial resources to 

maintain the existing road system. Adding a new bridge and a longer road network will further tax 

the capacity of the City's (and residents') finances. Development charges already do not meet the 

infrastructure needs of the City. This then will result in further demands on provincial resources 

through applications to the province's infrastructure programs.  

(k) the co-ordination of planning activities of public bodies; 

The Parkway project has not fostered coordination of public planning activities. In fact, various 

initiatives seem to be uncoordinated, such as: the advancement of projects before the Official 

Plan Review is completed, proposals for road related projects (e.g. Lily Lake Planning Area and 

Brealey Drive improvements, Chemong Road EA) that would be better integrated with options for 

the Parkway.   

(l) the resolution of planning conflicts involving public and private interests; 

The Parkway has been the most controversial project in the City’s recent history. It continues to 

create planning conflicts involving public and private interests, and the ESR has not addressed 

land use planning considerations. 

(m) the protection of public health and safety; 

The Parkway will continue and perhaps foster a culture of automobile use. It will decrease the 

attractiveness and use of trails through the once undeveloped corridor. These will result in less 

healthy outcomes than a truly multi-modal, TDM-based alternative. 

(n) the appropriate location of growth and development; 

The Parkway extension will encourage end-to-end commuting and not service most new 

development and will encourage northern consumers to access big box and chain retail stores on 

Landsdowne Street instead of independent downtown stores.  

(o) the promotion of development that is designed to be sustainable, to support public transit and to be 

oriented to pedestrians. 

As noted above, the Parkway supports an increase in automobile use, says little about public 

transit (and shifts financial resources away from it), places pathways near to an arterial road 

which has been documented to reduce the willingness of pedestrians and cyclists to use such 

routes (in contrast to an existing separated trail with established and mature natural amenities).  

14. Scope Is Beyond a Municipal Class EA 

The Parkway Corridor Class Environmental Assessment has been brought forward as a Schedule C 

Environmental Study Report under the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA). Given the 

wide geography of potential solutions (a quarter of the city, with options into the surrounding County), the 

number of pieces and infrastructure elements involved, and the uncertainties and future nature of the 

project, the project is truly beyond the scale of just building a new road that is typically addressed through 
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the MCEA process. The project might better have been developed as a Master Plan under section A.2.7 

of the MCEA. 

Regardless, now that the project scope and at least some of the impacts are known, and the public 

opposition is growing, the project is now of a scale that the MCEA process cannot fully address the 

extensive issues at hand. The City of Peterborough had the options to develop a Master Plan approach, 

revisit the problem statement, redo the EA process, or integrate the process with land use planning. It has 

not chosen these options but it can still choose to move forward through conducting a full individual EA. 

Should the City not choose the latter, we request that it be so ordered by the Minister.  

15. Unresolved Technical Matters 

There are many technical matters that have been raised in reviews of the ESR and its appendices. In 

part, these have been raised during the earlier stages of this Class EA. However, many more have been 

discovered or details confirmed during the review period for the ESR, since technical documents and 

agency comments are only now available for the first time.  

At every stage of this Class EA, the PGC has requested at least a 60-day comment period to enable a 

thorough review of the materials in order to identify issues and resolve as many as possible. With only a 

30-day comment period provided each time, and only now the technical documents and agency comment 

being available, this is our first full opportunity to respond. With more time and the ability to seek further 

expertise, it is conceivable that we might identify additional matters requiring discussion and resolution. 

In the appendices to this brief, we provide some further detailed technical comments and critiques 

regarding natural heritage, stormwater management, modelling, and transportation planning.  Some of 

these comments have been summarized in earlier text. These issues remain outstanding and thus require 

further investigation and dialogue.  

Beyond these comments, we have identified a number of study deficiencies and the need for further work. 

Much of the routing within a narrow, constrained right-of-way is premised on future studies validating the 

route and ensuring feasibility and diverse government approvals. This is a risky proposition that may fail 

to achieve approval for critical portions of the proposed route. The necessary studies identified include: 

 field studies to more fully inventory the Corridor for species at risk and other wildlife and plants, 

particularly in the Jackson Park area (the Parkway EA is generally a desk review of existing 

sources, the latest for species at risk being 2006); 

 further investigation of the cultural resources and archaeological potential of the Corridor, 

particularly near the Lee Cemetery, in Jackson Park, and the ancient Chemong Portage;  

 stormwater management through the Bears Creek Flood Reduction Study and Chemong 

Road/Reid Street Widening Class EA, and Master Drainage Plan; 

 a detailed legal opinion on whether the Parkway and its components and impacts would violate 

the Nicholls Trust lands gift to the City and, if so, whether the bridge and the entire Project are 

indeed feasible.  

This brief outlines these unresolved technical matters. A number of these have been raised by advisory 

bodies to the city, by the Otonabee Region Conservation Authority, and by other agencies, commenters 

and citizens as found in the ESR’s Appendices B and E. The scope, status and extent of these concerns 

requires a full environmental assessment to address them. 
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16. Conclusion 

In this brief, we have identified serious flaws in the process undertaken by the City of Peterborough for 

the Parkway Corridor Class Environmental Assessment. There are significant unmitigated environmental 

effects, the project’s need has not been adequately substantiated, alternatives are feasible but summarily 

dismissed, and alternative means have not been fully developed or evaluated. There are questions about 

the project’s feasibility, its dependence on many future studies and approvals, and unresolved technical 

concerns. There is widespread public opposition and a problematic consultation process.  

These issues are fundamental to an environmental assessment; they cannot be resolved through minor 

tinkering or a supplementary report, for they go to the heart of a transparent and solid decision-making 

process. The only remedy for these problems is to have the Minister make a Part II order under section 

16 of the Environmental Assessment Act.  

Such a Part II order provides a significant opportunity for the Ministry and for the City. It can enable a step 

forward on this issue to ensure a true, defensible set of solutions can emerge that captures the expertise 

and support of the wider community. Currently, the proposed project is in complete contradiction of the 

City’s own policies and citizens’ stated priorities, as articulated in Plan It Peterborough, Official Plan 

Review, Potential Policy Directions Report, adopted by City Council on March 4th, 2013.  

With a Part II order, a solution can be collectively developed that will be more effective, less expensive, 

and more sustainable. We can retain our greenspace and ensure that we can move goods and people 

around this small city. We have the opportunity to align our future with the top five community priorities 

identified in the Plan It Peterborough document: 

 A healthy community with a strong focus on active living, walkable streets, connected trails and 

opportunities for community interaction; 

 A green, attractive, affordable and pedestrian oriented community; 

 A community abundant with public spaces, trails, parks and gathering places that are accessible 

for all and connect neighbourhoods and communities to one another and to nature; 

 A community of compact, walkable, mixed-use neighbourhoods with opportunities for playing, 

working, shopping, entertainment and community uses; and, 

 A community with a vibrant downtown where new development preserves heritage and supports 

existing stores and destinations. 

Peterborough is at a turning point. We know that there is a better route forward than the road we have 

been told we should build. We urge the Minister to help us all get there through issuing a Part II order. 
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Appendix C: Natural Heritage 

General 

The report contributes very little new information on natural features, mines limited and dated pre-existing 

information and promises all sorts of remediation if future studies determine that significant natural 

features are later discovered. In other words, the report promises future impact assessment, rather than 

actually undertaking it for this environmental assessment. Moreover, without knowing what those features 

are, it is impossible to promise responsibly remediation of negative impacts. Reliable remedial science 

does not exist for all ecological problems – we need to know what is being planned remedially, in order to 

judge its adequacy. The few remedial measures that are described are highly questionable, even 

misleading. 

Management or mistakes by the city in the past which left degraded environments in a number of sections 

of the parkway corridor have thereby minimized the potential impacts of the proposed parkway and that 

the parkway in turn would minimize potential remediation of existing environmental problems. This is 

particularly true in the south end where important aquatic habitat has been so transformed by road 

engineers that remnant cold water communities are barely persisting. The damage should never have 

been permitted and is potentially reversible, if the proposed parkway does not reduce the opportunity. 

The evidence for this is strong based on pre-existing information, but in the north it is weak because such 

pre-existing information is unavailable and the consultants did not do the necessary field work to 

determine the state of remnant fish, reptile, amphibian and plant populations. 

Fisheries 

Environmental assessments should actually investigate environmental impacts, not propose how they 

might be investigated when problems emerge during project implementation. According to chapter 6.2 

and Appendix F, fish surveys were undertaken in selected parts of the parkway corridor on three days in 

2012 (Sept., Oct., Dec.) and two days in 2013 (July). Most of the fish in the area are spring spawners, 

thus no surveys were done during the spawning period, making the identification of spawning and nursery 

habitat impossible. Additionally the sampling equipment was unsuitable for capturing eggs or fry. Given 

that they did find a few adult white suckers, I expect that spring spawning runs of white sucker would 

occur in the creeks. In this region, yellow perch commonly accompany suckers. 

The brook trout is the notable fall-spawning fish that inhabits the lower part of the corridor, but only one 

day was devoted to a spawning survey. It was in December, almost two months after spawning occurs in 

nearby Harper’s Creek and when any spawning redds would be almost impossible to find by walking 

along the creek. Riverside Creek in the upper part of the study area, where ORCA reported brook trout 

and its companion mottled sculpin, was not surveyed by the consultants. To a fish scientist, it seems as 

though the consultants did not want to find spawning fish and designed a study that guaranteed they 

would not. Further evidence of this is that even when they caught 10 young of the year fish in the upper 

part of the water course near the proposed bridge, they didn’t bother to identify them. A full fish survey is 

a reasonable expectation of an environmental assessment. The importance of the brook trout cannot be 

under-stated. Urban brook trout populations are so rare that Peterborough’s may be the only ones in 

southern Ontario. 

Inadequate Surveys, Inadequate Promises and Plans 

This sort of indifference allowed the report to make statements such as that regarding the potential loss of 

permanent fish habitat near Barnardo Park, to the effect that there were “no known sensitive species or 



 
 

critical habitats” (8.2.2). The consultants didn’t try to know. This ignorance is particularly problematic 

when the report goes on in the same section to promise mitigation, in spite of not knowing the species or 

their functional habitat and thus not knowing if this is even possible. 

Similar statements are made about species at risk not being known in the area, even though proper 

surveys for them were not undertaken, and that any disruption would be remediable or compensatable, 

when this is difficult or scientifically unsupported for certain species. Surely the only responsible approach 

would be to undertake full surveys for species at risk and to present any remediation plans for review. 

Another good illustration of how the report’s promises of rehabilitation action are misleading and suggest 

lack of expertise on this is with regard to the remediation of amphibian road mortality. The report offers 

the possibility of built amphibian crossings. These are totally unrealistic in an urban location where the 

necessary accompanying diversion fences would be subject to damage and could present obstacles for 

other species. Excepting a few individuals, salamanders, frogs and toads, which I expect are abundant in 

parts of the corridor, will not find such crossings and the option of closing the road for several weeks, 

such as is done for Jefferson salamander in Halton, is unlikely to be an option here. There is no scientific 

support for the optimism expressed in the report about rehabilitation, nor is a rehabilitation plan 

presented. 

Another example of the misleading nature of the report on the subject of rehabilitation is the reference in 

the vegetation section (8.2.1.1) to the pre-construction planting of trees that would grow quickly to 

maturity and screen construction. In order to function as screens, these would need to be much faster 

growing coniferous trees than exist. The report doesn’t identify the tree species, existing or replacement 

and promises, but does not explain how restoration on a potentially inhospitable slope would be 

accomplished. Additionally, plans for tree removal and site restoration are not provided. 

Similarly in the oldest growth section of Jackson Park where the bridge would cross, the report mentions 

the possibility of trimming the highest trees in order to minimize cutting them. Some mortality due to 

trimming could be expected. Some would need to be cut, but they are not identified. Mortality to trees 

during construction and because of the footprint of the pillars is not quantified. Mortality due to salt and 

ground level ozone could also be expected, but no impact or effective mitigation is proposed. This area 

has the highest biodiversity of any natural feature in the parkway corridor. Precautions and remediation 

would be required for both the understory and canopy. These are not fully inventoried. Adequate 

preventive and remedial plans are not provided. In short, the statement of minimal impact on the forest 

around the proposed bridge is not backed up by scientific survey, assessment or management plan. 

Chapter 4 of the ESR (section 4.5) and Appendix F both speak to existing values related to the natural 

environment (and Appendix F).          

1. Species at Risk – the report focuses on information gathered from the Natural Heritage Information 

Centre (NHIC) database primarily. The information from NHIC indicates some occurrences.                  

 * Why doesn’t the report indicate specifically/exactly where the species were located, instead of 

only general information? The lack of specific data to identify locations of species and habitat use 

make it difficult to address impacts and therefore develop appropriate mitigation measures. An 

agency can get access to detailed data once they put in a legitimate request, acquire a         

license for the information and take data sensitivity training.                          

 The lack of data (i.e. absence of a species with a recorded occurrence or recent information 

regarding a species occurrence) is not necessarily an indication that the species is not present 

there. It is certainly very possible that the area, has not been surveyed since 2006 (the most 



 
 

recent occurrence noted in Table 1 of Appendix F) and that could be why there is no record of 

occurrences since that year. 

The report indicates that “no SAR were identified in the preferred corridor at the time of the field studies 

carried out in support of the EA study”. But the report does not specify when the field studies occurred 

(unless I missed it I couldn’t find the field study details other than the aquatic/fish work). The ‘field 

assessment’ of Species at Risk is simply an analysis of habitat (seen in Appendix I of Appendix F) and 

although the species encountered were listed in Table 6 of 4.7.2 (part 2 of Appendix F, part 2) it was not 

clear what the survey methodology was for bird species (maybe this is somewhere in the document but I 

would like to know what time of day they did bird surveys, how many they did – what the methodology 

was and where they surveyed exactly).                  

Amphibian and reptile (turtles) are dealt with through an analysis of candidate areas for turtle wintering 

areas and breeding amphibian habitat – indicating candidate significant wildlife habitat areas that the 

report deems will be further investigated during the detailed design phase. How can the report address 

mitigation if there isn’t sufficient knowledge of what species and significant habitat exist? How can 

appropriate mitigation measures be identified in the absence of knowledge about location and                 

significance of habitats to particular species that are of concern? 

The location of the Breeding Bird Atlas search results could not be located, despite reference in the Table 
of Contents for Appendix F (pages 5-8 pdf of Appendix F, Part 1) that they are in Appendix B (of 
Appendix F). It would be important to know specifically where the breeding birds are located within the 
study area – where was there evidence of at risk breeding birds? Were surveys completed in Jackson 
Park, and if so, what were the results? 
 

Chapter 7 – Impact Analysis 

   * List of impacts to terrestrial species and habitats is limited to habitat loss (Chapter 8.2, pages 8-3 and 

8-4), wildlife/vehicle interactions and movement (pages 8-4,8-5) and a small reference to timing of nesting 

for avian species (8-5 and 8-6). There are no presumed impacts to potential Species at Risk identified 

(page 8-6) even if suitable habitat for Blanding’s turtle is present, e.g., it does not recognize that changes 

in hydrological processes (potential impact of activities) can affect habitat suitability, availability and things 

such as recruitment success, as seen in  other studies. Habitat fragmentation, degradation and loss of 

habitat are main factors affecting the populations of amphibians and reptiles (Dodd et. Al. 2003) and only 

loss of habitat is mentioned here. 

   * The document does not suggest that there would be behavioral                 modifications of wildlife in 

response to the presence of a large concrete object such as a large bridge and that this behavior could 

result in the displacement of certain species (e.g. avian species) that are currently residing in Jackson 

Park     

   * Section 7.2.3 mentions ‘fragmentation’ but does not elaborate on the         proposed impacts. There 

are many potential direct (road construction, loss of habitat – Findlay and Houlahan 1997) and indirect 

impacts due to habitat fragmentation, including changes in configuration of patches (size and shape) and 

increases in edge habitats and species, and other edge effects (Faaborg et al. 1995)         that are not 

mentioned in the document        

   * There         has been no assessment of habitat connectivity for amphibians and         reptiles and the 

significant impacts both habitat loss, road and bridge construction will have on the species in the study 

area. On page 8-7 the document refers to a “potential for permanent loss of aquatic habitat and function” 

and refers to “this area was identified as a potential woodland amphibian breeding habitat”. The listed 



 
 

mitigation measures in this section do not mention amphibian and reptile breeding requirements, or any 

reference to the loss of habitat and potential long-term effects resulting from the isolation of populations 

unable to cross roads safely.                 

   * The only reference to invasive species is on page 95 (chapter 7.2.3) and it only addresses the 

introduction of non-native plant species. The document should be exploring how the activities may 

facilitate the establishment of a variety of invasive species. For example, the passage of vehicles along 

roadways and across the bridge in         Jackson Park may help to establish a variety of non-native 

species to the area.                  

 

Critique of mitigation measures: 

There is a the lack of reference to peer-reviewed materials to back up some of their assumptions with 

respect to mitigation as well as the lack of evidence to support their stipulations that “The long span 

bridge can be designed to minimize intrusion and disruption to  the natural features in Jackson Park. Low 

impact construction techniques can be used to reduce the impacts of construction.’ (Page ES-xxi). How 

can this be achieved? Where is the evidence from other such projects that show us that impacts, intrusion 

can be reduced? 

In Table 20, the Mitigation summary, it is written that ‘Restoration measures will focus on existing natural 

areas to: i) link isolated features, increasing landscape connectivity, ii) encourage the growth of various 

habitat types increasing biodiversity, and iii) target key wildlife species (i.e. Species at Risk) to increase 

suitable habitat.” This section suggests that some impacts of the proposed activities will have an impact 

on the connectivity of the landscape. But this is not detailed as an impact in chapter 7. There needs to be 

an identification and prioritization of restoration activities at a variety of scales to address various taxa. 

There is no mention of mitigation actions to address  reptiles (specifically turtles). Also, the report should        

stipulate that no construction will occur from April to July.          

There is no discussion of post- construction, long-term monitoring. 

The only amphibian mitigation listed was amphibian crossing structures (page 9-4). There are many other 

mitigation measures that have been used that need to be further explored, e.g. fencing, etc. (see Aresco, 

2005 and the State of Michigan Amphibian and Reptile Best Management Practices, 2014). 

 

  



 
 

Appendix D: Stormwater Management 

The theme of unrealistic ecological rehabilitation statements is continued with respect to stormwater 

management. The stormwater pond off of Whitfield Dr. in the WS101 catchment is particularly 

problematic. The report offers the use of natural channel design to connect with a pond that itself violates 

natural channel design because it is placed improperly in the flood plain. The connecting channel is 

proposed to be trapezoidal – again pre-empting natural channel design. The whole watercourse in which 

the connecting channel would be situated needs natural channel design, not only the new reach. 

The stormwater pond would jeopardize brook trout through thermal pollution in a location where previous 

city alteration of the watercourse has already impacted negatively on habitat. Ponds are not advisable in 

brook trout streams in Southern Ontario because of the thermal impacts. In this case mitigation is 

suggested in the form of four unrealistic options: 

Canopy trees. These might shade streams, but could not possibly overhang a pond for many years after 

planting and then only at the edge. 

 Reverse slope deep water outlet. The maximum depth of the pond would be 1.5 m. Thermal 

stratification would not be expected during summer even in a pond several times that depth, thus 

a bottom outlet would draw water of the same temperature as if it were at the surface.          

 A cobble trenched outlet. This might aerate the water, but would be unlikely to cool the 

temperature significantly. It may even warm the water earlier in daylight.          

 Sub-base collection of groundwater. This might work, but in the absence of a proper groundwater 

survey it is impossible to know. The ground water temperature may be inconsistent with the 

necessary stream temperatures. Brook trout are stenothermal, thus subject to mortality from 

change of temperature. Also very important is the existing function of the groundwater. It may 

already be in use because it is feeding the stream, the aquifer or other aquatic features in the 

lower watershed. Again, without a groundwater survey, this cannot be known and proposal for 

extraction of the groundwater is unfounded and premature. 

Another stormwater pond is proposed near the intersection of Fairbairn and the Parkhill to direct “major 

overland flow” into Jackson Creek. “Major” is not defined, but judging from the size of the pond related to 

the size of WS301, WS302 and WS303, this pond could only improve the quality of water from a relatively 

minor precipitation event. Unfortunately, in aquatic systems the impact of minor or precipitation events is 

quite small. The majority of problems result from high flow events. The pond would not prevent significant 

input to Jackson Creek of contaminated sediments and sediments in general. Additionally it is too small to 

have the gradual slopes (20:1) that are required to establish rooted aquatic plants, thus would be an 

eyesore. If a large enough pond could be build here, it would constitute a problem for fish, because of the 

retention of water needed by fish in Jackson Creek during the late summer when flow is minimal. 

Another environmental posture is the trapezoidal bio-retention swale proposed for north of Bears Creek 

with a 3:1 side slope and 0.5% longitudinal slope. This is far too steep to retain contaminants from water 

over the short distance that is available. A 30m lateral span would be required at minimum. 

In general, the above types of re-routing of water would have impacts, relating to the dewatering of 

natural ecological features. This is not addressed in the report. It is clear that construction of the proposed 

parkway would require stormwater management, but absolutely no recognition that the water currently 

serves. For example, in the vicinity of the proposed bridge over Jackson Creek there is a lovely linear 

wetland, populated with horsetail and other plants that are indicative of groundwater inputs. They clearly 



 
 

do not obtain their water from Jackson Creek, though they may contribute water to the creek. The 

groundwater origins could well be influenced by the alterations in hydrology in the valley and tablelands 

that would occur because of the bridge. Not only has the wetland not been surveyed for such sensitive 

plants and associated herptiles, but the source of the water has not been determined. 

Related to this, the existing pond by the gazebo in Jackson Creek is well-known to support adult snapping 

turtles, a species of concern. In low precipitation summers this pond almost dries up. Any further 

reduction of the water input to the pond in summer would impact on young turtles, especially the poorly 

mobile young of the year. Winter dewatering during construction and afterward would kill over-wintering 

turtles. No survey of turtles or their use of the pond, nearby wetlands and creek has been undertaken. 

ESR Report Appendix K - SWM Hilliard to Water: 

- interception of surface drainage by bio-swale diverts some relatively small areas from the Riverview 

Creek watershed to the Bears Creek watershed. The diversion reduces area and peak flows to Riverview 

Creek. The increase in watershed to Bears Creek is mitigated by the oversized bio-swale reducing peak 

flows to Bears Creek, however the diversion results in increased area and runoff volume (relatively small) 

going to Bears Creek. Although the peak flows at the point of entry to Bears Creek have been evaluated, 

it does not appear the Bears Creek hydrology downstream of the point of entry has been evaluated. 

There are flooding problems downstream of this point on Bears Creek. The recommendations include 

further evaluation in the Bears Creek Flood Reduction Study, so it defers addressing this to the other 

project/study. 

- the proposed bio-swale will require on-going maintenance to ensure its continued functioning. It is kind 

of like a filter - unless you look after and replace the filter, it won't continue to work. 

ESR Report Appendix K - Jackson Park: 

- it appears the proposed SWM pond will be located adjacent to a low point in the proposed Parkway. If 

the capacity of the SWM pond is exceeded the low point in the Parkway will be flooded to allow water to 

cross the road and flow to a channel on the opposite side that will outlet to the park/Jackson Park. This 

would not be a desirable design from an impact on the roadway perspective 

- the proposed SWM arrangement results in a small increase in peak flows for Jackson Creek. While in 

the opinion of the consultant the increase is negligible and acceptable, it is an increase nonetheless, and 

it may open up the door to other private developments proposing 'negligible and acceptable' increase, 

which cumulatively could prove to be significant and unacceptable. Also, the City are proposing other 

projects (Jackson Creek Diversion) to reduce flooding and flood damage on Jackson Creek. Accepting an 

increase here seems inconsistent to me. 

- they have assessed the proposed bridge/bridge piers on the Jackson Creek Floodline. They have 

determined that the proposed bridge piers will increase water levels and velocities at and immediately 

upstream of the piers. These impacts are probably limited to City owned lands within Jackson Park. They 

have not offered any mitigation for this other than to defer to the final design. The increase in velocity to 

me is probably of greater concern than the increase in flood depth. The increase in velocity could cause 

erosional damage. Bear in mind this is for the extreme flood event (Timmins storm). 

ESR Report Appendix K - Sunset Park Chemong Rd to Hilliard 

- the catchment on the west side of Chemong Rd will have stormwater quality treatment but no quantity 

control. It will outlet into the water course on the west side of Chemong Rd and then into the Chemong 



 
 

Road storm sewer, which in turn flows into the Downie Street trunk sewer mentioned above, which 

suffered significant flooding in 2004. Addressing the impacts on the Chemong Road sewer is being 

deferred to the Chemong Road Widening EA. I assume that addressing the effects on the Downie Street 

trunk sewer is being deferred to the Master Drainage Plan 

- other areas are being treated by the proposed SWM ponds located in the vacant property at the 

northeast corner of Chemong and Sunset. It is not entirely clear from the information, but I believe these 

ponds will have to be significantly below the existing grade and may end of looking like a bit of an 

aggregate pit. These ponds will outlet to the Northminister storm sewer and the Chemong Rd strorm 

sewer, which both connect to the above noted Downie Street trunk sewer. The ponds will reduce flows to 

existing levels. It appears that the assumption is that there are no problems with existing levels and 

capacity of these storm sewers, and if there are problems that they will be resolved through the Chemong 

Rd EA and or the Master Drainage Plan.  

We believe the approach they are taking is that the proposed Parkway will not create any new or 

additional problems, but it won't necessarily help fix any existing problems. Perhaps they shouldn't build 

the Parkway until these problems are resolved through these other mechanisms or alternatively fix these 

problems with the Parkway. 

ESR Report Appendix K - South: 

- the existing dry ponds on the east side of Medical Drive, south of Hospital Drive, were sized based on 

the downstream sewer capacity. The report states the ponds were oversized and compensate for any 

increases due to the widening of Medical Drive as a part of the Parkway, and therefore no further control 

of quantity is required. Presumably widening for the Parkway will increase runoff, and this will exceed the 

downstream sewer capacity. 

- some quality control was included in the design of the dry ponds. No further quality control is proposed. 

They have not confirmed if the quality control meets MOE requirements. 

-a proposed wetland SWM facility recommended north of Clonsilla in the Byersville/Harper Flood 

Reduction Study cannot be built since it conflicts with the proposed Parkway location. In its place a 

proposed quality and quantity pond is proposed. 

-part of the proposed swm pond and part of the Parkway will be located within portion of the Byersville 

Creek floodplain. No mitigation for this is provided. 

Modelling and Costs and Benefits 

 

  



 
 

Appendix E: Policy Conflicts Between the Parkway Approach 

and Local and Provincial Policy 

The following outline five instances (we feel there are more) where the proposals made under the 

Parkway Corridor EA conflict with existing Provincial policies. 

Plan for healthy communities and a high quality of life 

Local and Provincial policy documents encourage development that contributes to healthier communities 

and heightened quality of life for residents.  

Most salient examples, as they relate to the Parkway Project: 

 Healthy, active communities should be promoted by planning public streets, spaces and facilities 

to be safe, meet the needs of pedestrians, foster social interaction and facilitate active 

transportation and community connectivity. (2014 Provincial Policy Statement, section 1.5.1.a, 

page 15) 

 The development of the City’s Transportation System shall have regard for the overall quality-

of0life of all city residents in the provision of services and facilities. (2005 City of Peterborough 

Official Plan, section 5.2.1.iii, page 127) 

 To promote the achievement of a transportation system that balances the needs of the natural, 

social, and economic environments within the community, transportation system improvements 

should be compatible with the “small city” character of Peterborough… and should contribute to 

the positive air quality, noise and public safety goals of the community. (2012 City of 

Peterborough Comprehensive Transportation Plan Review, page 81) 

 The Greater Peterborough Area should encourage land use planning that protects the unique 

urban and rural charms of our communities and balances the rural-urban interface. (2012 

Sustainable Peterborough Plan, page 25) 

Prioritize the preservation and conservation of our natural areas  

Local and Provincial policy documents articulate that the preservation of natural areas should be a priority 

during land-use and transportation planning processes.  

 Most salient examples, as they relate to the Parkway Project: 

 Healthy, active communities should be promoted by recognizing provincial parks, conservation 

reserves, and other protected  areas, and minimizing negative impacts on these areas. (2014 

Provincial Policy Statement, section 1.5.1.d, page 15 & 2005 Provincial Policy Statement, section 

1.5.1.d, page 10) 

 Of great importance to stakeholders is the need to protect, enhance, and expand connections 

within and between the City’s natural areas and green spaces in order to maintain their ecological 

health. Existing policies should be reviewed to ensure that the protection of the natural 

 environment is a priority going forward. (2012 Official Plan Review Draft Policy Directions 

Report, section 4.2.1.2, page 32) 

 Maintain and improve a healthy natural environment within an urban setting by protecting and 

preserving those features considered to be a part of the natural heritage of the community. (2005 

City of Peterborough Official Plan, section 4.5.1.3, page 118) 



 
 

 Design and manage public green spaces in such a way as to maximize the presence and 

functions of natural systems. (2012 Sustainable Peterborough Plan, page 27) 

Adopt a TDM approach to mitigate congestion and capacity issues  

Local and Provincial policy documents direct that a TDM approach should be favoured as a resource-

efficient strategy to manage and decrease congestion and capacity issues.   

Most salient examples, as they relate to the Parkway Project: 

 Efficient use shall be made of existing and planned infrastructure, including through the use of 

transportation demand management strategies. (2014 Provincial Policy Statement, section 

1.6.7.2, page 17)  

 Incorporate a Transportation Demand Management Strategy that promotes active and 

sustainable modes and introduces land use policies that are conducive to these modes. (2012 

Official Plan Review Draft Policy Directions Report, section 4.5.1.18, page 43) 

Encourage active and efficient modes of transportation while discouraging vehicular travel 

Local and Provincial policy documents express a preference for supporting the use of active and efficient 

modes above facilitating vehicular movement.    

Most salient examples, as they relate to the Parkway Project: 

 A land use pattern, density and mix of uses should be promoted that minimize the length and 

number of vehicle trips and support current and future use of transit and active transportation. 

(2014 Provincial Policy Statement, section 1.6.7.4, page 17)  

 Healthy, active communities should be promoted by planning public streets, spaces and facilities 

to be safe, meet the needs of pedestrians, and facilitate pedestrian and non-motorized 

movement, including but not limited to, walking and cycling. (2005 Provincial Policy Statement, 

section 1.5.1.a, page 10) 

 A land use pattern, density and mix of uses should be promoted that minimize the length and 

number of vehicle trips and support the development of viable choices and plans for public transit 

and other alternative transportation modes, including commuter rail and bus. (2005 Provincial 

Policy Statement, section 1.6.5.4, page 12) 

 Provide accessible and active transportation opportunities that are  attractive alternatives to the 

private automobile. (2012 Official Plan Review Draft Policy Directions Report, section 4.5.1.4, 

page 43) 

 Consider policies that make it less convenient to drive a car. (2012 Official Plan Review Draft 

Policy Directions Report, section 4.5.1.5, page 43) 

 Although the private automobile will remain the primary mode of transportation, it will become 

less dominant as the City moves towards a more balanced transportation system with increased 

transit, cycling use, walking and average auto occupancy. (2012 City of Peterborough 

Comprehensive Transportation Plan Review, page 81) 

 Provide accessible and complete active transportation opportunities that are attractive 

alternatives to the private automobile.   (2012 Sustainable Peterborough Plan, page 29) 

  



 
 

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions related to transportation through education, promotion and 

land-use planning  

Local and Provincial policy documents identify the reduction of transportation-related greenhouse gas 

emissions as an explicit goal.  

Most salient examples, as they relate to the Parkway Project: 

 Planning authorities shall support energy conservation and efficiency, improved air quality, 

reduced greenhouse gas emissions, and climate change adaptation through land use and 

development patterns that promote the use of active transportation and transit in and between 

 residential, employment (including commercial and industrial) and  institutional uses and other 

areas (2014 Provincial Policy Statement, section 1.8.1.b, page 20 & 2005 Provincial Policy 

Statement, section 1.8.1.b, page 18) 

 Land use planning should encourage sustainable land use that considers the net environmental 

impacts. (2012 Sustainable Peterborough Plan, page 25) 
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Summary 

This report summarizes my comments on the City of Peterborough’s Comprehensive Transportation Plan 

and the Parkway Corridor environmental assessment and economic evaluation documents. I suggest that 

the Plan’s analysis should include a “Targeted Alternative Mode Improvements And TDM Programs” 

option, which considers whether equivalent or greater funding into alternative modes and TDM programs 

on the Parkway corridor would be more cost effective and overall beneficial than the proposed roadway 

expansion. This could be presented as a contingent option: that fully-funded Targeted Alternative Mode 

Improvements And TDM Programs be implemented first, and travel volumes and congestion monitored, 

and only if they fail to achieve targets will roads be expanded. 

 

 



 
 

Introduction 

The transportation profession is changing. The old paradigm assumed that “transportation” means 

driving, and so evaluated transportation system performance based primarily on the ease of driving, using 

indicators such as roadway level-of-service, average traffic speed on the Travel Time Index (an indicator 

of congestion delay). This skews planning to favor automobile-oriented improvements such as roadway 

expansions and parking subsidies. 

The new paradigm recognizes a wider range of planning objectives (or impacts), and a wider range of 

potential solutions; what we can call more comprehensive and multi-modal planning (LaPlante 2010; 

Litman 2013). This requires new evaluation methods which account for latent demand for walking, cycling 

and public transport, impacts on these modes (sometimes called multi-modal level-of-service indicators), 

a wider range of economic, social and environmental impacts, and complete streets policies (Dowling 

Associates 2008; Greenberg 2008; NDSC 2013).  

Peterborough’s Comprehensive Transportation Plan incorporates some but not all of these reforms. To its 

credit it includes improvements to alternative modes, Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 

programs, and smart growth development policies. However, it assumes that they will have little impact 

on travel activity and their benefits are too small to justify investments comparable to proposed roadway 

expansions.   

The risk of this plan is that transportation planning decisions can create self-fulfilling prophecies: if the 

planning process predicts that vehicle travel will grow in the future the community may invest more in 

roadway expansions and less in alternatives, creating more automobile-dependent communities which 

stimulates more driving. Had the same resources been invested in improving alternatives, in response to 

changing travel demands, vehicle travel will be reduced. There is good research indicating that motor 

vehicle travel is peaking in North America. Although there is some uncertainty and variability about how 

these trends will affect any one corridor or community, it is unlikely that the Peterborough region will vary 

so much that per capita vehicle travel grows significantly in the future, particularly if local and regional 

governments continue to improve walking, cycling and public transit, and implement cost-effective TDM 

programs. 

Part of the problem is the way transportation engineers define risk and the resulting burden of proof. The 

conventional approach assumes that traffic congestion is the most important transportation problem, so 

insufficient roadway capacity is a “failure.” This encourages decision makers to err on the side of 

oversupply to be “conservative.” This use of the term is backward: overestimating vehicle traffic growth, 

and therefore overestimating future congestion problems will result in excessive roadway capacity 

expansions, which are economically inefficient and unfair, which is the opposite of conservative. A truly 

conservative approach is to acknowledge uncertainty and develop a responsive plan which implements 

cost-effective improvements to alternative modes (walking, cycling and public transport) and TDM 

strategies, and only expands roads and parking facilities if traffic volumes and congestion actually 

increase to unacceptable levels. This management approach can provide a much broader range of 

benefits (reduced downstream traffic and parking congestion, consumer savings, accident reductions, 

improving mobility options for non-drivers, pollution emissions, improved community livability, etc.). I 

suspect that most projected roadway capacity expansions can be avoided with alternatives that are more 

cost effective and beneficial overall. 



 
 

Questionable Assumptions 

This section discusses various questionable assumptions. 

Predicted Growth in Vehicle Travel Demands and Congestion 

Proposed roadway expansions are based on predictions of future automobile travel demands (the amount 

that people want to drive under various conditions) and resulting in traffic congestion. The model used 

assumes that motor vehicle traffic volumes will grow on this corridor, resulting in severe traffic congestion. 

Those assumptions are questionable for three reasons: 

1. Automobile travel is peaking while demand for alternative modes in increasing.  

2. Conventional traffic models which lack full feedback (they do not account for the tendency of traffic 
congestion to discourage peak-period automobile trip generation and urban fringe development) 
exaggerate future congestion problems and the potential effectiveness of improving alternative modes 
and TDM programs  

3. These changing travel demands tend to increase the effectiveness and cost effectiveness of improving 
alternative modes, smart growth development policies and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
programs.  

 

For these reasons, the growth in traffic volumes and congestion problems predicted by the model 

represent upper-bound values – there are good reasons to believe that actual traffic growth and 

congestion severity will be significantly lower, particularly if the City and region implements additional 

TDM strategies, which will defer, reduce or eliminate the need to expand roadways. These shifts will also 

reduce the economic return on investment (i.e., the Benefit/Cost ratio) of the project investments in 

absolute and compared with alternatives. For example, these changing travel demands are likely to make 

roadway expansion investments less cost-effective compared with investments in cycling, ridesharing, 

public transit improvements, and in TDM programs. Below is more detailed discussion of these issues. 

 

These issues are discussed in detail below. 

 

Motor Vehicle Travel is Peaking 

Automobile travel is peaking while demand for alternative modes in increasing, due to current 

demographic and economic trends including aging population, rising fuel prices, increasing urbanization, 

improving travel options, increasing health and environmental concerns, and changing travel and housing 

location preferences, particularly among young people (ITF 2013; Sivak 2013; Polzin, Chu and McGuckin 

2011). Per capita vehicle travel has certainly peaked, and has declined sufficiently that total vehicle travel 

has hardly grown in most developed countries for most of the last decade. Peterborough’s traffic 

prediction model does not account for these factors. As a result, even without interventions there is likely 

to be less automobile traffic growth than the Plan assumes.  

 

Figure 1 U.S. Annual Vehicles Mileage Trends (USDOT 2010) 



 
 

 

In the U.S., per capita vehicle travel peaked in the 1990s, and total vehicle travel peaked about 2006. 
Vehicle travel is now more than 10% below what was predicted by extrapolating past trends. Most 
experts agree that North American vehicle travel will grow more slowly than in the past, or not at all.  
 

Motor vehicle travel volumes are now more than 10% below what most traffic models predicted. Although 

vehicle travel may increase on some corridors where there is rapid population or industrial growth, most 

communities are likely to experience minimal growth or reductions in traffic volumes, particularly if 

communities improve travel options. 

 

Figure 2 International Vehicle Travel Trends (EC 2007; FHWA, Various Years) 

 

Per capita vehicle travel grew rapidly between 1970 and 1990, but has since leveled off and is much 
lower in European countries than in the U.S. 
 

 

The Canadian government does not publish comprehensive vehicle travel trend data so we cannot know 

exactly how vehicle travel is changing in here, but virtually all of the demographic and economic trends 
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that are reducing vehicle travel demand in other countries also apply here, so travel peaking is probably 

occurring in most Canadian communities (Elash 2011; Litman 2006; Millard-Ball and Schipper 2010). As 

a result: 

 In most Canadian communities, vehicle travel growth rates will be much lower in the future than in the 
past, in many cases they will be flat or negative. Local peak-period vehicle traffic is only likely to grow in 
areas with significant employment growth.  

 Travelers are likely to be more responsive to TDM strategies, including improvements to alternative 
modes, road and parking pricing reforms, smart growth land use policies, and TDM programs such as 
commute trip reduction programs and mobility management marketing (discussed later). 

 Congestion will not increase as much as most models predict, and congestion will maintain self-limiting 
equilibrium. For example, if a greater portion of the population is retired, so their travel is more flexible, 
and demand for alternative modes is increasing, travelers will probably be more willing to shift travel 
times, routes and modes in response to modest levels of congestion, so congestion will not be as severe 
as would occur with higher automobile demand and lower demand for alternative modes. 

 

During periods of growing travel demand it was reasonable to overbuild roadways on the assumption that 

the additional capacity would eventually be needed, it was simply a matter of when, not whether. For 

example, in the 1960s or 70s, when vehicle travel volumes were growing at 2-3% annually, highway 

engineers could rationally recommend building extra lanes and larger intersections than needed in the 

short- or medium-term, since the added capacity would eventually fill. That is no longer justified. Now, 

many corridors will experience no or negative traffic growth, and overbuilding will be as inefficient as 

underbuilding capacity. In addition, demand management strategies are likely to be more effective in the 

future; due to improved methods and changing traveler preferences. For example, it is now possible to 

implement targeted improvements in travel options (cycling, ridesharing and public transit services) with 

complementary commute trip reduction and mobility marketing programs, which encourage people who 

commute on a particular corridor to shift from automobile to alternative modes, resulting in more efficient 

use of existing road capacity (more travelers per peak-period on existing travel lanes).  

 

The Model Exaggerates Future Congestion Costs and Roadway Expansion 

Benefits 

If the predictions of future congestion costs in Peterborough were generated by conventional traffic 

models which lack full feedback (that is, they do not account for the tendency of traffic congestion to 

discourage peak-period automobile trip generation and urban fringe development), they will exaggerate 

future congestion problems and the potential effectiveness of improving alternative modes and TDM 

programs (Gorham 2009; Kockelman 2011; Litman 2001). Such models also tend to be insensitive to 

qualitative factors such as public transit comfort and amenities such as improved transit user information 

and on-board Internet services which have proven to have significant ridership impacts. These traffic 

models often assumes that peak-period vehicle trips will grow between zones even if the roads 

connecting them become congested and public transit service improves.  

 

There is little evidence in the 2012 Comprehensive Transportation Plan that the model used to predict 

future travel demand and roadway expansion benefits account for these factors. In Table 7 it predicts 

modest population and employment growth between 2006 and 2021 (12% and 4% respectively). Table 9 



 
 

predicts more growth by 2031 (34% total trips), suggesting that most expected travel growth will occur 

during the later time period, which is very difficult to predict.  

 

The Plan discusses, but the model does not incorporate, demographic and economic trends that are likely 

to reduce travel demands: 

 It acknowledges (p. 46) that “two-thirds of the population growth expected in the Peterborough Census 
Division will be associated with the age category of ‘65 years and over’”, that this group generates far 
fewer peak period vehicle trips than younger groups. It argues that the current generation of seniors drive 
more annual miles than previous seniors, which is true, but insufficient to account for the large reductions 
in travel, particularly peak-period travel. 

 There is considerable evidence that the Millennial generation (currently 20-35 years of age) are less likely 
to have a driver’s license or own an automobile, and are driving about 20% less than previous generations 
did at the same age, suggesting a structural change which will continue as they age (Morris 2012). This is 
likely to reduce long-term travel demands (Davis, Dutzik and Baxandall 2012). This is not discussed in the 
Plan or considered in the Plan. 

 The Plan acknowledges but the model does not account for, the possibility that future fuel price increases, 
or increases in other vehicle user charges, such as more application of parking pricing or distance-based 
vehicle insurance, would reduce vehicle travel.  

 Although the city’s Comprehensive Transportation Plan includes features to encourage more central 
residential and employment development (p. 32), the model assumes that during the next two decades 
an increased share of trips originating/destined will occur beyond the City’s boundary and there will be no 
gains in downtown’s share of total employment (p. 58). This implies that the Model assumes that the Plan 
will fail. These assumptions should be examined and justified. Many cities are experiencing more 
compact, infill development through a combination of smart growth development policies and changing 
consumer preferences; housing market preference surveys indicate that a growing portion of households 
prefer living in more accessible, multi-modal neighborhoods(Nelson 2006). Many North American cities 
are experiencing significant growth in central neighborhood housing and declining demand for urban-
fringe, automobile-dependent housing (GWL 2010). If this occurrs in Peterborough it will tend to dampen 
motor vehicle travel demand and increase the potential effectiveness of TDM programs. For example, if 
the portion of commuters who live near good cycling paths and high quality public transit increases, 
commute trip reduction programs (efforts by employers to reduce automobile commutes) are likely to be 
more effective than if current housing patterns continue. 

 The Plan includes substantial walking, cycling and public transit service improvements which should 
reduce automobile trip generation. Such mode shifts tend to have leverage effects: a 1% increase in 
transit mode share by often causes a 2-10% reduction in automobile travel, particularly if improvements 
to alternative modes allow some households to reduce their vehicle ownership. For example, if transit 
improvements allow a commuter to shift from driving to transit, their household may reduce vehicle 
ownership which leverages reductions in other local trips such as cross-town shopping. 

 

As a result of these omissions the model probably overestimates future peak-period vehicle trip 

generation and congestion. Its predictions should be considered upper-bound estimates: actual impacts 

are likely to be much lower. Although it may be difficult to predict the exact magnitude of these impacts, 

the direction of their impacts is clear: they will reduce future congestion costs and roadway expansion 

benefits. This suggests that the range of variables considered in sensitivity analysis should be shifted 

downward, that a higher benefit/cost ratio threshold should be used; a 1.05 B/C should be considered 

inadequate if there is uncertainty concerning future demand growth, and that demand management 



 
 

strategies should be used to defer major capacity expansion projects as long as possible to avoid 

overbuilding.  

The report justifies use of upper-bound predictions by stating “Given the uncertainty involved and the 

desire to be conservative in identifying future network deficiencies, no downward revision to the future 

travel demand estimates across the City was made to account for the aging population.” (p. 47). The term 

“conservative” in this case is used backward: overstating future traffic demand to justify major 

infrastructure investments is the opposite of being cautious and conservative in spending. A truly 

conservative approach uses lower-bound growth estimates and only advocates roadway expansion if, 

after more cost effective solutions are implemented, the demands and benefits are proven. 

Alternatives Are More Effective Than Predicted 

Changing travel demands tend to increase the effectiveness and cost effectiveness of improving 

alternative modes, smart growth development policies and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 

programs (Puentes 2013). For example, a public transit improvement that in the past would have causes 

a 5-point mode shift could cause a 10-point mode shift if fuel prices are higher, transit commuting less 

stigmatized, or if transit improvements are implemented in conjunction with smart growth policies and 

commute trip reduction programs. Similarly, smart growth policies that increase the supply of housing in 

central neighborhoods and along transit corridors are likely to attract more residents than in the past.  

Alternative Solutions 

The Plan fails to compare roadway expansion with specific, reasonable alternatives. These should 

include:  

 Improved traffic management, such as signal controls, to improve traffic flow on the corridors. 

 Targeted improvements in walking, cycling, ridesharing and public transit on the corridor. This could 
include better sidewalks, bike-lanes, more frequent peak-period bus service, nicer buses and bus stops, 
more convenient bus user information, discounted fare, bus lanes, and commuter amenities such as on-
board Internet service. 

 Ridesharing (particularly vanpooling) programs for longer-distance commuters. 

 Targeted commute trip reduction, mobility management marketing and other targeted TDM programs 
which encourage people who commute on the corridor to use alternative modes. 

 

Mode Share Targets 

The Plan includes only modest mode shift targets, such as growth in transit mode share from current 4% 

up to 5% or 6%, and similar modest growth in walking and cycling mode share. These small shifts would 

probably occur without intervention due to previously discussed demographic and economic trends 

including aging population, rising fuel prices, increasing health and environmental concerns and changing 

consumer preferences. The plan argues that such mode shifts cannot reduce traffic congestion.  

 

“Public input has been overwhelmingly in support of adopting the higher transit mode share target 

of 6%. This reflects the increased interest in sustainable forms of transportation. It also reflects 

the belief by some that “more transit” means “fewer roads”. While this is certainly conceivable for 



 
 

large urban centers (e.g., City of Toronto) where transit comprises a relatively larger percentage 

of the travel market, it is not the case for smaller urban centers such as Peterborough. A more 

appropriate expectation is that “more transit” means “less congestion”. Achieving a high transit 

mode share target will translate to less vehicles across the road network and less congestion, but 

will not likely result in avoiding a road widening or a new river crossing.” 

Regional ridership is a poor indicator of such a plan’s ability to reduce congestion; shifts that seem small 

when measured as total regional mode shifts could provide significant congestion reductions if 

concentrated on congested roadways. The key question is relative attractiveness of alternative modes on 

the congested roadways, and the size of mode shifts that occur there. As previously discussed in this 

report, traffic congestion tends to maintain equilibrium; the quality of alternative modes affects the point of 

equilibrium; if alternative modes are poor people will drive even if congestion is severe, but if alternatives 

are convenient, fast and comfortable travelers will be more willing to shift, reducing congestion for all road 

users (Aftabuzzaman, Currie and Sarvi 2011; Litman 2012). Shifting a few hundred commuters from 

automobile to alternative modes can be sufficient to avoid the need to expand urban arterials.  

The Plan includes only modest transit priority measures (p. 142), although many Canadian cities of 

comparable size have or are developing bus lanes and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) systems 

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_bus_rapid_transit_systems#Canada): 

 Brampton, Ontario (suburban Toronto): Brampton Transit's Züm 

 Calgary, Alberta: Calgary Transit Routes 301, 302, and 305 

 Durham Region, Ontario (suburban Toronto): Durham Region Transit's DRT Pulse 

 Gatineau, Quebec (suburban Ottawa): Société de transport de l'Outaouais'sRapibus 

 Halifax, Nova Scotia: Metro Transit's MetroLink 

 Kelowna, British Columbia: Kelowna Regional Transit System's RapidBus. 

 Mississauga, Ontario (suburban Toronto): Mississauga Transit's MiExpress 

 Quebec City, Quebec: Réseau de transport de la Capitale's Métrobus 

 Saint John, New Brunswick: Saint John Transit's ComeX Routes 

 Saskatoon, Saskatchewan: Saskatoon Transit's DART (Direct Access Rapid Transit) lines 

 Waterloo Region, Ontario: Grand River Transit's iXpress 

 Winnipeg, Manitoba: Winnipeg Transit's Winnipeg RT 

 York Region, Ontario (suburban Toronto): York Region Transit's Viva 
 

Similarly, the Plan’s proposed inter-regional bus improvements are modest and could be significantly 

more effective at modest cost. For example, using coach buses with comfortable seats, washrooms and 

on-board Internet service can significantly increase ridership by intercity commuters.  

Many similar cities are doing much more to improve transit service and increase transit ridership as part 

of regional congestion reduction strategies. For example, the City of Kelowna, which is similar in size to 

Peterborough, expects that its Central Okanagan Smart Transit Plan will double regional transit ridership 

by 2021 with cost effective service improvements and incentives, in order to reduce the need to expand 

regional highways (CORD 2005).  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_bus_rapid_transit_systems#Canada
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Brampton_Transit
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Z%C3%BCm
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Calgary_Transit
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Durham_Region_Transit
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/DRT_Pulse
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Soci%C3%A9t%C3%A9_de_transport_de_l%27Outaouais
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rapibus
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Metro_Transit_(Halifax)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/MetroLink_(Halifax)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kelowna_Regional_Transit_System
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/MiWay
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mississauga_Transitway
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/R%C3%A9seau_de_transport_de_la_Capitale
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Saint_John_Transit
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Saskatoon_Transit
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Grand_River_Transit
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/IXpress
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Winnipeg_Transit
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Winnipeg_RT
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/York_Region_Transit
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Viva_(bus_rapid_transit)


 
 

The City of Brampton is a bedroom community of the Greater Toronto Area (GTA) with many of its 

residents commuting to other parts of the GTA. A 1995-1996 transportation study revealed that, even if all 

of Brampton’s roads were built to capacity, 25% of all trips would need to be by transit to avoid significant 

congestion. Between 1989 and 1996, however, transit ridership in Brampton declined by 12%, dropping 

from a record high of over 5.5 million trips each year to 4.9 million. In response the city adopted several 

transit objectives: 

 Develop safe and attractive transit systems and services to improve personal mobility and travel 
choices and conserve energy resources; 

 Expand the local transit system; 

 Monitor and manage land use designations to support transit and reduce congestion; 

 Provide convenient transit service between Brampton and Mississauga, Metro Toronto, and other 
area municipalities; and 

 Develop a rapid transit system in co-ordination with other activities in the GTA. 

While it is difficult to attribute the following results directly to Brampton’s early transit 

phase-in policy, the city’s success does corroborate the effectiveness of the approach. 

Between 1996 and 2000, ridership grew by 40%, double the increase in Brampton’s 

population, and double the national transit ridership increases for the same period. When 

the city initiated this policy, it wanted to achieve a 65% cost recovery rate. Between 

1996 and 2000 the cost recovery rate rose from 62% to 74% in 2000. 

 

In 1992, Quebec City’s Réseau de transport de la Capitale (RTC) launched the high-frequency Métrobus 

bus service to increase public transit ridership. These buses travel on reserved bus lanes along major 

arteries to minimize travel times. Fast, frequent and dependable, the Métrobus service is very much 

appreciated by users and has proven effective in increasing ridership. The RTC’s strategic plans now 

include three new Métrobus lines. 

Other Examples: 

http://data.tc.gc.ca/archive/eng/programs/environment-utsp-casestudypublictransit-294.htm 

http://data.tc.gc.ca/archive/eng/programs/environment-utsp-casestudypublictransit2-821.htm   

http://data.tc.gc.ca/archive/eng/programs/environment-utsp-casestudyactivetransportation-1069.htm  

The Examples and Case Studies section of this report provides more references. 

 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Analysis 

The Plan includes (p. 85-86) some TDM programs. These are modest, consisting largely of low-funded 

and voluntary programs. The Plan does not include many of the TDM strategies that are most effective at 

reducing congestion, such as adequately supported commute trip reduction programs, funded rideshare 

services, city-wide parking management (VTPI 2013). This suggests that TDM could be much more 

effective than what is currently proposed. 

http://data.tc.gc.ca/archive/eng/programs/environment-utsp-casestudypublictransit-294.htm
http://data.tc.gc.ca/archive/eng/programs/environment-utsp-casestudypublictransit2-821.htm
http://data.tc.gc.ca/archive/eng/programs/environment-utsp-casestudyactivetransportation-1069.htm


 
 

The Plan only considers general (region-wide) TDM programs. Targeted (on congested corridors) 

programs are likely to be more cost effective at reducing congestion and the need to expand roadways. 

Such a program could include, for example, cycling, ridesharing and transit service improvements, 

commute trip reduction, and mobility management marketing that targets commuters on the Parkway 

corridor.  

Similarly, the Plan lists (p. 93) various smart growth policies that the City plans to implement in order to 

create more compact, multi-modal neighborhoods and more centralized employment. Residents of such 

communities tend to own fewer motor vehicles, drive less (often 30-50% less) and rely more on 

alternative modes than they would if living in automobile-oriented neighborhoods These have the 

potential of significantly reducing per capita motor vehicle trip generation. Yet, these impacts are not 

considered in the traffic modelling, which assume that most future development will occur at the urban 

fringe and downtown Peterborough will lose regional employment share (p. 58).   

The Plan’s economic analysis does not account for the full benefits of TDM programs, or evaluate the 

marginal benefits of more comprehensive TDM programs. TDM strategies tend to provide a wide range of 

benefits, besides congestion reductions, including parking cost savings, consumer savings, improved 

mobility for non-drivers, accident reductions, and pollution reductions. All of these benefits should be 

considered in their economic evaluation. The analysis does not consider whether an expanded TDM 

program would be cost effective.  

The Plan concludes “While TDM holds considerable promise, it will not be sufficient on its own to address 

future mobility needs. Supply-side improvements will also be needed to resolve anticipated capacity 

deficiencies as described in the following section.” This statement is made without qualification or 

analysis. It indicates that the planning process is biased against demand management. If automobile 

travel demand is declining and demand for alternative modes is increasing in Peterborough, as previously 

discussed, TDM programs are likely to become much more effective in the future than in the past, and 

may be sufficient to address future accessibility needs. The Plan’s pessimistic conclusions indicate bias 

against demand management. A more accurate and neutral statement would be, “While TDM holds 

considerable promise, it may be insufficient on its own to achieve traffic congestion reduction targets. 

Only experience with these programs will determine their effectiveness and cost effectiveness in this 

situation. Supply-side improvements may also be needed to resolve anticipated capacity deficiencies as 

described in the following section.” 

Induced Travel Analysis 

Studies indicate that under typical conditions, more than half of roadway capacity added to reduce traffic 

congestion is filled within five years of project completion by generated traffic (additional peak-period 

vehicle travel that would not otherwise occur), with continued but slower growth in later years, and that 

most the long-term generated traffic consists of induced travel (total increases in vehicle travel, excluding 

travel time and route shifts) (Hanson and Huang 1997; Kockelman 2011; Litman 2001). 

The Benefit Cost Assessment (p. 6) argues, without evidence, that induced demand will be insignificant. 

This seems unlikely, particularly if roadway expansion is compared with investing similar resources in 

alternative modes and TDM programs which will reduce total vehicle travel. 

The consultant’s discussion of induced travel ignores the incremental external costs that results from 

increased vehicle traffic, and therefore the external cost reductions from other congestion solutions. For 

example, if expanding the Parkway induces additional vehicle travel, this is likely to increase downstream 

congestion (congestion on other roads), parking congestion and subsidy requirements to governments 



 
 

and businesses, accident and pollution emissions. Such costs can be reduced if demand management 

strategies reduce total vehicle traffic. 

Economic Evaluation 

Conventional economic evaluation tends to overlook or undervalue many of the costs of increased 

automobile travel and many TDM benefits. For example, when comparing the benefits and costs roadway 

expansions with improvements to alternative modes, conventional project evaluation models ignore 

parking costs and vehicle ownership costs, the value of improving mobility options for non-drivers, plus 

health and safety benefits from reduced automobile traffic and increased use of active travel modes. 

These omissions tend to favor roadway expansions over improvements to alternative modes and demand 

management strategies. More comprehensive and multi-modal evaluation tends to increase the economic 

value of alternative transportation improvement strategies.  

Most conventional traffic models assume that any congestion reduction reduces fuel consumption and 
pollution emissions, but recent research indicates that this seldom occurs because fuel consumption and 
emission rates per vehicle-kilometer are minimized at about 30-60 km/hr., so roadway expansions that 
increase traffic from moderate to freeflow speeds tend to increase emission rates, and total emissions 
tend to increase if additional vehicle travel is induced (Barth and Boriboonsomin 2009; Bigazzi and Figliozzi 
2012).  Similarly, many models assume that any roadway expansion reduces traffic accidents, although by 
increasing traffic speeds, roadway expansions often increase crash severity and casualties (Kockelman 
2011; Marchesini and Weijermars 2010) 
Table 1 shows a basic framework for comparing roadway expansions with other congestion reduction 

strategies. Although roadway expansions help reduce congestion (at least until the additional capacity is 

filled with generated traffic), it provides few other benefits. If it induces additional vehicle travel, and so 

increases total motor vehicle travel in a community, it tends to contradict other planning objectives. 

Table 1 Comparing Strategies 

Planning Objectives Roadway Expansion Alt. Mode and TDM Programs 

Increase user convenience and comfort   

Congestion reduction   

Roadway cost savings   

Parking cost savings   

Consumer cost savings   

Reduced traffic accidents   

Improved mobility options   

Energy conservation   

Pollution reduction   

Physical fitness and health   

Land use objectives   

( = Achieve objectives.) Roadway expansions primarily provide one benefit, reduced congestion (even 
that tends to decline due to generated traffic). Improving alternative modes and TDM programs tend to 
provide a much wider range of benefits, all of which should be considered in economic evaluation.  
 

Of course, this is a simplified analysis framework. These impacts can be described (for example, the 

matrix could include a discussion of how roadway expansion, improving alternative modes and TDM 

strategies such as pricing reforms affect consumer costs or mobility for non-drivers) and quantified.  

Objectives can be prioritized, with different values assigned to different ones, or monetized by estimating 



 
 

the monetary value of impacts such as parking costs, accident and pollution damages, and improved 

public fitness and health. Regardless of which method is used, more comprehensive evaluation 

recognizes that transport planning decisions can have diverse impacts, including many that are indirect 

and external, affecting people who do not use a particular facility or mode. 

Travel Time Valuation 

The Benefit Cost document indicates that travel time is valued at $15.75 per hour (p. 5), which is higher 

than transportation economists generally recommend. The Plan indicates that travel time is valued at a 

more reasonable $10 per hour (p. 67). Since travel time savings are a dominant benefit of roadway 

expansion, the value assigned to it is a critical factor in economic evaluation. It is therefore important that 

the economic evaluation report clearly explain the assumptions used for valuing travel time savings. 

There is been considerable research concerning the value to apply to travel time and travel time savings. 

This research indicates that commercial travel (freight and service vehicles, and people traveling on 

business) should be valued based on the combined value of wages and benefits, vehicle costs, and the 

time value of products, while personal travel time should be valued based on travelers’ Willingness-To-

Pay (WTP) for incremental time savings. Various studies have measured this, for example, by testing 

what motorists will pay in optional tolls for an uncongested or higher design speed roadway. The results 

indicate that on average motorists are typically willing to pay 30-50% of wages with a right-ward skew (the 

majority of motorists have lower WTP, but a minority have much higher WTP than average). 

Some jurisdictions have official values or formula for calculating travel times. For example, the U.S. 

Department of Transportation publishes guidelines which recommend valuing personal travel time at 30-

50% of wages (USDOT 2011). Canada has no standard value but Transport Canada has published 

detailed research which recommends valuing personal time at 50% of wages (Zhang, et al. 2005, p. 105). 

Multiple Accounts Evaluation 

Many assumptions in the Multiple Accounts Framework evaluation are difficult to understand. Some of the 

Measure of Effectiveness (MoE) appear to be incorrectly defined and biased in favor of roadway 

expansion. Further, the scoring method seems to allow only positive impacts, although it is likely that 

some impacts will be negative, particularly if roadway expansions induce additional vehicle travel 

compared with what would otherwise occur (for example, compared with investing the same resources to 

improve alternative modes and implement TDM strategies). 

 MoE 2, Fuel consumption by passenger vehicles. This seems to assume that roadway expansions conserve 
vehicle fuel by reducing traffic congestion. This assumption is generally unfounded (Barth and 
Boriboonsomin 2009; Bigazzi and Figliozzi 2012). Vehicle fuel consumption and emission rates tend to 
minimize at 50-70 kilometers per hour, which is a typical speed under modest congestion (LOS C and D). 
As a result, reducing extreme (LOS E or F) congestion tends to conserve energy and reduce emissions, but 
reducing modest congestion (from LOS C or D) to freeflow speeds tends to increase per kilometer fuel 
consumption, and any induced vehicle travel tends to increase total fuel consumption and emissions. If 
the proposed roadway expansions are likely to increase some traffic over 7 kilometers per hour, or induce 
additional vehicle travel, it is inappropriate to assume that they conserve fuel. 

 MoE 3 (Vehicle hours of delay by passenger vehicles), 4 (Monetary value of user benefits) and 6 (Supports 
mobility and performance goals for the road network) all measure the same impact – reduced congestion 
delays. This triple-counts roadway expansion benefits. 

 MoE 8 (Supports active modes of transportation (e.g., walking and cycling)) claims to consider how a 
project affects walking and cycling conditions, yet all ratings are positive. However, expanding roads 



 
 

(more lanes) and increasing traffic volumes and speeds tend to degrade walking and cycling conditions 
(called the barrier effect). This also tends to reduce transit access since most transit trips include walking 
links. These impacts are often significant – parents often forbid their children to walk to school if they 
must cross more than two-lane, low-speed roads, and so drive their children which increases peak-period 
vehicle trips.  

 MoE 9 (Supports business activity) claims to consider whether a project improves downtown “vitality.” 
Vital downtowns tend to have less total vehicle travel. If roadway expansions induce additional vehicle 
travel they may reduce downtown vitality. 

 

The modeling assumes four daily hours of congestion of LOS D or worse (p. 71). That seems awfully 

high; smaller cities seldom have such durable congestion. A more likely assumption is that, at worst major 

roads will experience 30-60 minutes of LOS D, with up to four daily hours of LOS C.  

Equity Analysis 

The proposed projects provide a relatively narrow scope of benefits: congestion reductions to peak-period 

motorists on that corridor. Non-drivers could be made worse off because wider roads and increased traffic 

speeds create barriers. The alternative options, walking, cycling and public transit improvements and 

TDM programs could provide a much wider scope of benefits, including benefits to physically and 

economically disadvantaged people, and so are more equitable overall.  

Economic (Benefit/Cost) Evaluation 

The economic evaluation indicates that the Parkway road expansions have a Benefit/Cost ratio of only 

1.05, which is very low. This means that if project costs are slightly higher than predicted, or project 

benefits are slightly less than predicted, the project is unjustified. For example, page 10 indicates that a 

modest increase in property acquisition costs would make the project fail. Even if the B/C ratio is positive, 

there are probably other transportation investments with much higher economic returns that should be 

implemented first. For example, if targeted alternative mode improvements or TDM programs can provide 

comparable traffic congestion reductions as the roadway expansions, they are probably far more cost 

effective overall since roadway expansions tend to increase indirect costs (e.g., barrier effect, 

downstream traffic and parking congestion, accidents, pollution emissions, etc.) while improving 

alternative modes and TDM strategies provide indirect benefits (improved mobility for non-drivers, 

consumer savings, improved health and safety, etc.). 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

The Parkway evaluation is based on several assumptions and analysis methods that are probably 

inaccurate and inappropriate. 

The traffic and congestion predictions fail to account for various demographic and economic trends that 

are reducing automobile travel demand and increasing demand for alternative modes. As a result, their 

predictions represent upper-bound estimates, actual growth will probably be much lower. They admit but 

defend this, arguing that the evidence is unproven. The evidence of these shifts is actually very strong; 

the key question is the magnitude in a particular community. The question therefore is whether 

Peterborough has attributes that will result in continued automobile travel growth while most other 

communities are experiencing flat or declining vehicle traffic. 



 
 

The Comprehensive Transportation Plan’s proposed walking, cycling and public transit improvements, 

and TDM programs are modest. If the resources budgeted for roadway expansions were instead used to 

improve alternative modes and implement TDM programs, traffic growth would probably decline further. 

This could provide far greater total benefits since it helps achiever other planning objectives such as 

reduced downstream traffic and parking congestion (and therefore increased downtown vibrancy), 

consumer savings, improved mobility for non-drivers and reduced accidents. 

 All of the alternative mode and TDM planning assumes regional programs, although traffic congestion 

problems are concentrated. Targeted programs could be more cost effective at reducing congestion 

(although they would do less to achieve other objectives, such as improving basic mobility for non-

drivers). 

The report is unnecessarily negative about the feasibility of demand management reducing congestion 

and avoiding the need for roadway expansions. The plan provides no evidence for these conclusions. 

The analysis fails to consider a “Targeted Alternative Mode Improvements And TDM Programs” option, 

although I suspect it would be most cost effective and beneficial overall. The challenge this option faces is 

that alternative modes and TDM programs are traditionally funded at much lower levels than roadway 

expansions, so they are designed to look ineffective, and the economic evaluation overlooks many of 

their benefits. Our challenge is to convince the city to consider a fully-funded version and evaluate it 

considering all impacts (benefits and costs). 

The approximately $55 million projected roadway expansion capital cost represents about $2.6 million 

annualized value; this is the amount that could be justified if this option can avoid the need for the 

proposed roadway expansion projects, however, this is just one of the economic impacts to consider. 

Roadway expansion is likely to induce additional vehicle travel which will increase some external costs 

(downstream traffic and parking congestion, accidents and pollution emissions) while improving 

alternative modes and demand management strategies can provide additional benefits besides 

congestion reductions (downstream congestion and parking cost reductions, consumer savings, improved 

mobility for non-drivers, increase traffic safety, emission reductions, etc.), so much higher investments in 

alternatives may be justified. 

The Plan’s multi-accounts evaluation is biased in several ways that favor roadway expansion: it fails to 

consider some of the negative impacts (increased fuel consumption and accidents, and degraded walking 

and cycling conditions) that result from wider roads and induced vehicle traffic, and it triple-counts travel 

time savings from reduced congestion. These MoEs would favor investments in alternative modes and 

TDM programs, if they were appropriately evaluated. 

The 1.05 Benefit/Cost ratio is very poor; such projects should not be accepted if costs may be higher or 

benefits smaller than predicted, or if other investments may provide greater economic returns. I suspect 

that comprehensive analysis would indicate that alternatives are far cheaper, more beneficial, and more 

equitable overall (since it benefits a wider range of residents) than what is currently proposed, and so 

should be given a chance. For example, suggest that the roadway expansions be deferred until 

congestion actually reaches LOS D for more than one hour per day.  

 



 
 

Examples and Case Studies 

There are many good examples of successful transportation demand management programs, including 

many in middle-size Canadian cities. For information see: 

BA Consulting (2008), TDM Supportive Guidelines For Development Approvals: A Handbook For 
Practitioners, Association for Commuter Transportation of Canada (www.actcanada.com); at 
www.actcanada.com/actcanada/en/tdmsupportiveguidlines1.aspx.  
 
Noxon Associates (2008), The Case For TDM In Canada: Transportation Demand Management Initiatives 
And Their Benefits – A Handbook For Practitioners, Association for Commuter Transportation of Canada 
(www.actcanada.com); at 
www.actcanada.com/EN/Downloads/Case%20for%20TDM%20in%20Canada%20FINAL%20October%202
008.pdf.  
 
Moving On Sustainable Transportation (MOST), Transport Canada (http://data.tc.gc.ca); project reports 
at http://data.tc.gc.ca/archive/eng/programs/environment-most-fundedprojects-178.htm.  
 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Resource Centre 
(http://data.tc.gc.ca/archive/eng/programs/environment-utsp-tdmresources-1051.htm) by Transport 
Canada contains general information on TDM and numerous case studies, including a TDM Case Study 
Library (www.tc.gc.ca/programs/environment/UTSP/tdm.htm). 
 
Urban Transportation Showcase Program (www.tc.gc.ca/utsp), by Transport Canada, provides case 
study information on sustainable transportation options with a particular focus on Canadian examples 
(http://data.tc.gc.ca/archive/eng/programs/environment-utsp-casestudylibrary-229.htm). 
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http://data.tc.gc.ca/archive/eng/programs/environment-utsp-tdmresources-1051.htm
http://www.tc.gc.ca/programs/environment/UTSP/tdm.htm
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APPENDIX K: Average Peak Hour Travel Times 
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APPENDIX M: City of Peterborough 

Changes to 2014 Capital Program after Department Request 

Capital Levy & Tax Supported Debt (All dollar amounts in Thousands) 

Ref Description Department 2014 Project 
Reference #'s 

Added Deleted Moved 
Out 

Deferred 

Change 
in 

Funding 
Source 

Balance 

1  Amount in excess of Available Capital Funds        21,766.10 

2  Fire Station Relocations/Construction CAO-Fire  2-1.03    (43.8)   21,722.30 

3  Airport Crash Tender CAO-Fire  2-1.04    (480.0)   21,242.30 

4  IT - City Departmental Projects  Corp Services  3-1.03   (96.2)   21,146.10 

5  Asset Management Project  Utility Services 5-1.04  (75.0)    21,071.10 

6  Police - TCA Capital  Police  8.01   (8.0)   21,063.10 

7  De-amalgamation of Police Services with Selwyn  Police  8.02  250.00    21,313.10 

8  Eliminate $2.983 (50%TS) Crawford Dr Realignment Utility Services 2012 Bud 5-3.02  (1,491.5)    19,821.60 

9  Property - Exterior Enclosures  Corp Services  3-2.01    (675.0)   19,146.60 

10  Property - Exterior Enclosures  Corp Services  3-2.01     (64.3)  19,082.30 

11  Property - Interior Finishes  Corp Services  3-2.02   (30.0)    19,052.30 

12  Property - Mechanical  Corp Services  3-2.03    (750.0)  (77.7)  18,224.60 

13  Property - Mechanical  Corp Services  3-2.03     (85.6) 18,139.00 

14  Property - Electrical  Corp Services  3-2.04    (35.0)   18,104.00 

15  Records Management Project  Corp Services  3-3.02     (70.0) 18,034.00 

16  CCHU - One-time City Share - 185 King St  Corp Services  3-3.07  12.40     18,046.40 

17  Street Lighting Program  Utility Services 5-1.02   (2,400.0)    15,646.40 

18  Emerald Ash Borer Utility Services  Utility Services 5-1.03   (21.0)    15,625.40 

19  Transit Stop Shelters  Utility Services 5-11.07   (6.4)    15,619.00 

20  Transit Ops Supervision and Cust Service Vehicle  Utility Services 5-11.03     (18.0)  15,601.00 

21  Downtown Transportation Hub  Utility Services 5-11.04  100.00     15,701.00 

22  Traffic Signal Infrastructure Improvements  Utility Services 5-13.04   (98.6)    15,602.40 

23  Traffic Improvements  Utility Services 5-13.05   (57.9)    15,544.50 

24  Traffic Signal LED Replacement Program  Utility Services 5-13.06    (150.0)   15,394.50 

25  George St Improvement  Utility Services 5-14.01    (800.0)   14,594.50 

26  Transportation Demand Projects  Utility Services 5-14.02   (30.9)    14,563.60 

27  Citywide Transportation Op Improvements  Utility Services 5-2.07   (150.0)    14,413.60 

28  Parkhill - Wallis Dr to West City Limit  Utility Services 5-2.08    (3,822.5)   10,591.10 

29  Parkhill - Wallis Dr to West City Limit  Utility Services 5-2.08    (1,000.0)   9,591.10 

30  Bethune St - Dalhousie to Dublin  Utility Services 5-2.09     (200.0)  9,391.10 

31  Ashburnham - Lansdowne to Maria  Utility Services 5-2.02      9,391.10 

32  Sherbrooke St - Glenforest to W. City Limit  Utility Services 5-2.05     (250.0)  9,141.10 



 
 

33  Charlotte - Clonsilla to Monaghan  Utility Services 5-2.20    (174.2)   8,966.90 

34  Chemong Rd-Parkhill to Parkway ROW  Utility Services 5-2.04     (500.0)  8,466.90 

35  Parkway Corridor Extension  Utility Services 5--2.01  287.40    8,754.30 

36  Brealey - Lansdowne to Stenson  Utility Services 5-2.03     (735.0)  8,019.30 

37  Armour Rd - Thompson ck to Francis St Rd  Utility Services 5-2.19    (75.0)   7,944.30 

38  New 2 Lane Arterial  Utility Services n/a   (670.0)    7,274.30 

39  McDonnel Gilchrist Rehab  Utility Services 5-2.11    (200.0)   7,074.30 

40  Various Road Resurfacing  Utility Services 5-.3.01     (60.0)  7,014.30 

41  Hywood Reconstruction  Utility Services 5-.3.03    (50.0)   6,964.30 

42  Nassau Mills Rd Bridge  Utility Services 5-4.01     (275.0)  6,689.30 

43  City Wide Storm Water Qual Imp  Utility Services 5-7.03   (300.0)    6,389.30 

44  City Wide Storm Water Quality Implementation  Utility Services 5-7.03   (200.0)    6,189.30 

45  Upgrade and Replace Playground Equipment  Utility Services 5.8-.03   (120.2)    6,069.10 

46  Coal Tar Mitigation Action Plan  Utility Services 5.9-.03     (50.0)  6,019.10 

47  Nelson Landfill Monitoring Prog  Utility Services 5.9-.04  45.00     3,064.10 

48  Harper Road Landfill - Site Remediation  Utility Services 5.9-.05    (3,000.0)   3,064.10 

49  Community Assistance  Comm Services 6-1.01  70.00  (60.0)   3,074.10 

50  Park Signage and Bench Program  Comm Services 6-1.04   (10.0)    3,064.10 

51  Recreation Facility Mapping  Comm Services n/a   (50.0)    3,014.10 

52  The Brock Street Mission Building Renovation  Comm Services 6-10.02     (150.0)  2,864.10 

53  Social Services Office Leasehold Improvements  Comm Services 6-10.01   (85.0)    2,779.10 

54  Public Art  Comm Services 6-2.03   (80.0)    2,699.10 

55  Municipal Cultural Plan  Comm Services 6-2.01      2,699.10 

56  Library - Collections Acquis  Comm Services 6-4.01     (397.1)  2,302.00 

57  New Arena Facility Build - Construction Proj  Comm Services 6-6.04    (500.0)   1,802.00 

58  General Maintenance - Morrow Park  Comm Services n/a   (12.0)    1,790.00 

59  Little Lake Master Plan Implementation  Comm Services 6-7.02    (200.0)   1,590.00 

60  Park Washroom Replacement Buildings  Comm Services 6-7.03    (375.0)   1,215.00 

61  Construction of New Athletic Facilities  Comm Services 6-7.04    (500.0)   715.00 

62  Construction of New Athletic Facilities  Comm Services 6-7.04    (50.0)   665.00 

63  Canadian Canoe Museum Redevelopment Plan  Comm Services n/a   (350.0)    315.00 

64  400th Anniversary Celebrations  Comm Services n/a   (50.0)    265.00 

65  Trail Development  Planning 7-1.01      265.00 

66  Property Acquisitions  Planning  7-1.02  30.00    295.00 

67  Central Area Comm Improv Plan Implementation  Planning  7-1.07      295.00 

68  Innovation Cluster - Infrastructure  Planning  7-3.01   (250.0)   45.00 

69  Airport - Risk Management  Planning  n/a  (25.0)    20.00 

70  Airport - Tree Clean-up East of Runway 27  Planning  7-5.03      20.00 

71  GIS - Vertical/Horizontal Control Benchmarks  Planning  7-6.02  (20.0)    0.00 

72  0.00        

73  Totals   794.80  (6,437.7)  (13,190.5)  (2,932.7)  
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 

 

We are providing this joint submission on behalf of four Peterborough-based community groups: NO 

Parkway, Friends of Jackson Park, Friends of Peterborough Trails and the Peterborough Field 

Naturalists. While our individual members may have made their own submissions, this one combines the 

input from a diversity of our membership and represents a perspective shared by many across 

Peterborough.  The 2003 city referendum that turned down the Parkway, the recent petition with 3,375 

(now 3,500) signatures against impacts on Jackson Park organized by the Friends of Jackson Park, and 

the number of submissions during this Parkway Corridor Class Environmental Assessment are just a few 

demonstrations of the extent of public interest and support for our positions here. 

 

Below is a summary of our conclusions and positions presented in this submission: 

 

 there is no true congestion, nor any significant amount predicted until at least 2031, and thus there is 
no need for any new roads within the Parkway corridor 

 any new bridge through the Jackson Creek valley is rejected and any widening of Fairbairn should 
occur on the east side to avoid impacts on the Jackson Creek valley 

 we question the need for the South end route through the Parkway corridor and support widening of 
existing roads and avoiding natural features 

 we provide a detailed rationale to conclude that the preferred North alternative should be Alternative 2 
(Fairbairn/3rd Line), but only built when it becomes truly necessary 

 North Alternative 1 - the Parkway from Fairbairn to Cumberland - is not a viable alternative for many 
reasons and should be rejected, removed as a road from the Official Plan, and protected as a natural 
park 

 the public process needs to be enhanced at subsequent stages in this EA in several ways:  

 detailed information posted from the outset in a more clearly organized and easily accessible 
fashion on the City's website 

 provision of detailed financial and time savings information  

 a minimum of a 60 day consultation period given the complexity, significance and public interest 
in this project 

 full evaluation of the Do Nothing alternative in addition to the Base Scenario, and presentation of 
an integrated, detailed and fully-costed preferred alternative compared with the Do Nothing and 
Base Scenario alternatives. 

 

We request that the EA team bring back to the public for review a more comprehensive description of an 

integrated alternative that includes Base Scenario improvements,  Alternative 2 in the North end, no road 

within the Parkway corridor in the South End, and recommendations for improving the Fairbairn/Parkhill 

route over the Jackson Creek Valley. We urge the EA team to now proceed to the EA design phase with 

such a preferred alternative.  
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GENERAL COMMENTS 

 

As organizations and members of the public, we appreciate being involved in the decision making for the 

Parkway Corridor Class Environmental Assessment (the Parkway EA), as required under the Municipal 

Class Environmental Assessment.  In addition to individual submissions by our members, our four 

organizations are providing this joint submission that combines the input from a diversity of our 

membership. 

 

The Parkway has been a contentious issue in Peterborough for many decades and was turned down by 

55% of voters in a referendum in November 2003. The then newly elected council also passed a motion 

in December 2003 that ordered the Chief Administrative Officer to initiate proceedings to have the 

Parkway removed from the Official Plan. This did not occur.  

    

The Municipal Class EA suggests that public engagement should suit the nature of and public interest in 

the project. We believe that the 22 day, then extended 30 day, consultation period has been too short for 

truly effective public review and consultation. Thus, we request that subsequent Public Information Centre 

and other public consultation and comment time periods be at least 60 days. This would enable sufficient 

time to obtain, review, seek further information, research, seek advice and respond to the proposals put 

forward during the EA. 

 

The Parkway EA at this Phase 2 of consultation now contains three options in three different areas of the 

City of Peterborough (in addition to the Do Nothing alternative). In some cases, it is not clear what is 

specifically proposed and evaluated for each option/alternative. To date, there has yet to be an 

integrated, fully assessed preferred alternative across these three geographical areas to which the public 

can respond as part of Phase 2, particularly for the Jackson Creek area. Without a fully integrated and 

assessed option for consultation, this EA might be considered to be piecemealing contrary to the 

Municipal Class EA and previous directions from the Ministry of the Environment. We encourage the EA 

team to avoid this issue and provide an integrated alternative that includes the recommendations made 

here as the preferred alternative for further public consideration in the design-oriented Phase 3.   

 

This submission is principally based on information provided at the Public Information Centre #2 (PIC#2) 

on March 21, 2013, the display boards at that meeting and subsequently posted on the City's website, 

plus the detailed draft comparative evaluations of South End and North End alternatives posted later on 

the City's website. The North End discussion here is meant to be read along with the draft evaluation for 

the North End. Additional history and analysis is derived from a diversity of other documents. Alternatives 

are in some places simplified to the term “Alt”.  
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There are a few technical details that would improve the EA and the ability of the public to review and 

participate more effectively in the consultations: 

 

 The tables do not identify a “Do Nothing” alternative (as was originally described at PIC#1), only 
widened and new road alternatives; the Do Nothing  and Base Scenario alternatives should be 
compared against the criteria and the other alternatives presented (and revised)  

 Once completed, it would be best to put similar items in alignment across the evaluation tables using 
standard language, where possible, to make for easier comparison; this is often done but is not 
consistent and in places seems incomplete across the alternatives 

 it would help to have the criteria and factors numbered in order to make easier references  

 many of the indicator descriptions are not included and should be, even if these are not quantified. 
 

 

NEED AND TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS 

 

In his report to City Council on April 18th, 2011, Mr. Basam Hamwi, consultant for the Comprehensive 

Transportation Plan 2012, stated that, even with no road improvements beyond those presently 

committed, performance models for 2031 based on overall screenline analysis (rather than the less 

rigorous link-analyses) showed significant congestion only around the Otonabee river crossings. Just last 

year, the Comprehensive Transportation Plan 2012 also provided the same conclusion and determined 

that the possible 13% congestion predicted through the link-analyses should be subject to an adjustment 

downward of 7.5% for anticipated ageing demographics and fuel price increases over time. In other 

words, there is no congestion issue except across the Otonabee River and there is only a potential net 

5.5% capacity issue on some stretches of road during the peak hour of an afternoon in 2031. Alleged 

congestion at the Otonabee River is not being addressed in any of the current planning scenarios under 

this EA.  

 

Growth projections prior to the 2012 Comprehensive Transportation Plan turned out to be optimistic, and 
current slow economic progress and an ageing demographic may impact the projections used in the 2012 
Plan. The consideration in the present EA has to be preliminary at the most, because circumstances,  
priorities and use patterns might change in at least one further Transportation Plan review that is 
scheduled before 2021. 
 

There is no apparent consideration of the contribution that Lily Lake Road could make as a bypass route 
for traffic that really wants to get beyond the south end of the city. As a result, this alternative 
unnecessarily involves four-laning of Fairbairn St. south of Lily Lake road. Mr. Faludi created the 
"parkway" route concept as a bypass of the then city limits in 1947; today, it is not the City's responsibility 
to provide through pass for traffic that doesn't have a destination within the City. The alleged traffic 
congestion is caused by many vehicles driven by people who do not pay Peterborough municipal taxes. 
Why should Peterborough tax-payers foot the bill to make it easier for non-residents to pass through our 
community?  
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JACKSON CREEK DESIGN  

 

 The design challenge of crossing Jackson Creek is not new; it is well known as a key issue, and thus 
needs to be solved first with the North and South Ends, and an integrated alternative fully evaluated. 
The solution for Jackson Creek will have a variety of implications for the whole, integrated project and 
for additional pieces of it: 

 more detailed traffic modelling is being done for the Jackson Creek design and this will affect the 
overall modelling and impacts, and thus the ranking of all alternatives 

 south of Parkhill, as noted under Early Observations at the PIC#2, Medical Drive and the 
Parkway from Goodfellow south to Clonsilla may well need to be widened to 4 lanes by 2031 if 
the new bridge option is chosen (currently, such widening has not been presented or evaluated) 

 in the north, if there is a new bridge over Jackson Creek, then there may well need to be a 4 lane 
Parkway built from Fairbairn to Chemong by 2031 (Full Set Display p.34),  yet only a 2–lane 
Parkway has been evaluated for the North  

 the potential road closures at Fairbairn for Highland, Bellevue, Wellington, and Glengarry streets, 
and for Cumberland Avenue, may still need to be factored into the network alternatives and 
capacity modelling. 

 Widening to the east side of Fairbairn and taking out the houses there would have regrettable impacts 
but eliminate the problem of driveways for those houses entering a high capacity arterial road, and 
thus enhance the evaluation of North End Alt 2 

 If it is found truly necessary, we favour the widening of Fairbairn to the east to avoid the need for a 
new bridge over Jackson Creek and the impacts on the Creek valley (a glacial spillway feature and 
thus significant valley lands). Such a widening is already approved in the Comprehensive 
Transportation Plan, the Lily Lake Functional Planning Study, and the Development Charges Study; 
additional impacts besides such widening should be avoided.  
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SOUTH END EVALUATION 

 

We have several comments with respect to the South End Evaluation, as presented at the PIC#2 and in 

the South Network Draft Evaluation document on the City's website: 

 

 The Comprehensive Transportation Plan 2012 – concluding just last year -- does NOT recommend 
the building of a new road south of Sherbrooke Street 

 We question the need for building a new road south of Sherbrooke Street in the general Parkway 
corridor 

 The Parkway EA Final Problem Statement indicates that any transportation problem is a potential 
one, occurring possibly in 2031 – some 18 years from now, assuming all factors are considered and 
all predictions prove accurate, and a 2021 Transportation Plan review comes to the same conclusion  

 We question the substantial expense of redesigning the Sherbrooke/Medical Drive intersection to 
align with a new road 

 There is a potential risk of an accident or spill on the proposed new road that could affect the water 
supplies stored immediately adjacent and underground south of Sherbrooke Street 

 Parks (as sensitive receptors and recreational facilities) along the South End Parkway route that may 
be impacted by a new road include Kinsmen, Whitefield, and Nevin Parks 

 We encourage caution in enticing too much traffic to the intersection of the existing Parkway with 
Lansdowne Street because of overload which has made this one of the most collision-prone 
intersections in the City; there are alternative routes from other streets intersecting with Parkhill Road 
leading to other sites along, and south of, Lansdowne which can't be ignored in providing access to 
areas that the Parkway services 

 If the need for significant transportation solutions in this South End area becomes actual, rather than 
potential, and is truly justified in a future Transportation Plan review, then we would support the 
widening of existing roads and avoiding natural features in the Parkway corridor. 
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NORTH END EVALUATION  

 

General Comments: 

 This North End discussion here is meant to be read along with the draft North End Comparative 
Evaluation and makes numerous references to its contents. 

 As noted earlier, we challenge the need for a North End project  

 Again, the Parkway EA Final Problem Statement indicates that any transportation problem is a 
potential one, occurring possibly in 2031 – some 18 years from now, assuming all factors are 
considered and all predictions prove accurate, and a 2021 Transportation Plan review comes to the 
same conclusion 

 It is not clear (but needs to be) as to what is being proposed for the North alternatives: 

 Alternative 1, the Parkway route, suggests in several cases that a 4-lane road would be required 
(e.g. to accommodate future growth, to accommodate the bridge crossing of Jackson Creek), but 
this is not the alternative that is otherwise presented throughout the evaluations 

 Alternative 2, Fairbairn (between Parkhill and Lily Lake Road), would be widened anyway under 
the Comprehensive Transportation Plan 2012 as part of the Base scenario (i.e. all Plan 
recommendations except the Parkway road) and to accommodate future growth at the Lily Lake 
Planning Area, as approved in the Development Charges By-law and the Lily Lake Functional 
Planning Study by Council in July and December 2012  

 there may be insufficient space within parts of the Parkway corridor for anything but a 2-lane road, 
given the need for snow-ploughing windrows, as well as room for bus stops or for traffic to pass 
stalled vehicles or accident sites. These shortcomings recognize the fact that the road allowance is 
limited by the City Official Plan that was used to plan the adjacent subdivisions for up to 50 years. 
There is only room for a two-lane road - forever - with included space for pedestrians etc., not utilizing 
the greenbelt buffer zones between the road allowance boundaries and the residential lot lines (and 
this conclusion also applies to the inconsistent alternative wavering of the suggested road alignment 
alternatives suggested on PIC#2 Slide #39).  

 The alternatives have not fully considered the alternatives of Chemong/Reid and Park, nor traffic 
direction onto Monaghan and Park 

 The Towerhill Alternative is a logical alternative to consider: 

 High Capacity Arterial roads in Peterborough, such as Lansdowne Street, Water and George 
Streets and Chemong Road,  do have substantial residential and commercial frontage with many 
driveways, and thus Towerhill could be adapted to accommodate such a function  

 the driveway issue could be addressed by separating the inner and outer two lanes, each by a no 
passing line, to reduce pressures on the driveway access lane; or by having a through, versus an 
access, lane in each direction 

 The North Alternative 2 has many attractive features, most of which would still apply if Fairbairn was 
not 4-laned south of Lily Lake Road (with less property displacements as well), and enable Lily Lake 
to Ackison/Brealey and Hwy 7  to distribute traffic that could thus avoid the numerous proposed traffic 
signals/roundabouts within the Parkway corridor alternative. 

 

Technical Evaluation: 

 

Network Performance: 

 building a new road has been shown in numerous studies to actually induce more traffic due to a 
variety of factors, and thus building Alt 1 would likely increase traffic and reduce capacity throughout 
the system (see http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm64.htm): 

http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm64.htm
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 Increasing urban roadway capacity tends to generate additional peak-period trips that would 
otherwise not occur. This consists of a combination of diverted vehicle trips (trips shifted in time, 
route and destination), and induced vehicle travel (shifts from other modes, longer trips and new 
vehicle trips). Over the long run, Generated Traffic often fills a significant portion (50-90%) of 
added urban roadway capacity (Hansen and Huang 1997; Noland 2001).  

 Induced travel tends to directly benefit consumers, by increasing their mobility, but it also tends to 
increase total crash risk, pollution emissions and urban sprawl. 

 In many situations, adding capacity on a particular road will generate additional traffic that 
increases downstream traffic congestion, road and parking costs. 

 

Table 1  Portion of New Capacity Absorbed by Induced Traffic 

Author Short-term Long-term (3+ years) 

SACTRA  50 - 100% 

Goodwin  28% 57% 

Johnson and Ceerla   60 - 90% 

Hansen and Huang  90% 

Fulton, et al. 10 - 40% 50 - 80% 

Marshall  76 - 85% 

Noland  20 - 50% 70 - 100% 

 

 Alt 1 is almost identical to Alt 3 on these factors, and Alt 3 indicates “negligible reduction in capacity 
deficiencies”; thus, Alt 1 should be characterized as such, as well 

 Alt 1 creates more congestion in some areas; from the modelling, building the Parkway alternative 
would:  

 reduce congestion on only a small proportion of potentially congested roads  

 resolve a not-yet existing problem on a “Future Road” north of  Towerhill  

 itself be approaching capacity between Hilliard and Cumberland  

 increase  the flow problems on Fairbairn and Cumberland  

 would not solve capacity issues on Parkhill, Hilliard or downtown  

 would increase traffic on Cumberland and decrease traffic downtown contrary to downtown 
redevelopment efforts 

 would actually increase capacity limitations on Fairbairn 

 increase congestion on Cumberland Road and on Chemong Road (north of the Parkway corridor) 
for North end residents 

 these problems with Alt 1 would offset the fewer km of congestion and would make Alt 1 roughly 
equivalent to Alt 2 and 3 
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 Alt 1 would dump traffic on to Fairbairn (see 12% increase at Fairbairn/Parkhill intersection noted 
below) and to Chemong (5% increase to Chemong North, below), and thus is not likely to relieve 
traffic at these locations 

 Alt 2 would provide enhanced servicing of Rural Industrial and related facilities in the Township of 
Selwyn 

 what are the total number of congestion km and other network performance measures in the Base 
Scenario? More detail is required 

 

Intersection Delay: 

 overall reduction in Alt 1 roughly equals overall increase in traffic at intersections; thus, no net benefit 
and same as base condition 

 Alt 1 entails adding an 11th stop light (or slowing roundabout) on Chemong in addition to the ten that 
already stop traffic flow between Parkhill and County Rd. 3, plus an additional light or roundabout on 
Hilliard; this will increase intersection delay, in comparison with Alt 2 that does not add any new lights 
or roundabouts (except for that at Cumberland, which is the same as would be added by Alt 1 

 Alt 2 provides a somewhat better net solution than Alt 1 

 any issues at the Reid/Parkhill intersection will be fixed through the Chemong Class EA, and thus will 
not be a future problem 

 it would be useful to know the impacts on the northern intersections of Lily Lake Road/Fairbairn and 
Centre Line/Water 

 

Safety: 

 This criterion does not contemplate cyclist or pedestrian safety, which are key to supporting 
transportation demand management and transportation modal shifts; a road in the Parkway corridor 
would decrease cyclist and pedestrian safety the most, compared to the other 2 alternatives 

 the Parkway/Cumberland alternative from Chemong Rd. to Cumberland has potential for speeding 
and late-night racing - substantial stretches with no speed control features except Hilliard street 
intersection and a slight curvature south of Walmart; this could create additional dangers for drivers 
and pedestrians crossing at Chemong or Hilliard, and should be factored into the safety evaluation   

 the Reid/Parkhill intersection is being redesigned to solve any problems, and thus this has little effect 
here 

 the effect at the Towerhill intersection is mentioned in Alts 2 and 3, but not in 1 

 There are larger and fewer parcels of property along Alt 2 than Alt 1, and much of the Alt 2 route lies 
adjacent to the hydro towers and corridor (making new lots and residences less likely here), with the 
Growth Plan and planning directions reducing or at least concentrating new access roads and 
driveways  

 thus there will be fewer driveways and access issues over the Alt 2 route   
 

Overall Network Delay: 

 Alt 2 is the preferred alternative on both of these measures 
 

Accommodate Future Growth: 

 If Alt 1 can accommodate growth through widening to 4 lanes, then the proposed Alt 1 (2 lanes) is 
assumed to not be able to accommodate such growth; or, Alt 1 needs to be revised to be 4 lanes and 
assessed throughout all evaluation criteria as such 

 Alt 2 has no limitation for this criterion, and is better for accommodating growth than Alt 1 

 Alt 1 would require duplication of a large portion of Alt 2 
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Support for Transit:  

 Alt 1 is the longest length of unscheduled transit route, requiring the largest addition to the routes 

 The Alt 1 transit route bypasses downtown and the transit terminal for distribution of passengers 

 other Alternatives enable easy connections to downtown: Alt 2 with Transit Routes 1, 3 and Trent 
Express, and Alt 3 with Transit Routes 1, 2 and 3, and Trent Express  

 neither this nor other Technical criteria assess pedestrian nor cycling modes of travel; Alt 1 would 
have the largest negative effect on these modes of travel compared to the Base Scenario, which 
includes travel for both work and for leisure/health purposes 

 

Technical Ranking and Rationale: 

 We disagree with the ranking conclusion for this criterion. Alternative 2, rather than Alternative 1, 
should be ranked as the Most Preferred alternative because:   

 building a new road is likely to induce more traffic rather than solve capacity issues 

 Alt 2 has at least equivalent network performance and will not have the same likelihood of 
inducing new traffic and congestion; Alt 1 will create as many problems as it solves (or more) 

 any current intersection issues will be resolved soon or mitigated, with Alt 2 providing an overall 
better net solution 

 large and partially blocked parcels over much of the Alt 2 route, plus property acquisitions on 
Fairbairn, will significantly diminish any driveway access issues 

 Alt 1 could create new safety issues for pedestrians and cyclists, plus could encourage street 
racing on the straight route 

 Alt 2 is a better alternative for network delay and accommodating future growth, and Alt 1 will do 
nothing to accommodate growth in the very large proposed development in the Lily Lake Planning 
Area 

 Alt 1 and 2 are essentially equivalent for supporting transit. 
 

 

Natural Environment: 

 The Parkway corridor in the north is a very significant natural area for Peterborough: 
o the largest and most significant natural habitat and open space in the north end of 

Peterborough, west of the Otonabee River and east of Jackson Creek 
o it is the 5

th
 or 6

th
 largest area of open space in the City of Peterborough 

o it is mostly upland habitat, making it more accessible than wetlands for people and for 
many other species 

o much of it is a longer distance from roads than other natural areas (e.g. 50M+), and 
thus experiences less disturbance and impacts 

o local field naturalists confirm this assessment. 

 the Parkway functions as an important wildlife corridor and a source of good habitat (even in winter) 
and natural cover for small mammals, amphibians, birds, insects, with indicators in an urban 
environment, such as the following: 

o Large numbers of migrant birds each spring and fall (e.g. Yellow-rumped Warblers, Least 
Flycatchers, White-throated Sparrows, Bohemian Waxwings, etc.) 

o Dozens of robins are present most winters, thanks to the large amount of wild grape  
o Owls, such as the Barred Owl, often turn up in the woods adjacent to the Parkway in winter 

looking for prey (e.g., behind Edmison Drive)  
o White-tailed deer and red fox are often reported 
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o The small wetland in the Chemong to Hilliard section has Spring Peepers and Common 
Yellowthroats (warblers) 

o reports of magnificent displays of hundreds of fireflies 
o it connects with nearby diverse natural areas, such as Bears Creek Woods and Jackson 

Creek plus areas to the north 

 this role and the significance of the north Parkway corridor as a natural corridor that connects Bears 
Creek headwaters, Jackson Creek  and other smaller parks and natural areas is not discussed nor 
recognized in the information or evaluation 

 several areas alongside of the road area in the Parkway corridor are designated as Natural Areas in 
the City's Official Plan, requiring special recognition and considerations and limiting route adjustment 
and support infrastructure 

 the Planning Act requires that municipalities plan consistent with the policies in the Provincial Policy 
Statement, which includes Natural Heritage policy 2.1.2: 

The diversity and connectivity of natural features in an area, and the long-term ecological 

function and biodiversity of natural heritage systems, should be maintained, restored or, 

where possible, improved, recognizing linkages between and among natural heritage 

features and areas, surface water features and ground water features. 

 the new Provincial Policy Statement, as most recently proposed in fall 2012, will require all 
municipalities to have a natural heritage system that includes natural corridors and linkages such as 
Jackson Park and the Parkway corridor; a decision to build a road through these natural corridors 
would be contrary to such provincial directions 

 Jackson Creek is portrayed the same as small feeder creeks (e.g. creek across Parkhill), but is much 
more significant  

 

Groundwater: 

 Alts 1 and 2 seem generally comparable, with Alt 2 having existing creek crossings in place that will 
reduce impacts 

 Alt 1 is worse, and Alt 2 more than two times better, for the impacts from salt applications since there 
would be more new road for Alt 1 

 

Surface Water: 

 Alt 1 also would involve a crossing of Bears Creek with additional similar effects as is noted for 
Tributary C; this fact is not yet reported here but is recognized in part under the next criterion 

 Alt 2 would use existing creek crossings, and thus less disruption and impact from Alt 2 than for Alt 1  
 

Aquatic Habitat and Functions:  

 fish are known to spawn in Bears Creek and such areas are protected by federal and provincial law 

 as noted for Alt 2, the single Bears Creek crossing in Alt 1 would also result in permanent aquatic 
habitat loss 

 

Aquatic Species at Risk and Habitat: 

 no known aquatic species at risk 
 

Terrestrial Vegetation: 

 the amount of loss of natural area in each alternative should be quantified 

 there are more vegetation communities affected in Alt 1 than in Alts 2 or 3 
 

Terrestrial Species at Risk and Habitat: 
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 no known terrestrial species at risk 
 

Wildlife Habitat and Movement Corridors: 

 The impacts on amphibian movement is noted; there would also be impacts on mammal, bird, and 
insect movement within the Parkway corridor and the city (see elaborated notes above); the new 
pavement, new trail, sound barriers and storm sewers and the like would all interfere with such 
wildlife movement  

 there is no explicit recognition of the Parkway corridor as one of the four  most important natural 
corridors within the city, relevant to one of the key natural heritage policies in the Provincial Policy 
Statement; Alt 1 would significantly reduce the corridor functions and the connectivity between two 
other corridors, namely the Otonabee River and Jackson Creek 

 the loss of various types of habitat under Alt 2 could also apply to Alt 1 

 further mitigation measures for Alt 2 could include: widen Fairbairn north of Towerhill on east side, 
rather than west, to reduce wetland impacts; arc the road between Hilliard and Cumberland to avoid 
more of the deciduous forest and use the 2 city-owned lots there 

 

Drainage 

 this criterion should also include the terms flooding and storm water management; “drainage”  does 
not fully cover or draw readers to the scope of the subject 

 given the storm water management ponds and “major storm sewer” suggested in this section for Alt 
1, what is the additional extent of the removal of natural area within Bears Creek Woods Park and the 
Parkway corridor (parts of the latter are designated as natural area by the city), and the construction 
and maintenance costs and liability for these facilities? Have these costs been incorporated into the 
overall costs of each alternative?  

 A note under Alt 2 should indicate that creating an urban cross-section and its effects may not be 
necessary during the planning period contemplated; presumably, this would be the same factor 
applicable to Alt 1 

 

Natural Environment Ranking and Rationale: 

 we agree with the overall conclusions of Least, Moderate and Most Preferred alternatives presented 
in the draft Comparative Evaluation  

 Our assessment ranks Alternative 2 as more preferred than Alt 1, and we provide additional rationale 
here to support this conclusion  

 Alt 1's ranking and rationale should be modified to indicate that it has the largest amount of natural 
area and corridor affected and that there are significant storm water management and potential 
flooding impacts from this alternative, including major storm sewer and pond requirements. 

 

 

Built Environment: 

Effects on Existing Residences: 

 for Alt 2 residences displaced, it appears as though perhaps 9 properties may be needed for 
displacement/full acquisition (the southwest one is not needed), and these could be further mitigated 
by addressing grading to avoid more of the houses, resulting in only 1-2 houses to be acquired within 
the right-of-way 

 displaced residences would also occur for the approved Fairbairn widening 

 at Cumberland just west of Royal, the City owns 2 vacant lots which could be used for Alt 2, or traded 
for lands needed, to mitigate the effects on existing residences and other property acquisitions; this 
could then reduce the number of residences affected  
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 temporary disruption is not only from blocking/limiting access; it is also from construction activity 
(noise, dust, smell, nearby human presence leading to loss of privacy, etc.) that would have a 
measurable impact on property owners next to the various alternatives; this is not addressed under 
the Social Environment since this is the temporary impacts, not the ongoing impacts of noise and air 
quality discussed there; it needs to be fully addressed here or there, since it is a major concern for all 
residents living near the alternative routes 

 we count 280 residences adjacent to Alt 1, and 134 residences (less than half as many) adjacent to 
Alt 2  

 business disruption is similar between Alt 1 and 3 

 Alt 2 appears to affect only 7 commercial/industrial properties, not including farms, and Alt 1 affects 
just 1 large one (Walmart) 

 For community/institutional/recreational facilities displaced,  Alt 1 is worse than 2 or 3, and it is clear 
that the Parkway Trail would be largely or entirely displaced (this is not potential); some mitigation is 
possible (with considerable costs), but there would be a clear change in quality of experience and 
likelihood of use, and alternative transportation use due to loss of the quality of the trail experience (a 
trail along a road does not compensate for this loss, as demonstrated by the experience along 
Medical Drive); there is thus an ongoing disruption to the trail, as well as to nearby parks (i.e. Bears 
Creek Woods, Chemong and Sunset, Jackson, Barlesan and Leighton, Northland, Olympus,  
Barnardo,  Raymond and Cochran Parks) from a rerouted trail, not no impact as indicated for Alt 1 

 there would be a loss of nature appreciation along the Parkway corridor as a recreational activity (this 
is the second largest outdoor recreational activity in North America); the degradation of the Parkway 
trail and corridor would contribute to decreased mental and physical health due to decreased work 
and recreational travel use by neighbours  

 disruption would not appear to be permanent for the church on Fairbairn, given its large setback from 
the road and plenty of additional land; yes, there would be minor potential land acquisition and 
temporary disruption 

 

Property: 

 for Alt 2, the commercial farm properties may not be “future residential”, given current planning 
documents designating much of the area south of the route as “Rural” by Selwyn Township/County of 
Peterborough, the Greater Golden Horseshoe Growth Plan restrictions on development, and 
requirements to focus development within settlement areas; much of this area is also limited by hydro 
pylons; the amount of residential or commercial acquisition for Alt 2 could be decreased by using (or 
exchanging) the city-owned lots near the intersection of Cumberland and Royal 

 

Utilities, Infrastructure: 

 while this criterion specifies “existing” infrastructure, it does not (but should) elaborate on planned or 
necessary infrastructure; as noted under Environment – Drainage and other criteria, this may well 
involve major storm water management ponds, a storm sewer, other storm water management 
measures, plus noise barriers, fences and the like; these need to be presented and evaluated among 
the alternatives 

 

Built Environment Ranking and Rationale: 

 We strongly disagree that Alt 1 is the Most Preferred alternative for this criterion because: 

 there are substantially more impacts on neighbours to the Parkway than is presented, with over 
twice as many residences affected for Alt 1 as in Alt 2 

 there are substantial impacts on recreational facilities and activities in the Parkway corridor if Alt 1 
is chosen, but less for Alt 2 

 the impacts on existing and particularly new infrastructure are neither documented nor assessed, 
but appear to be substantial for Alt 1 versus Alt 2 and 3. 

Our assessment ranks Alternative 2 as more preferred than Alt 1.  
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Social Environment: 

Noise: 

 the alternatives all say "greater than 50" without specifically quantifying them across the Alternatives; 
how does one distinguish the best option? The notes also do not identify what is a threshold of a 
significant or serious impact, and how many would exist for each alternative 

 Noise barriers mean more construction along the edges of the Parkway corridor, more removal of 
trees, and higher costs; this indicates higher impact and thus more mitigation is required  

 in order to present these impacts in a equivalent fashion, if the increases from Alt 2 and 3 are noted in 
Alt 1, then the increase in noise impacts from Alt 1, including those along the Parkway corridor, 
should be also noted for the other two alternatives 

 for this criterion, Alt 1 is clearly the worst, and Alt 2 is slightly worse than Alt 3 
 

Air Quality: 

 there is a confusing mix of benefits and impacts across all alternatives 

 There are only three Alt 1 locations for improved air qualify in comparison to Alt 2:  

 those areas adjacent to Fairbairn and Northview church, however the widening of Fairbairn is 
already planned in the Comprehensive Transportation Plan 2012 and was approved for the Lily 
Lake Functional Planning Study in December 2012, and thus such impacts will occur regardless 
of the choice of alternatives; this would also apply to the decreased air quality notes under Alt 2 

 those areas along 3d Line, but these would be largely mitigated anyway due to the larger setback 
distances of many businesses and residences from the actual road 

 for St. Stephen's church but only when there are winds from the east (typically a storm with 
higher wind velocities that would very quickly clear any emissions), and thus a very minor benefit 
to air quality and the benefits of Alt 2 would tend to predominate with more frequent winds from 
the west 

 parks near the Parkway corridor that would be impacted by noise and air quality concerns include: the 
larger Bears Creek Woods, Chemong and Sunset, and Jackson Parks, and the smaller Barlesan and 
Leighton, Northland, Olympus,  Barnardo,  Raymond and Cochran Parks 

 Alt 2 would affect the larger Jackson Park, and the smaller Fairbairn and Poplar, Barlesan and 
Leighton, and Centennial Parks 

 when these factors are considered with the list of decreased air quality receptors, then Alt 1 scores 
less than Alts 2 or 3 for this criterion 

 

Distance and Time Travelled: 

 travel times for the South may be included in the overall system analysis, according to a note for the 
Financial, Cost-Benefit criterion; this illustrates the need to have a fully integrated alternative  and 
evaluation across the whole EA project 

 in any event, the travel time savings are likely minor  
 
Traffic Infiltration: 

 Alt 1 is only slightly better (4%) than Alt 2 

 the Base Scenario may not include measures to reduce infiltration and thus this minor difference in 
impact can be prevented and mitigated to make Alts 1 and 2 essentially equivalent 

 

Open Space: 

 Alt 2 is better than Alts 1 or 3; some realignment at the junction with Cumberland could also reduce 
woodland loss for Alt 2 

 How does one replace lost woodland area? Where would this occur? What is the cost of replanting 
woodland, and how long would it be tended to ensure it reaches healthy maturity? 
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Recreational Facilities: 

 Alt 2 is much better than Alt 1 and somewhat better than Alt 3 

 as noted earlier, the mitigation for loss of the Parkway trail by relocation does not replace the  quality 
of the current route and experience (given that it would then be close to a 2-4 lane road); this is 
acknowledged in the Comprehensive Transportation Plan 2012 

 the evaluation mentions recreational cycling but it should also consider cycling to work, an 
increasingly common practice in Peterborough 

 in Alt 3, putting a trail next to Water Street could be accomplished in many locations due to wide 
areas in various locations and the City policy and practice of acquiring waterfront land in this area that 
could accomplish the trail needs by the date at which such an alternative would be needed 

 

Additional Social Considerations: 

 the evaluation did not assess the aesthetic damage that would be done by putting through a road in 
the Parkway corridor 

 the evaluation does not assess the impacts of new lights along the Parkway corridor, the light 
pollution from which will impact wildlife but also humans; there is increasing health evidence to show 
that sustained night-time lighting affects human sleep patterns, biorhyths and short- and long-term 
physical health that translates into social impacts on the many neighbours to Alt 1 

 citizens' emotional connection to maintaining the Parkway corridor as open space is not assessed in 
the evaluation, but will be present in the responses to it 

 there are equity considerations, with many of the low-income families in the neighbourhood having 
limited opportunities to travel by vehicle, and very few with the ability to travel outside of the city for 
outdoor recreation; the Parkway is their closest and best outdoor area and converting it to a road 
would have inequitable impacts on the poorer and less mobile people in neighbourhoods nearby this 
corridor 

 There are no fewer than four schools along the Parkway corridor and building a road within it would 
all but eliminate safe opportunities for school classes to conduct research, learn about science and 
nature, experience outdoor education, and practice physical education (e.g. cross-country running, 
cross-country skiing and training, orienteering) in such a diminished natural setting with adjacent 
traffic and exhaust 

 

Social Environment Ranking and Rationale: 

 We disagree with this criterion's ranking conclusion due to the following: 

 for noise and air impacts, Alt 2 is slightly better than Alt 1 

 for distance and time travelled plus traffic infiltration, Alt 1 is only slightly better than Alt 2 

 for open space and recreational facilities, Alt 2 is much better than Alt 1 and certainly better than 
Alt 3  

 We conclude that Alternative 2 is better than Alternative 1 on many criteria, and certainly no worse on 
the rest 

 

 

Cultural Environment: 

 

Archaeological Resources: 

 There is potential for archaeological finds through the Parkway corridor, both along the former railway 
track and in the Lee Pioneer Cemetery and around the 1830s Lee family house site immediately to 
the north, as noted in the Evaluation; further, there is considerable archaeological potential  along the 
Chemong Portage (as yet unidentified in this Class EA), just east of Chemong Road, particularly 
along the creek at the bottom of a significant rise as the portage climbed north (a map of the portage 
route was prepared by the City's GIS department years ago) 

 Alt 1 and associated storm water management crosses this entire Chemong Portage area at a 
significant point on its route; Alt 2 already crosses the original Portage route as a road, with thus with 
much less potential for archaeological finds along the Portage from road widening at this location 
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 a review of the Trent University and City's archaeological potential mapping uses a colour code 
ranging from low potential (green) to moderate potential (yellow) to high potential (red); this mapping 
shows that all areas in the Parkway corridor are at least yellow (moderate and worthy of further 
investigation), light red along most of the Parkway South and through the Parkway area east of 
Chemong Road, deeper red near the Chemong Portage east of Chemong Road, deeper red around 
Jackson Creek including the intersection near the Parkway, and light yellow and green in most of the 
area east of 3

rd
 Line to Cumberland 

 the archaeological potential mapping contradicts the assessment for Alt 2, finding moderate to low 
potential east of 3

rd
 Line to Cumberland and few limitations for Alt 2 and moderate to high potential 

along most sections of the Parkway corridor 

 this analysis makes Alt 2 much preferred over Alt 1 for this criterion   
 

Built Heritage and Landscapes:  

 The evaluation needs further  details on impacts on built heritage, particularly the type and 
significance of such heritage; there are no designated heritage buildings in Selwyn Township or the 
City near the Alt 2 route of which we are aware; it is expected that any impacts would be mostly noise 
and road widenings in front of the buildings, which are largely minimal in impact, temporary and/or 
can be mitigated where necessary 

 Alt 1 does affect the cultural landscape, particularly transforming an open landscape with views along 
the natural Parkway corridor and proximity to views towards the Oak Ridges Moraine to the south  

 it is important to go beyond built heritage to consider other cultural heritage features  
 

Cultural Environment Ranking and Rationale: 

 We disagree with the conclusion of the Cultural Environment evaluation 

 it is evident that Alt 2 is better than Alt 1 on both the factors for this criterion, with Alt 3 being a mix.  
 

 

Economic Environment: 

 

Effect on Land Uses 

 for this criterion, Alt 1 does not support the Chemong planning area  

 there are no limitations for Alt 2, it serves an additional planning area better, and it can support the 
Chemong planning area by enhancing capacity on Fairbairn, feed into Towerhill, and feed into the 
Chemong planning area from the north off of 3

rd
 line 

 

Overall Travel Time 

 Alt 1 is only slightly better ($2.348 vs.2.298 million, a difference of only $50,000 or 2%), with Alt 1 
having fewer vehicle hours saved within the actual study area than Alt 2; thus, the two alternatives 
are roughly equal on this criterion 

 travel time savings are not likely to be as high as predicted here, given that:  

 a growing senior age group may shift their driving habits to less busy times of the day and will 
likely travel less (as concluded in the Comprehensive Transportation Plan 2012); 

 the travel savings are computed on the basis of delay hindering economic activity, yet at least the 
return half of a paired trip to and from work will be when it is leisure rather than work time, with 
limited if any allocation of economic value in conventional calculations  

 

Economic Environment Ranking and Rationale: 

 We disagree with the assessment of the preferred alternative for the Economic Environment criterion 
because Alternative 2 is better for the first criterion and is better for the second criterion, particularly in 
the study area, as discussed above. Both criteria come out slightly in favour of Alternative 2. 
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Financial  

 

In general, it is difficult to assess the costs and benefits analyzed and included in these calculations; there 

is only an aggregate number but further details should be provided as to itemized elements and 

estimates. It is not clear whether the alternatives have been assessed with regards to associated 

infrastructure, such as storm water management, noise reduction, increased liabilities or additional lanes 

for the Parkway road. These costs should be elaborated in detail. Note that these costs would also 

include all Base scenario improvement costs, and thus the Base scenario improvement costs should also 

be shown separately (to distinguish it from the Do-Nothing alternative, as noted earlier).  

 

Capital Costs 

 Assuming comprehensive calculations, there is only a $3 million difference between Alt 1 and 2, 
which is 15% and within the realm of contingency factors for budgeting such a project some 18 years 
in advance 

 it is not clear whether the capital costs for storm water management, noise reduction and other 
mitigation measures have been factored into these calculations  

 Given that the City has already planned to widen Fairbairn to Lily Lake Road and improve the 
intersection  (Comprehensive Transportation Plan 2012,  Lily Lake Functional Planning Study and 
Development Charge By-law at a cost of $4.5 million), then the net cost of Alt 2 would be substantially 
less than the new road costs for Alt 1 

 The Parkway corridor is an asset with a significant value and opportunity cost  (e.g. what would it be 
worth to developers? or what would it cost to buy centrally located land for a park?); surely, it would 
be several million dollars which, if included in the cost-benefit analysis, would make the ratio much 
more negative. 

 

Operational Costs 

 there is only a difference of $3,930 (8%) between the operational costs of Alt 1 and 2 

 it is not clear the extent to which maintenance costs for new storm water management infrastructure 
and other mitigation measures have been factored into these calculations  

 

Cost-Benefits 

 it is not clear whether the full capital costs for each alternative have been included 

 it appears that cost-benefits include travel times for the South in the overall system analysis, 
according to the note at the bottom of the page; thus, it is difficult to assess how the diverse pieces of 
the entire project are integrated and evaluated  

 it is not clear how the estimated annual time savings and benefits were calculated 

 predictable demographic shifts to an older population should be taken into account, as a larger 
percentage of drivers who are no longer in the active work force will reduce the alleged weekday 
peak-hour traffic congestion 

 costs and benefits should be calculated in relation to the Do-Nothing alternative as well, not just the 
marginal increase from the Base scenario 

 

Financial Ranking and Rationale: 

 there are some significant financial questions remaining and thus it is difficult to assess the 
alternatives fully on this criterion 
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Overall Ranking and Rationale 

We strongly disagree with the overall method and conclusion that the North Alternative 1 is the preferred 

alternative. This is not supported by the fuller analysis presented here.  

 

Of the three alternatives presented (the Do Nothing and Base Scenario alternatives are not evaluated 

here), Alt 2 is the best of the North End alternatives. Choosing the most  Preferred and Moderately 

Preferred by each criteria does not fully determine the best option. While Alt 3 does not do as well on 

several criteria, Alt 1 and Alt 2 are much closer on some criteria and Alt 2 is superior on others that a 

comparison between the two leads to the selection of Alt 2 as the most preferred. Again, this is due to: 

 the widening of Fairbairn (Alt 2) has already been approved in various processes, and thus building 
the new Parkway road (Alt 1) would duplicate the road and intersection improvement costs;  Alt 1 will 
do nothing to accommodate growth in the very large proposed development in the Lily Lake Planning 
Area 

 Alt 3 has a variety of significant limitations 

 technically, Alt 2 performs equally or better on most criteria, and Alt 1 will increase potential 
congestion in a number of locations, does little to solve predicted congestion in others, and has 
various safety and network delay concerns 

 the consultant's draft evaluation and our own clearly conclude that Alt 2 is significantly better than Alt 
1 with respect to the natural environment, and we provide additional rationale to support this 

 for the built environment, Alt 2 will affect less than half as many residences as would be affected by 
Alt 1's Parkway, and with less impacts on recreational uses 

 Alt 2 would have substantially less impacts on existing and particularly new infrastructure than Alt 1, 
where the latter's impacts under the built criterion are neither documented nor assessed 

 for the social criterion, Alt 2 would have less noise and air quality impacts (in part due to fewer 
residences affected) and is much better than Alt 1 and certainly better than Alt 3 for impacts on open 
space and recreational facilities; it also would score better for equity and other social factors not yet 
incorporated into the evaluation  

 for the cultural criterion, Alt 2 is clearly better than Alt 1 for having impacts on archaeological potential 
and Alt 2 has no documented concerns for built heritage or cultural landscapes 

 economically, Alt 2 serves future growth much better and saves more travel time within the study area 

 financially, the Alt 1 expenditures for the significant capital projects proposed (e.g. storm sewers, 
storm water management collection and ponds, noise barriers, tree plantings and the like) may not be 
included and, if calculated, could make Alt 1 more expensive than Alt 2; the two alternatives are 
essentially the same for operating costs (without considering those costs for the Alt 1 capital projects 
noted above) 

 when the existing improvement commitments for Alt 2 are factored out of the equation, Alt 2 is much 
less expensive than Alt 1or Alt 3 

 Thus, for most criteria and the factors that comprise them, Alt 2 performs essentially as well or in 
several cases better than Alt 1. 

 

Beyond these criteria in the Comparative Evaluation, for the criteria identified as being the most important 

by the public in response to the PIC#1 (and noted at PIC#2), Alternative 2 is also the most preferred, and 

preferable to Alternative 1. 

 

Accordingly, we conclude that Alternative 2 (Fairbairn-3
rd

 Line-County Road 19 and extension to 

Cumberland) is the Most Preferred Alternative. However, it should only be built if there is 

demonstrated need over the course of the next 15 to 20 years. It is our position that there is no 

demonstrated need to proceed with any of the alternatives at this point in time and that building 

Alternative 2 could be reconsidered in a future Transportation Plan review after a period of 10 
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years. Alternative 1, building the north Parkway, should now be eliminated as an option under the 

Official Plan and should become as protected as possible as a natural park.  

 

We urge the EA team to reassess the evaluations,  provide further comparable details, and proceed to 

the EA design phase with Alternative 2 for the North End. We also request that the EA team bring back to 

the public for review a more comprehensive description of an integrated alternative that includes 

Alternative 2 in the North End and recommendations for the Jackson Creek Valley and South End.   

 

We look forward to continuing the discussion of the Parkway Corridor Class EA with you as it unfolds.  
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1 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
 

We are providing this joint submission on behalf of four Peterborough-based community groups: NO 

Parkway, Friends of Jackson Park, Friends of Peterborough Trails and the Peterborough Field 

Naturalists. While our individual members may have made their own submissions, this one combines the 

input from a diversity of our membership and represents a perspective shared by many across 

Peterborough. This submission focuses on the materials presented at Public Information Centre #3 

(PIC3), held on Thursday, June 27
th
, 2013, and on the draft Jackson Park Area Alternatives evaluation 

table.  

 

Below is a summary of our conclusions and positions presented in this submission: 

 

1.1  General 

 

 the preferred alternative, and the earlier two lane road, do little to address the problem statement and 
will not solve the potential and disputed problem of capacity limitations in 2031 

 as indicated in this Class EA and through numerous other consultations, Peterborough residents 
highly value their open space and outdoor recreation and are prepared to accept some congestion in 
order to protect these values; this should be recognized and woven into means to address the 
problem statement and associated strategies, including phasing 

 the proposals at PIC3 are substantially different than those presented earlier in the EA process in that 
they now contemplate a four lane (rather than a two lane) Parkway road from Clonsilla Avenue to 
Chemong Road; such a proposal, presented as a “preferred alternative”,  had not been previously 
presented in any detail to the public for consideration, had not been proposed in the 2012 
Comprehensive Transportation Plan, the proposal will have markedly different impacts and 
implications, and many details and a comparative evaluation remain to be seen 

 it is our view that, given this situation noted above, it will be necessary to present revised materials 
and evaluations and a further PIC before moving forward with preferred alternatives into Phase 3 of 
the Class EA  

 PIC3 was inappropriately scheduled and located on July 28
th
 and materials posted on Friday July 

29
th
; PIC3 was held just before the Canada Day long weekend and the start of vacation for school 

children, their families and others, and without an extended comment period that would have 
accommodated such an anticipated situation; it was also held at the Wellness Centre in the 
southwest of the City, among the furthest locations from  Jackson Park and the core of the study 
area, and with challenging transit connections (for a transportation-oriented EA!) – this creates the 
appearance of manipulation of the process to stifle full public input and thoughtful development of 
solutions 

 We expect that the City and AECOM will:   

 remove the bridge option and shift in the North end to the Fairbairn/3rd Line  alternative, 
possibly connected to the proposed Carnegie subdivision road 

 hold a fourth PIC at a publicly convenient time and location to provide complete materials 
and evaluation of the Fairbairn/3d Line and 4 land alternatives 

 share the previous and newly undertaken studies on-line with a minimum 60 days for 
public review in advance of the fourth PIC 

 allow 60 days for public comment on PIC4 in order to tailor the public consultation to the 
intense interest and input in this EA.   
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1.2 North and South Parkway Proposals 

 

 there has been insufficient information provided by AECOM to fully assess and comment on the 
materials provided in PIC3, such as: an incomplete response to our comments on PIC2; no full report 
on public comments made after PIC2 and the consultant's responses; an incomplete update on the 
results of further studies authorized after PIC2's comment period;  and no updated evaluation of the 
options for the north and south Parkway components, particularly after new studies and expansion of 
the proposal to four lanes 

 such inadequacies in the information provided make it difficult to assess the substantially revised 
proposals for the North and South portions of the Parkway corridor 

 any phasing of the development of these proposals should be tied to more firm indicators of actual, 
significant congestion that cannot be mitigated through other means and to public reviews of the 
Transportation Plan with full information and public engagement, rather than distant future predictions 
of possibly being “at or near capacity” that lie barely within the 20 year planning period for this project; 
such an approach is clearly possible, since the PIC3 materials describe a two year land acquisition 
and construction period; such an approach is needed to address public concerns and reduce political 
interference, rather than the loosely worded timeline of 2019-2020 that would still occur a decade 
before potential capacity issues are realized 

 

1.3 Jackson Creek and Park Bridge Proposals 

 the proposal of a bridge through Jackson Park flies flagrantly in the face of Peterborough community 
values as expressed repeatedly in the history of this issue and in many earlier and recent public 
submissions in this process and for City planning more generally  

 the Jackson Park bridge proposal would, if carried forward, be contrary to law and to the commitment 
that the City would accept and maintain key parcels of land through which the bridge would pass  “as 
a public park and recreation ground and for no other purpose”, as expressed through the  Deed 
(Instrument 118652) in the Land Registry Office and City By-law 1961-103, among others 

 the Jackson Park bridge would be contrary to the City's Official Plan, which designates and protects 
the bridge site as Major Open Space, Natural Area or Protected Natural Area, and would also be 
contrary to the zoning of significant portions of this area as Open Space 1 or 2. 

 

1.4 Suggested Alternatives 

 

 the North Parkway preferred alternative should not be routed through the Parkway corridor nor a new 
bridge built across Jackson Creek and Park 

 the South Parkway should assume the route of the proposed new driveway to the Kinsmen Arena, 
and merge with Clonsilla Road (Alternative 3 at PIC2)  

 Fairbairn Avenue should be widened to three lanes, with a middle turning lane, rather than to four 
lanes, in order to avoid more substantial land acquisition and disruption 

 Parkhill Road should be widened to four lanes between Chemong Road and Fairbairn Street, with 
impacts mitigated through careful design 

 traffic calming measures should be developed and recommended for neighbourhoods with predicted 
impacts, and a phase in approach for these measures be recommended once impacts reach a critical 
threshold 

 signs and public awareness should be developed for any high collision intersections warning of these 
locations and urging extra caution 

 transportation policies should be developed to acknowledge and accept congestion during peak 



5 
 

periods, and to foster public awareness of congested areas in order to shift usage of such areas away 
from peak periods. 

 

2 RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 

There has been no specific response to several detailed submissions, including our own joint submission 

after PIC2; our contributions are not fully addressed in the Response section of the PIC3 materials. 

 

We would suggest that assessment values would net out differently than is presented in the figure on 

PIC3 materials p.11 under the Fairbairn/3d Line Alternative 2 for the North end: property values would not 

only be retained but also go up (given more security in the Parkway outcome) near the corridor, and 

would be retained/enhanced beyond the area backing on to the Parkway and into the surrounding 

neighbourhoods (see Environment Canada analyses for proximity to a park in Hamilton and Sarnia, and 

Trent University's Trail Studies Unit study for proximity to the Trans-Canada Trail just south of 

Peterborough); furthermore, this alternative would address traffic issues nearly to the extent of the 

Parkway Road Alternative 1 (see map on PIC3 materials p.9) except in the northeast where it would still 

accomplish 38% of what the Parkway road might do; we would also expect that cut-through traffic would 

be focused in the peak hour and would not be the same as being on a busy collector or arterial street for 

loss of value, compared to the properties backing on to the Parkway that would experience interference 

with property enjoyment throughout most of the day. 

 

At some point in the future, there may be some parts of the road network that are near or at capacity – 

this will be the case regardless of whether proposed new roads are built, since it may be just a question 

as to when. Based on the 2002 referendum results (55% percent voted down the Parkway), the recent 

3,500 name petition, public comments made at PIC 2 and 3, and the submissions of which we are aware, 

it is clear that the majority of public opinion in Peterborough is against building the Parkway and its 

bridge. As stated in a series of public consultations over the last decade including the most recent Official 

Plan Review, the residents of Peterborough highly value their parks, open space, natural features, 

outdoor recreational opportunities and the benefits these provide. Several people on Fairbairn Street, 

potentially subject to losing their houses to road widening, have stated publicly that they would rather lose 

their houses than see a bridge through Jackson Park. This is the social context in which this Class EA is 

being undertaken and needs to be fully taken into account and given extra weight in the evaluation, which 

has not occurred to date. 

 

 

The result is that this community is willing to accept some capacity limitations, a few minutes extra travel 

time, and a few extra car maintenance  dollars in order to achieve these premium open space and 

recreational values that contribute so much to the character, attractiveness and economic opportunities in 

Peterborough. Indeed, it is why many new people have moved to Peterborough and may well move in the 

future to the Lily Lake Planning Area. 
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We are not prepared to sacrifice Jackson Park and the Parkway Corridor lands to a road, particularly 

since the Class EA proposals do not provide a significant solution to the problem statement: 

 

 in the base (no Parkway road) South and North scenarios, 3.8 plus 5.9 km (9.7 total km) are modelled 
as being at or over capacity (PIC2 materials, pp.12 and 19) 

 a bridge with a two lane road has 9.3 km at or over capacity in the study area, while a bridge with a 
four lane road has 3.7 km at or over capacity, and for the overall system there will still be 35 or 30.6 
km respectively at or over capacity in the two- and four lane bridge scenarios (PIC3 materials, p.19) 

 therefore, the two lane road achieves only a 4.1 % reduction in potential capacity issues, and a four 
lane road achieves a 61.9% reduction in potential capacity issues 

 this amounts to spending close to $70 million to reduce 6 km out of a total 30.6 km (i.e. only 19.6%) 
of capacity issues, at a cost of $11.7 million per kilometre of reduced potential congestion. 

 

3 NORTH PARKWAY OPTIONS 

 

As noted earlier, we are surprised that there is not an updated comparative evaluation table for the North 

Parkway alternatives. Since our last comments after PIC2, the City has funded additional studies on 

traffic modelling, archaeology, fisheries, and project phasing and priorities, plus new comments on the 

significance of the Third Line wetland and a potential new road through the Carnegie subdivision without 

further detail. There likely have been hundreds of public comments on the proposals in PIC2. Some of 

this has made it into the PIC3 materials, but not into an updated comparative evaluation table (only for the 

Jackson Park area, with a few overall system items). Further, we and others have not received a detailed 

response to our PIC2 submissions, nor an overall report on public comments and the consultant's 

responses.  Accordingly, it is difficult for us to assess the impact of our earlier comments and determine to 

what extent our submission has been reviewed and considered, or where we should refine or adjust our 

earlier remarks. The following comments are thus made within this less than ideal context.  

 

We begin by noting that PIC3's preferred alternative includes a four lane segment from Fairbairn to 

Chemong, which was not proposed nor evaluated in the PIC2 materials. Besides the new drawings and 

evaluation conclusions in the PIC3 materials, there is little other information to assess. This option was 

also not proposed in the 2012 Comprehensive  Transportation Plan; the latter only contemplated a 

potential two lane road in the north end (and none in the south end).  Earlier materials and AECOM's 

presentation at PIC2 stated that the Class EA was not about building a four lane expressway, but a two 

lane road, and this was presented to assuage the public's fears; this now appears not to be the case. As 

a result, we feel that this current four lane proposal needs fuller evaluation and it appears to be hastily 

proposed and over-built. 

 

This new “preferred alternative” of four lanes has additional problems which require further consideration 

and evaluation: 

 

 it creates the need for advanced left turns, thus adding additional road width and  longer stoplights, 
plus new stop lights at several locations and at pedestrian crossings on the south Parkway; all of 
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these will further slow down traffic on these several roads, thereby contributing to future congestion 
on the existing system (it is not clear whether such impacts have been modelled to date) 

 a four lane road takes up more space in the corridor, thus further excluding or constraining other uses 
(e.g. trails, pedestrian and cyclist users, natural systems, wildlife uses, recreation) and increasing 
costs and negative impacts (e.g. noise, exhaust, runoff, additional mitigation measures, etc.) 

 a four lane road will take up a substantial percentage of the park area in the north end of the City, 
west of the Otonabee River 

 a four lane road creates additional mobility challenges: for pedestrians and cyclists crossing at wider 
intersections, with longer waits and higher accident rates; it is also more dangerous for pedestrians 
and cyclists crossing between intersections and trying to get to the other side of the road to get 
access to the trail, including children crossing the Parkway between intersections to travel to school 
(as already happens across the Parkway Trail). 

 a two lane road intersection can be designed as a roundabout (the safest intersection design for 
automobiles), whereas a four lane road does not lend itself to roundabouts, and double lane 

roundabouts are more confusing and dangerous for motorists, cyclists and pedestrians(especially for 
Ontario drivers unfamiliar with them) 

 a four lane road is more disruptive and acts more as a physical and psychological barrier between 
neighbourhoods that were once connected across the Parkway corridor's open space; this leads to 
lower social interaction and cohesion and increased danger for those who still cross the Parkway 
roadway 

 there are more accidents and longer waits at the intersection of four lane roads 

 page 33 of PIC3's materials notes that there is a proposed new east-west road through the  Carnegie 
subdivision; this is now new information during this EA and this route and potential connections to 
alternatives west of there should be fully evaluated as an alternative to the Parkway road, or variation 
on the Fairbairn/3d Line alternative – a fuller exploration of this opportunity may well lead to 
alternatives that increase the benefits, decrease the costs, resolve more issues or point to new 
solutions. 

 

Part of the rationale given for rejecting the Fairbairn and 3
rd

 Line route alternative is that the route 

between Chemong and Hilliard runs through a proposed Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW, wetland 

unit 7). Yet, through two-thirds of the route near the wetland, the road and potential widening runs beside 

the PSW and only actually crosses through it for a short distance (approximately 250 metres).  Such a 

route's impacts can be mitigated through shifting the road widening (when needed) slightly to the north to 

avoid the wetland and narrowing the extent of widening to essentially conform with the current width of 

the existing shoulder area when passing through the wetland.  While there may be some potential 

impacts here, these can be mitigated and the spring 2013 draft comparative evaluation appropriately lists 

this alternative route as Moderately Preferred under the environment criterion.  

 

 

4 SOUTH PARKWAY OPTIONS 

 

Similar to our comments above for the North Parkway options, there is no updated evaluation nor report 

on new studies for the South Parkway. It, too, has been expanded from PIC2's two lanes to the new four 

lane proposal for the full length. Again, it is difficult to comment on the implications of this new proposal 

without fuller information.  
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The South Parkway “preferred alternative” has several problems: 

 

 four lanes essentially doubles the impermeable surface area and increases the runoff and stormwater 
management issues along this corridor 

 the proposed new driveway to the Kinsmen Arena from the Parkway may be dangerous in its location 
and design, thus necessitating the new driveway to Clonsilla 

 the proposed new driveway (Design Preferred Alternative 3) to the Kinsmen Arena from Clonsilla 
essentially duplicates the Alternative 3 at PIC2, which was dismissed earlier; given this configuration, 
this earlier Alternative needs to be reconsidered 

 four laned roads and intersections are more dangerous and have increased negative impacts on 
cyclists, pedestrians, school children and neighbourhoods, as elaborated above under North Parkway 
Options 

 the southern woodland at the Parkway corridor and Clonsilla is considered significant and a four lane 
road right through it will increase the fragmentation of this habitat and the introduction of invasive 
species 

 four lanes produces a wider and more significant barrier to small animal movement, more cars and a 
wider area leading to more road kill. 

 

5 JACKSON CREEK AND PARK BRIDGE 

 

The proposal of a bridge across Jackson Creek and Park flies flagrantly in the face of Peterborough 

community values, as have been repeatedly expressed. It was removed from the 2002 proposal 

considered during the referendum, and the proposal still was defeated. It is the most contentious part of 

this Class EA, and some 3,500 people signed a recent petition to stop this  proposal. Many comments 

and submissions at both PIC2 and PIC3 spoke eloquently against the bridge proposal; we did not hear 

one public comment in favour of the bridge at both sessions of PIC3. We also note that a bridge was not 

proposed in the 2012 Comprehensive Transportation Plan, but the widening of Fairbairn south of the 

Parkway ROW was.  

 

5.1 Legal and Planning Impediments to the Bridge 

 

Our research indicates that the Jackson Park bridge proposal would, if carried forward, be contrary to law 

and to the commitment that the City would maintain key parcels of land through which the bridge would 

pass “as a public park and recreation ground and for no other purpose”. This core statement is expressed 

through the  Deed (Instrument 118652) registered on title in the Land Registry Office and in the City's By-

law 1961-103, among others. The core of Jackson Park comprises two parcels that were donated to the 

City, subject to park and recreation conditions, by the Nicholls Park Trust. The Trust's trustees were 

responsible for distributing generous gifts from the will of Peterborough's greatest benefactor, Charlotte 

Nicholls. Indeed, Jackson Park is named after her nephew, Benjamin Jackson. These conditions in the 

deed and dedication by-law are simple and clear. Building a road and bridge on and over these lands 

would be contrary to the letter and spirit of this legacy and would seriously undermine all future City (and 

other community) efforts to enlist generous citizens in its initiatives. A map of Jackson Park, highlighting 

the Firstly and Secondly referenced parcels in the deed and By-law, is provided below: 
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Map of Jackson Park Showing Deed and By-law Referenced Areas 

 

 

The Jackson Park bridge also would be contrary to the City's Official Plan Policy 3.5 and Schedule A and 

C, which designates and protects the bridge site and other portions of the Parkway corridor as Major 

Open Space, Natural Area or Protected Natural Area. The bridge would also be contrary to the zoning of 

significant portions of this area as Open Space 1 or 2. Further, the Jackson Creek valley is a glacial 

spillway with a creek, seeps, floodplain and other hydrological functions and is also significant valleyland, 

woodland and wildlife habitat within the City. The 2005 Provincial Policy Statement, policies 2.1.4 and 

2.2.2 (among others), states: 
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Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in: ... significant woodlands ...  significant 

valleylands [and] .... significant wildlife habitat ... unless it has been demonstrated that there will 

be no negative impacts on the natural features or their ecological functions.  

 

Development and site alteration shall be restricted in or near sensitive surface water features and 

sensitive grounds water features such that these features and their related hydrologic functions 

will be protected, improved or restored. ... 

 

Clearly, a bridge and associated facilities through an area designated and zoned as Open Space, with 

sensitive hydrological features and recognized as significant valleyland, woodland and wildlife habitat, will 

have negative impacts on the natural features and their ecological and hydrological functions. 

Accordingly, besides being contrary to the City's Official Plan and zoning, such a project is also not 

permitted under provincial planning policy. The Municipal Class EA sets out a process for dealing with 

related planning matters, but this process has not been applied to date within this Parkway Corridor Class 

EA. 

 

5.2 Unaccounted Impacts 

 

The bridge proposal and discussion in the materials simplify and disregard numerous uses of Jackson 

Park. There are many trails winding through and up the sides of the valley, used for running, walking, 

dog-walking, skiing, mountain biking, orienteering and the like. School groups, day camps, dog-walking 

services, running and cycling clubs, ski teams, mobility-challenged groups, Trent University and Fleming 

College students, photography and art groups, among others, all use this valley and particularly the 

proposed bridge area for recreation, social interaction, business, and health.  

 

Adding the bridge to the existing valley would have a variety of impacts. Besides vegetation clearing, 

many other impacts are as yet unrecognized and unaccounted for in the PIC3 materials and the 

evaluation of alternatives: 

 

 shifting trail locations and the angle of slopes that make trails less attractive and usable, particularly 
near the valley bank and at bridge abutments and piers 

 additional shading of trees and vegetation within and beyond the bridge corridor, thereby degrading 
the ecological corridor and wildlife pathways 

 shading snow in some areas, thereby leading to icy conditions for walkers and more dangerous 
conditions in more locations for elderly and less mobile citizens (this is the experience under the 
current Parkhill Road bridge) 

 removing the accumulation of snow and thereby the continuity for cross-country skiing (especially if a 
split bridge was constructed) and thus decreasing the valley's attractiveness as an outdoor and 
health-promoting activity in the more inactive winter season 

 the presence of flat limestone rock outcrops in and near the creek at the proposed bridge crossing – 
this creates a micro-habitat, easy and safer access into the water for young children (the chosen 
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place by parents and day camps) 

 the presence of massive large and old growth White Pines at this and nearby locations, which track 
the passage of time, inspire wonder in all who visit, create their own specialized habitats, and are 
visible and valued up and down the valley and beyond into surrounding neighbourhoods 

 a substantial expansion of the unsightly, disturbing and at times gang-related graffiti that is displayed 
repeatedly on bridge piers, as seen now on the Parkhill bridge 

 the shelter of a new bridge would provide additional locations for illicit alcohol consumption, with 
attendant broken bottles along the path and into the creek (injurious to people, pets and bicycles), 
again as is regularly experienced under the Parkhill bridge 

 a new bridge, rather than an enhanced Parkhill Bridge, will increase maintenance costs and double 
safety concerns, particularly if severe flooding occurs again (as is predicted by climate change) and 
destabilizes two not just one bridge  

 the presence of a bridge, with abutments and piers, would add safety and personal security concerns 
to the area, particularly at night and lower use periods. 

 

5.3 PIC3/Bridge Evaluation Materials Discussion 

 

The following provides some responses to the evaluation of the Jackson Park alternatives (beginning on 

page 16 of the PIC3 materials). Unfortunately, the materials do not discuss the base or do nothing 

alternative and only occasionally touch on the two lane road and bridge alternative. Further, the 

classification of the two main alternatives are difficult to understand (“Most”, “Least”), since they seem to 

infer more than these two alternatives but any others are not presented.  

 

Our responses to this section of the materials: 

 

 the roundabouts proposed for the Parkway ROW and both Fairbairn and Parkhill are premised on a 
two lane road (and see annotated air photograph, but see the different Jackson Park Evaluation 
annotated photograph), not on the otherwise proposed four lane road; a roundabout for a four lane 
road is confusing for Ontario drivers unfamiliar with double roundabouts 

 Fairbairn could be widened eastward to become three lanes, with possible lane direction indicators 
for the middle lane, and thus mitigate some property impacts 

 it is not clear why the Parkhill/Fairbairn intersection needs to be widened so much on the south side; 
perhaps more could be widened from the north side 

 the suggested relocation of the lower park access from the Parkhill/Fairbairn intersection to the area 
beside the transformer station appears to increase the private property impacts beyond what is 
necessary; this location would be only metres different than the existing parking along Bonaccord and 
not far from the main Jackson Park entrance parking off of Monaghan; there is no need to replace the 
parking access at Fairbairn and Parkhill, although pedestrian access could be designed here  

 while we disagree with the bridge concept, the mitigation measures suggested are useful if it were to 
be built  

 

 

5.3.1 Transportation/Technical  

 the bridge with a four lane road and signalized intersections would not be safer than widening 
Fairbairn and Parkhill 
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 in comparing the capacity deficiency maps for the 4-lane and Parkhill/Fairbairn alternatives, it 
appears as though the only areas that are resolved is the Parkway route from the Parkway ROW on 
Fairbairn, through Parkhill, Medical Drive and Parkway South; the additional traffic generated by 
building the North end Parkway is part of the problem for the Parkhill/Fairbairn option and, without it, 
there would be less capacity issues for this option; the two lane road capacity alternative performs 
worse than the Parkhill/Fairbairn widening alternative, actually increasing congestion  particularly on 
the bridge (PIC2 materials, p.34) 

 there appears to be problems in the data or calculations for reduction of network delay in the PIC3 
materials, p.19, since the base case of delay is 832 (South) and 3,744 (North) vehicle-hours per day 
for the study area (calculated from PIC2 materials pp.12 and 19), but the PIC3 materials p.19 suggest 
that there are multi-thousands of vehicle-hours per day in delay 

 within the numbers presented for delay, the Fairbairn/Parkhill option is better than the other two 
options for the southern roads, and close or better than the two- or four lane bridge delay predictions 
for the north end and study area; even for the overall network delay, the two- and four lane reductions 
in delay are respectively just 0.36% and 0.63% better than Alternative 2 (calculated as the proportion 
of the difference to the worst delay numbers) 

 the Fairbairn/Parkhill intersection will experience congestion at the peak period, regardless of 
Alternative 1 or 2; some of this could be redirected through routing along Wolseley and Park Street 
North  

 one way to reduce the volume of traffic at Parkhill/Monaghan would be to foster use of eastern routes 
from Parkhill/Fairbairn (e.g. along a widened Parkhill east of Fairbairn to Chemong/Reid) in order to 
take full advantage of currently underutilized road infrastructure along Park Street North and Reid 
Street; this would mitigate volume issues predicted for Alternative 2 

 the build out of the Lily Lake and other Planning Areas within the planning period under consideration  
will require substantial adjustments in transit routes in the north end; certainly, this development 
proposed as three times the size of Lakefield will require new transit routes to convey people into the 
existing transit grid and to multiple destinations, including downtown; the quickest route to Trent 
University would be via Towerhill Road or the 3d Line Alternative, and to Fleming College via Lily 
Lake/Ackison/Brealey roads, not along the Parkway corridor (which still falls significantly short of 
Fleming College at the south end); as we have indicated before, the Parkway and the proposed 
bridge do not connect many of the destinations of choice in the future 

 Alternative 2 may well accommodate better the build out of the other Planning Areas 

 current proposals suggest the use of roundabouts for some intersections, probably to reduce the 
need for more stop lights; roundabouts, as implemented in Ontario and North America in general, are 
particularly problematic and dangerous to other road users, such as pedestrians and cyclists, 
especially on four lane roads, as now recommended in the proposals for the Parkway road/Parkhill 
and the Parkway road/Fairbairn 

 accordingly, the ranking for delay and for safety for cyclists and pedestrians is much lower under 
Alternative 1 than under Alternative 2, which needs to be fully considered in this residential 
neighbourhood with a significant trail; a double roundabout is also lower ranked for motorists' safety 
under the four lane alternative  

 given this analysis, the classification for the Fairbairn/Parkhill Alternative 2 as “Least Preferred” 
should be changed to “Moderately Preferred” (it certainly is better than the two lane alternative in all 
categories except entire network delay) 

 the two lane bridge alternative should be changed to “Least Preferred”, and the four lane bridge 
changed to “Moderately Preferred”, although the legal and planning constraints should lead this to be 
classified on a technical feasibility basis as “Least Preferred”.  

 

5.3.2 Natural  

 we suggest that there will be increased (not minimal as in the PIC3 materials) environmental impacts 
from widening to four lanes: increased runoff, decreased infiltration and groundwater flow, at least 
double the displacement of natural habitat, etc.  

 Note the previously listed additional impacts from a bridge that could be generated by either or both a 
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consolidated or divided bridge 

 the comparison between Alternatives 1 and 2 in the detailed Evaluation table do not consistently and 
directly compare the quality or quantity of impacts related to each other; there may be the same type 
of impact, but the quality and quantity of such impacts for each alternative are different, generally 
higher for Alternative 1, and this should be stated 

 a stormwater management pond is not sufficient to address stormwater concerns, including 
contaminant treatment and the warming of water temperatures affecting stream oxygen levels; it is 
worth noting that Parkhill bridge runoff now runs directly off the road surface and into Jackson Creek, 
and this should be addressed in any alternative 

 we agree with the overall ranking of the alternatives under this criterion. 
 

5.3.3 Built 

 we reiterate again that the bridge across Jackson Park and Creek is contrary to the conditions in the 
Park deed, City By-law and Official Plan; accordingly, Alternative 1 is the Least Preferred under this 
criterion 

 as noted earlier, the widening of Fairbairn could be to three lanes and with centre lane direction 
indicators, thereby significantly reducing the displacement and disturbance to residences 

 as noted earlier, the lower park access would remain for pedestrians and cyclists but vehicle access 
could be easily relocated to Bonaccord Street, which is only a few metres south of the proposed 
relocation site and is a much less expensive and intensive option with less slope issues; such an 
arrangement would further reduce the number of residences permanently displaced and mitigate the 
“significant impacts” expressed in the evaluation table; the disruption of access to Jackson Park is 
largely evaluated in the table from the perspective of motorized vehicle access, whereas most users 
have diverse access points on foot or bicycle and can substitute a route around the Parkhill Bridge 
easily during disruptions (there are fewer alternative access points and steeper slopes at the 
proposed new bridge site) 

 the comment that Alternative 1 avoids impacts to commercial properties and access does not 
recognize the fact that this alternative serves to redirect traffic around, rather than by and to, these 
businesses; this impact is noted in the evaluation table  

 the removal of parking at two business noted in the materials could easily be mitigated by relocation 
to other locations on-site (and such a small change in parking is likely not critical to these businesses) 

 while there may be no utility relocation requirements for Alternative 1, there certainly are new utility 
location and connection requirements; these are likely comparable to the relocation requirements for 
Alternative 2 

 as noted in the PIC2 materials, the widening of the Parkhill Road Bridge is relatively simple; widening 
costs and traffic disruption could be mitigated by combining this in a cycle of bridge refurbishment, 
either in the near or later term 

 the Jackson Park Area evaluation table does not appear to account for the disruption to the many 
property owners along Medical Drive that will occur as a result of the bridge's induced requirement for 
four lane widening, likely with sound wall relocations (see Social criterion in evaluation table); this has 
a large impact on the analysis under this criterion 

 given this analysis and mitigation strategies, Alternative 1 should be re-classified as “Least Preferred” 
and Alternative 2 as “Moderately Preferred”. 

 

5.3.4 Social 

 as noted earlier and evident at PIC2 and PIC3, residents of Peterborough put high value on Jackson 
Park, open spaces and outdoor recreation; this needs to be, but is not yet, reflected in the evaluation 
of the social criterion – this Class EA needs to take a broader perspective than technical issues 

 the comments about traffic using local/collector roads need clarification, discussion and relocation;  it 
is unclear whether the lower and higher traffic comments are merely the inverses of each other or are 
in relation to the base scenario; neighbourhood cut-throughs will always occur and can be mitigated 
through road and intersection design and traffic calming measures (not yet considered in this EA); 



14 
 

this comment is actually a transportation item and not truly a new social factor 

 a new bridge could increase some trail connections, but will interfere with other trails and associated 
activities that are regularly used in the valley; this is likely a net even assessment, not a positive 
factor 

 removal of Fairbairn east side houses may increase noise, but home side-walls are generally 
designed to have few openings on to adjacent properties, thereby mitigating this impact; noise also 
will increase with a new a four lane bridge, providing a cumulative effect on top of the retained (and 
eventually widened) Fairbairn 

 the reduced air quality noted for Alternative 2 would also occur for Alternative 1 with new four lanes of 
traffic, with fumes, salt and dust scattered from above 

 please see earlier comments about vandalism, graffiti, safety concerns, alcohol and broken bottles, 
plus degradation of recreational uses, as negative impacts of a new bridge on the social criterion 

 the percentage area of disturbance between the Parkhill bridge and Ackison Road uses a 
denominator that is fairly arbitrary – why choose this distance rather than any other?   

 given the high social value placed on the integrity of Jackson Park, the ability to mitigate a number of 
the impacts of Alternative 2, and all of the negative impacts noted above that would be increased 
substantially by a new bridge, Alternative 1 should be better classified as “Less Preferred” and 
Alternative 2 classified as “Moderately Preferred”. 

 

5.3.5 Cultural 

 it seems ridiculous to suggest that adding pedestrian lookouts to the bridge would add to its cultural 
value; the bridge will grossly interfere with the natural aesthetic and add light pollution to this setting; 
scenic viewpoints of the valley already exist in and on the valley walls (e.g. at the top of bank on the 
west side) that would be obliterated by the bridge 

 it is unclear what are the 22 heritage structures that would need to be removed for Alternative 2 – 
removal of some residences, and our suggested mitigation strategies, have already been addressed 
under the Built criterion, but most if not all are not heritage structures of significant heritage value (i.e. 
some are 1950s or 1960s bungalows) 

 527 Parkhill Road, a designated cultural heritage resource, would not need to be removed if the 
additional lower park access was shifted to Bonaccord, as suggested above  

 one point that does not appear to be addressed in the Parkway option is the impacts on 
archaeological features, particularly the original European settlement sites around Hilliard Street. 
There appears to be no determination or at least discussion on what levels of disturbance the 
Parkway option will create 

 we agree with the overall ranking of the alternatives under this criterion. 
 

5.3.6 Economic/Financial 

 the Lily Lake and other planning areas are proposed as primarily a residential area; residential areas 
typically are financial losses for the municipality, requiring more financial resources than they 
generate in taxes; their costs are also not fully recovered through development charges; thus, 
supporting new residential growth should not be considered an economic benefit to the city in this 
assessment and Alternative 1 should be considered only a “Moderately Preferred” and Alternative 2 
as “Less Preferred” 

 in relation to the Lily Lake Planning Area, the new bridge would only service access from this area to 
the southwest of the City (if motorists don't choose the Lily Lake/Ackison/Brealey route); it does not 
assist with access to the northwest, northeast, downtown, east City or many areas south of 
Lansdowne Street; however, widening all of Fairbairn will provide such a link to all eastern, western 
and southern directions; thus, we disagree with the conclusion that Alternative 1 will better support 
the full build out of the Lily Lake Planning Area 

 travellers from the Lily Lake Planning Area will travel to the Chemong commercial corridor via 
Towerhill Road, not travel down Fairbairn, then across the new Parkway road 

 Alternative 2 will better service the existing commercial priority of downtown from the Lily Lake 
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Planning Area; Alternative 1 and the Parkway road will erode traffic flow through downtown and 
encourage commercial nodes on the city's periphery, thereby stimulating longer travel distances in 
the future  

 note the mistake in addition of Total Benefits for the Fairbairn/Parkhill widening alternative in the 
lower table on PIC3 materials p.24; however, this appears to be corrected in the rest of the 
calculations and table 

 it seems absurd to us that the greater the amount of assumed traffic, the greater the assumed 
benefits; it would seem that this logic would suggest that the more the new road and bridge induced 
traffic, and the fuller the roads were, the more benefits and better benefit/cost ration would result; and 
yet this is contrary to addressing the stated problem and reducing traffic and associated congestion! 

 We are unconvinced that the calculations of travel time savings (the core of the benefit side of the 
equation) are reliable for two to three decades into the future (beyond the planning period) and will 
reflect future patterns of road network use by an older population demographic, at higher fuel prices, 
with more efficient vehicles, and with travel time shifting measures in place to foster avoidance of 
peak period travel 

 we can support the overall ranking of the alternatives for the Financial criterion. 
 

5.3.7 Overall Evaluation 

 

Combining the information and assessments in the PIC3 materials and the above discussion, the overall 

assessment of the alternatives comes down to the following, with Alternative 2 being the Most Preferred:  

 

Criteria Alternative 1: 4 Lanes and Bridge Alternative 2: Fb/Ph Widenings 

Transportation Most → Moderately/Least Least → Moderately  

Natural  Least Most 

Built Most → Least Moderately  

Social Moderately → Less Less → Moderately 

Cultural Less Most 

Economic  Most → Moderately Least → Less 

Financial Moderately Most 

OVERALL LEAST PREFERRED: 
3 Moderately, 2 Less, 2 Least 

MOST PREFERRED: 
3 Most, 3 Moderately, 1 Less 

 

Furthermore, Alternative 1 (and the two lane road) are technically not feasible due to the fact that they are 

contrary to the land deed and land use planning policy. 

 

5.4 Additional Considerations 

 

The PIC3 materials provide new information to the public on one of the key alternatives for the Jackson 

Creek crossing, in that there are plans to refurbish the Parkhill Bridge.  The City's 2013 Capital Budget, 

item 5-4.01, describes this as including concrete repairs, deck paving, and drainage improvements at a 
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cost of $500,000 during 2013. The November 2012 draft budget included this item but it was not 

mentioned in the evaluation of the alternatives in PIC2 and it is unclear how it is now treated in the 

evaluation of the Creek crossing alternatives with a new bridge preference presented at PIC3.  The 

expansion of the Parkhill Road bridge to improve traffic flow could be done at the same time as this 

refurbishment, or in the next refurbishment cycle, and thereby have a consolidated and decreased impact 

on construction delays in this part of the system.   

 

The widening of Fairbairn from Parkhill to the Parkway Right-of-Way was proposed in the 2012 

Comprehensive Transportation Plan and is included in the City's 2013  Capital Budget (item 5-2.13, cost 

$4.5 million) and the Development Charge By-law. Apparently, it has already been included in the traffic 

capacity modelling. Thus, it is scheduled and funded to be built, as is the portion of Fairbairn north to Lily 

Lake Road. While challenging, this situation is already scheduled and, once built, will serve as a real 

alternative to the bridge across Jackson Creek and Park.  

 

It is our view that the preferred alternative for this portion of the EA should be the widening of the Parkhill 

Bridge and southern Fairbairn Road. The latter could be widened to three lanes, with a centre turning 

lane, and could possibly have indicators to switch middle lane flow direction (as in Ottawa and elsewhere) 

to address peak periods. This would be less expensive, less disruptive and would have fewer impacts 

than widening to four lanes or building the Jackson Creek bridge. We would also expect that the widening 

could include improvements to the design and functioning of this bridge.   

 

While it is not our preferred alternative, as the new Jackson Creek bridge is being evaluated,  we would 

expect that the proposal be made to the highest design and environmental standards and that no stone 

go unturned to ensure that this is so. As you well know, this is an exceptionally sensitive issue in 

Peterborough. Towards that end, we would recommend that research be undertaken for wind (including 

effects on nearby large pines), light (direct and ambient) and snow distribution to determine the best 

configuration and whether a split or consolidated bridge would produce the best results. If there is a new 

bridge constructed, a condition should be that the City maintain snow under the bridges to ensure 

continuity of ski trails (as suggested in the Jackson Park Area evaluation table). Further, the public lands 

providing access to a bridge should be designed to maximize all public benefits and uses, not just road 

construction and alignment (e.g. the Red Hill Creek expressway in Hamilton, Ontario).  From our 

research, we would recommend that a minimum of fill be used for the embankments, slender box girders 

with wide wing slabs be used to minimize the pier footprint, and narrow and tinted (rather than painted) 

dark piers to blend with the surroundings. The built-from-above construction example of US Highway 17 

in North Carolina, given in the PIC3 materials p.20, may be a good construction technique but it still 

produced a rather clunky appearance and poor design. Better examples to consider might be the 

Burnhamthorpe Road bridge across the Credit River (Ontario), the Taunton Road bridge over Duffins 

Creek (Ontario), the bridge at the south end of Gatineau Park (Quebec), the Denny Bridge (Washington 

State), and the H3 Windward Viaduct (Oahu, Hawaii).  

 

6 DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 
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While we do not support building the Parkway road or new bridge, it is appropriate to consider design and 

other mitigation strategies should it proceed. Our general comments on the design component of the 

PIC3 materials are:  

 

 the design drawings and discussion need to be based on the updated proposals for four lanes; in the 
PIC3 materials on several pages, these remain based on the two lane proposal 

 shifting the road route at the North end to the north between Hilliard and Cumberland is preferred 

 the ecological integrity of the remaining natural environment needs to be considered as crucial in 
design strategies; thus, the introduction of new trails into wooded areas to foster a better trail 
experience should be balanced against the expansion of human impacts, the introduction of 
pathways for invasive species, and the erosion of  interior woodlands (a rare feature in the City); trail 
and roadway lighting for safety should be discouraged in order to avoid light pollution into surrounding 
natural areas and homes, which would affect sleep and health patterns of humans and animals 

 the Water and Smith Centre Line intersection appears to interrupt the north-south flow of traffic on 
Water Street. 
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7 CONCLUSIONS 

 

There remain many questions and information gaps in this Class EA, not the least being a significantly 

altered “preferred alternative” from the ones examined at PIC2. Significant legal and planning barriers are 

identified here for moving forward with a new bridge through Jackson Park and for some other aspects of 

the Parkway road. New considerations, perspectives and resources have been suggested in this 

submission. Residents' strong values for open space, natural heritage and outdoor recreation have been 

demonstrated, and this needs to be fully recognized and given substantial weight in the evaluations and 

decision-making in this EA process.  

 

Based on community values and a fair, balanced assessment of the information at hand, we believe that 

the Parkway Corridor Class Environmental Assessment needs to make a shift in its direction – away from 

building in the Parkway corridor and a new bridge through Jackson Park and towards other options 

documented here that will be acceptable in this community. We trust that this and our earlier submission 

helps demonstrate the need for this shift and will be carefully considered in the EA process. We expect 

that the next PIC will present this shift and the refinement of options within it.  We look forward to 

continuing the discussion.   
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 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
 
We are providing this joint submission on behalf of four Peterborough-based community groups: NO 
Parkway, Friends of Jackson Park, Friends of Peterborough Trails and the Peterborough Field Naturalists. 
These groups are now acting under the umbrella of the Peterborough Greenspace Coalition. This 
submission combines the input from a diversity of our membership and represents a perspective shared 
by many across Peterborough. This submission focuses on the materials presented at Public Information 
Centre #4 (PIC4), held on Thursday, September 26

th
, 2013, but also includes references to other 

materials.  
 
Below is a summary of our conclusions and positions presented in this submission: 

 General 

 We are shocked by the lack of consideration of public comments and values and the emphasis 
shown on which comments seem ‘important’ e.g. mall observations are  highlighted in the PIC4 
materials while a petition with several thousand signatures is dismissed 

 the preferred alternative, and the earlier two lane road, do little to address the problem statement 
and will not solve the potential and disputed problem of capacity limitations in 2031 

 as indicated in this Class EA and through numerous other consultations, Peterborough residents 
highly value their open space and outdoor recreation and are prepared to accept some 
congestion in order to protect these values; this should be recognized and woven into means to 
address the problem statement and associated strategies, including phasing 

 the proposals at PIC3 and PIC4 are substantially different than those presented earlier in the EA 
process in that they now contemplate a four lane (rather than a two lane) Parkway road from 
Clonsilla Avenue to Chemong Road; such a proposal, presented as a “preferred alternative”,  had 
not been previously presented in any detail to the public for consideration, had not been proposed 
in the 2012 Comprehensive Transportation Plan, the proposal will have markedly different 
impacts and implications, and many details remain to be seen (even at this last stage of public 
consultation) 

 the public has not yet been provided with a number of the core background documents, which are 
necessary for evaluating and commenting on the EA: 

◦ the updated comparative evaluations of the alternatives in each of the South, Jackson Park 
and North parts of the corridor, particularly since the 4-lane option has been proposed since 
the last South and North comparative evaluations were made available 

◦ background technical reports on: natural heritage, fisheries, stormwater management, Lily 
Lake transportation, archaeology, planning, phasing and priority setting, legal opinion on 
Nicholls Park Trust, etc.  
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The Peterborough Greenspace Coalition's analyses has convinced us that there are better alternatives to 

the Preferred Alternative presented at PIC4. Our recommended alternative is:   

 

 support a variation of North Alternative 2: widen Fairbairn Road to 3 lanes, widen 3
rd

 Line, do not 
widen County Road 19 (and maintain it as a 2-lane road, as proposed for the roughly parallel 
stretch of the Parkway), and extend a road to Water Street via either the North Alternative 2 
route, the Carnegie subdivision, or Woodland  Drive (the latter already recognized as a future 
route in the Official Plan, Schedule B – Transportation); this will minimize house impacts and 
reduce impacts on the wetland on County Road 19;   

 foster north-south travel on Reid and Park Streets;  

 widen Parkhill Road and bridge between Reid and Monaghan;  

 widen and curve sooner to Clonsilla;  

 multi-use south trail along Parkway Corridor (preserves greenspace near low income, high 
density housing);  

 cycling/pedestrian and intersection improvements (including possibly one-lane roundabouts to 
reduce collisions and signs indicating high-collision locations); 

 neighbourhood speed bumps as has been used in some neighbourhoods in Peterborough, and is 
used routinely in Toronto and elsewhere, in order to reduce future potential neighbourhood 
infiltration; and,  

 other demand management measures. 

DESIGN COMMENTS 

Design Considerations 

 

While we do not support building the Parkway road or new bridge, it is appropriate to consider design and 

other mitigation strategies should it proceed. Our general comments on the design component of the 

PIC3 materials were, and remain for PIC4:  

 shifting the road route at the North end to the north between Hilliard and Cumberland is preferred 

 there may be the potential to include a permeable surface on the road to allow for enhanced 
infiltration 

 the ecological integrity of the remaining natural environment needs to be considered as crucial in 
design strategies; thus, the introduction of new trails into wooded areas to foster a better trail 
experience should be balanced against the expansion of human impacts, the introduction of 
pathways for invasive species, and the erosion of  interior woodlands (a rare feature in the City); trail 
and roadway lighting for safety should be discouraged in order to avoid light pollution into surrounding 
natural areas and homes, which would affect sleep and health patterns of humans and animals 

 the Water and Smith Centre Line intersection appears to interrupt the north-south flow of traffic on 
Water Street; it would be better to shift the Zoo parking closer to the road and naturalized areas 
further from the road in order to consolidate open space.  

 

Jackson Creek Bridge Design 

As we noted in our PIC3 submission, while it is not our preferred alternative, as the new Jackson Creek 

bridge is being evaluated,  we would expect that the proposal be made to the highest design and 
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environmental standards and that no stone go unturned to ensure that this is so. As you well know, this is 

an exceptionally sensitive issue in Peterborough.  

In our PIC3 submission, we recommended that research be undertaken for wind (including effects on 

nearby large pines), light (direct and ambient) and snow distribution to determine the best configuration 

and whether a split or consolidated bridge would produce the best results. If there is a new bridge 

constructed, we suggested a condition that the City maintain snow under the bridges to ensure continuity 

of ski trails (as initially suggested in the Jackson Park Area evaluation table) - this aspect is not included 

in the PIC4 design principles, p.24.  Neither has the principle we noted for PIC3 been included that the 

public lands providing access to a bridge should be designed to maximize all public benefits and uses, 

not just road construction and alignment (e.g. the Red Hill Creek expressway in Hamilton, Ontario).   

As we had noted for PIC3, we would recommend that a minimum of fill be used for the embankments, 

slender box girders with wide wing slabs be used to minimize the pier footprint, and narrow and tinted 

(rather than painted) dark piers to blend with the surroundings. We do not yet see such design principles 

incorporated into the principles noted in PIC4 materials.  Again, good examples to consider might be the 

Burnhamthorpe Road bridge across the Credit River (Ontario), the Taunton Road bridge over Duffins 

Creek (Ontario), the bridge at the south end of Gatineau Park (Quebec), the Denny Bridge (Washington 

State), and the H3 Windward Viaduct (Oahu, Hawaii).  

The bridge is proposed to be 23 metres (75 feet) above the valley. The design principles suggest that 

trees will be used to help screen the bridge. However, 23m approximates the height of mature trees in the 

city, and it may well take 50-100 years to grow such mature trees to truly achieve effective screening of 

the bridge. Thus, the project should include mature native tree stock rather than the planting of young 

trees. Despite such treatment, the bridge will still have a significant scenic impact, including from the 

potential trails along the top of bank of the Lily Lake development as proposed in the City's recent draft 

secondary plan.  

 

Pedestrian Crossings 

New pedestrian underpasses are proposed at Whitfield and near Chemong. Where feasible, we support 

these, with appropriate safety measures.  

There are two new pedestrian signals proposed along the proposed parkway route at  Goodfellow and 

Hilliard. We support such signals to enhance pedestrian and cyclist safety.     We also support pedestrian 

signals at the crossings for each of the new roundabouts (see discussion below) to meet accessibility and 

safety concerns.  However, as students come and go from school during peak hours, and others cross at 

various times of the day, these signals will slow down the movement of vehicles along the proposed 

parkway and also on the roads which would cross the parkway. We would like the public to have available 

updated modelling to understand better how such signals would affect traffic flow and speed on both the 

parkway road and cross streets, and across the system.  
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Roundabouts 

Roundabouts are proposed at three new locations (Fairbairn, Hilliard, and Cumberland), and one that will 

modify existing intersections (Cumberland/Carnegie/Water). Roundabouts have been found to be more 

safe than a signalized intersection when they comprise a one lane circle.  Even with a single lane 

roundabout, the proximity to elementary schools at these roundabouts is a concern, particularly the one at 

Hilliard Street. 

However, the designs presented at PIC4 and resulting from the new 4-lane alternative include the two-

lane circle roundabouts at Fairbairn and Water Streets with associated on- and off-ramps and merging 

areas. Such a double circle is more confusing than a single circle for the vast majority of Peterborough 

residents and visitors who are not used to roundabouts (and perhaps for older drivers, of which 

Peterborough has the highest number in Canada). After all, these are the first roundabouts planned in this 

city. Given this likely confusion and the volume and increased variety of interactions – and in contrast to 

the claims on page 16 of the PIC4 materials -- a double circle will not have the safety and other benefits 

of a single circle roundabout: 

Safety is better at small and medium capacity roundabouts than at large or multilane 

roundabouts. While overall crash frequencies have been reduced, the crash reductions are most 

pronounced for motor vehicles, less pronounced for pedestrians, and equivocal for bicyclists, 

depending on the study and bicycle design treatments. ... 

due to the presence of additional entry lanes and the accompanying need to provide wider 

circulatory and exit roadways, double lane roundabouts introduce additional conflicts not present 

in single-lane roundabouts. This makes it important to use the minimum required number of entry, 

circulating and exit lanes, subject to capacity considerations. For example, according to United 

Kingdom roundabout crash models, for a 10,000 entering Average Daily Traffic (ADT), flaring the 

entry width from one to two lanes is likely to increase injury crashes by 25 percent. ... 

The types of conflicts present in multilane roundabouts that do not exist in single-lane 

roundabouts occur when drivers use the incorrect lane or make an improper turn. ... While these 

types of conflicts can also be present in other intersection forms, they can be prevalent with 

drivers who are unfamiliar with roundabout operation
i
. 

 

At the Fairbairn and Water Street double roundabouts, there are likely to be more pedestrian and cyclist 

use and collisions and more vehicle collisions than there would be for a single roundabout. Further, for 

accessibility purposes (as supported by new provincial legislation and the City's Official Plan), double 

roundabouts should have pedestrian crossing lights at each of the four intersecting roads just outside the 

traffic circle; this will be especially important for families crossing to the Zoo.  A double circle with 

confused, merging traffic and pedestrian signals will then create an average flow through the roundabout 

close to the average times for traffic lights. Accordingly, it may make more sense at Fairbairn to have a  

single roundabout or an actual traffic signal rather than a double roundabout, particularly just before or 

after entering the proposed bridge and associated trails through Jackson Park.   Given the law suits 

currently in the United States with double lane roundabouts, and people with disabilities, traffic lights or 

single lane roundabouts seem more appropriate in such an urban setting, especially in Peterborough 

where we are promoting higher rates of cycling and walking. 
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Traffic Lights 

Along with the roundabouts, the PIC4 design includes five traffic lights found at either one new location 

(Chemong) or four existing locations (Clonsilla, Sherbrooke, Weller, and Parkhill). Further traffic signals 

along the route to be activated by pedestrians (and possibly cyclists, if designed properly) are proposed 

at St. Peter's School and at Goodfellow Road, as well as at the Hilliard Roundabout. This would make a 

total of 4 new lights. We note that the drawings do not show a traffic light for vehicles at the intersection of 

the proposed parkway and Goodfellow Road (see further discussion below). If the Parkway option is 

chosen, we recommend that such a light be added, making a total of some 5 new traffic lights in the city.  

 

Collisions and Safety 

The PIC4 design proposes the addition of two 2-lane and 2 1-lane roundabouts, 4 (and preferably 5) new 

traffic lights, and two new pedestrian crossings of the roadway. These are found along extended 

stretches of roadway where vehicle speeds are likely to increase above the speed limit due to such 

lengths and clear visibility along such lengths, leading to more serious injuries in a collision. Given these 

factors, it is our contention that there will be more points of potential collisions and thus higher numbers of 

collisions from the proposed option than from the no Parkway and our recommended alternative. As we 

had noted in our submission regarding PIC3, the greater width of the proposed roadway to four lanes 

along most of its length will increase the risk to the safety of pedestrians and cyclists crossing the 

roadway.   

In the PIC4 materials, p.17, five of the ten top collision sites noted are along the Parkway corridor 

between Fairbairn and Lansdowne, with two fed by but slightly off the actual route (#5- Fairbairn/Parkhill 

and #10 – Sherbrooke/Clonsilla). Drawing more traffic to the Parkway corridor and its immediate environs 

will increase the potential for collisions at these locations. 

These locations are also primarily four-lane by four-lane intersections, suggesting that these types of 

intersections are more inclined for collision problems than two by two lane intersections (more lanes, left 

turn requirements, etc.). The expansion of the original road proposal from two- to four-lanes will thus 

increase the likelihood of collisions at such intersections and thus does not contribute to solutions for this 

aspect of the EA problem statement.  

A Peterborough Examiner article on top collision areas identifies that there are about 120 signalized 

intersections in Peterborough. Accordingly, the parkway preferred alternative and design increases the 

number of intersections, which thus increases the number of intersections in the city. Despite traffic 

modelling, this most likely will serve to slow traffic down, rather than enhance its flow.  

 

 Parkway South – Goodfellow Area   
 

The Parkway South road configuration and design presents a variety of difficulties.  

The Goodfellow/Parkway intersection is proposed to include right-in, right-out and a median configuration, 

with a pedestrian light to the west. This effectively closes Goodfellow Road to north-south through traffic. 

It also will cut off one of the highest density (and lower income) residential areas of the city in the 

Tallwood apartments area from access to the south, particularly to the Lansdowne and Lansdowne West 
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shopping districts –  they would need to go north on Whitfield Drive or Goodfellow Road, turn right on to 

Sherbrooke and then again on to Clonsilla (adding traffic to apparently problematic intersections) , and 

then south on Clonsilla. This arrangement thus partially isolates this large residential area and decreases 

its connection to the south end of the city. Accordingly, this configuration contributes to the problems 

identified in the Class EA problem statement and does not alleviate them.  

The trail is proposed to be located along the southeast side of the roadway. This again will isolate the 

Tallwood apartment residents from the trail system and will only service those going to the arena (often 

with equipment and not likely to be on foot or bicycle).  

 

 Road/Trail Closures and Construction Delays/Impacts  
 

We are concerned about the impacts of road closures on existing traffic patterns and local 

neighbourhoods: 

 Goodfellow Road: this will be essentially closed to north-south traffic, thereby decreasing traffic 
flow in this area and redirecting traffic through nearby neighbourhoods and routes as discussed 
above 

 Highland Road: this closing of the west end of this street (the original location of the 1947 Faludi 
Parkway by-pass route) will put extra pressure and through traffic onto Donegal, Bellevue and 
Wellington Streets and the entire neighbourhood and surrounding road network 

 Cumberland/Carnegie/Water Streets realignment: this would involve a significant construction 
period on several major arteries, including Water Street's important gateway function; such a 
realignment would have spillover effects into the adjacent neighbourhoods and over the Nassau 
Mills bridge into East City and on to Armour Road. 

 

Road closures, delays and residential and commercial disruption will also occur due to the various 

phases of road construction and reconstruction proposed (PIC4 materials, pp.19, 23 and 27):  

 Reconstruction of the current Medical Drive and intersection with Sherbrooke Street 

 Construction of Phase 1 of the remaining 2-lane road, presumably including the new bridge 
through Jackson Park  

 Reconstruction of the Phase 2 widening of the 2-lane road (including the existing Medical Drive) 
to expand it to a 4-lane road. 

The EA's recommendations essentially mean double (and in places triple) the disruptions and impacts of 

construction on residences and businesses within and adjacent to the corridor, plus double the impacts 

and degradation on existing roads from heavy equipment. There will also be double the construction 

delays on intersecting and equipment access roads, in some cases along several points of important 

roads (e.g. Cumberland).  

The public has not been provided with an updated evaluation matrix for all of the alternatives, including 

the new 4-lane preferred alternative and this phased approach to construction. However, we believe that 

the calculation of these diverse impacts should be fully included in the traffic modelling and the 

comparative evaluations for each of the South, Jackson Park and North sections.  

Further, we remain very concerned about the closure of the trails through Jackson Park for what AECOM 

staff have estimated as a two year period while a bridge would be under construction. As stated 

repeatedly in this EA process, public access and use of this Park is of high value in Peterborough and 

such closure would drastically affect the use and appreciation of the Park, with its many benefits, for 
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residents in the City. With this EA's proposal for a second bridge through the Park in addition to the one at 

Parkhill Road, this would also double the closure times for these trails during refurbishment activities. 

Further, such trail closures would also result in the redirection of traffic to other Park access points and 

other Parks, with potential increases in conflicts with neighbours over parking, dog encounters and the 

like.  

Watercourses and Related Impacts 

The proposed design involves the relocation of several watercourses: Byersville Creek in the 

Parkway/Clonsilla area, a Jackson Creek tributary east of Chemong, Bears Creek east of Hilliard, and 

Riverview Creek at the Carnegie/Water intersection. The relocation of the watercourses in at least four 

City sub-watersheds is a substantial impact on the natural environment. It is not clear to us how the 

proposed project will avoid impacts on potential fish habitat and other water-based features that are 

protected by the Fisheries Act and the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS).  Where will this habitat be 

replaced? What measures will be taken? How effective will they be? What will such measures cost? 

The presence of springs, upwellings and other hydrologic features in such areas as steep slopes (such as 

east of Chemong, along the west bank of Fairbairn, and other locations in Jackson Park) can create 

difficulties in establishing and maintaining infrastructure. Such features could cause unstable structures 

such as bridge piers or the erosion of foundational materials and ultimately the roadbed (witness the 

collapse and inaccessibility of Parkhill Road West/County Road 3 just east of Highway 7 several years 

ago). Higher frequency, quantity and intensity of rainfall (and even microbursts) from climate change 

would suggest that careful design effort and enhanced structures should be undertaken in these 

vulnerable areas, particularly since climate change and such precipitation events are more likely over the 

proposed construction timeline.   

Stormwater Management 

We remain concerned about stormwater management and the steep slopes east of Chemong. It is not yet 

clear what will be the effects on and risks of future flooding in this or other areas. It is also not clear how 

the EA proposals align with the City's flood prevention plan and is buffered from the future impacts of 

climate change. 

Woodlands 

In several locations, the proposed road travels through potentially significant woodlands. For planning 

applications and through cross-references in the PPS, no development or site alteration is permitted 

unless it is demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on these features or functions. The Class 

EA is intended to avoid or mitigate environmental impacts. The proposed road clearly does not avoid 

important woodlands and there are no specific measures indicated in the PIC4 materials as to how such 

impacts will be mitigated, except a very general reference to “plantings ...”.  

The proposed option is planned to go through a significant portion of the city's greenspace, and thus, if 

pursued, substantial mitigation measures should be specified and required. These should include: 

 the use of native stock species and varieties; 

 the use of much mature tree stock that will functionally replace the woodlands to be lost;  

 other best practices. 
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Health Financial Savings 

While the EA has calculated potential time and related vehicle operating benefits to generate a benefit-

cost ratio for the alternatives, there has yet to be a calculation of the health and related benefits of 

maintaining the Parkway corridor as greenspace with recreational opportunities. Recent literature 

suggests that the retention of greenspace provides a variety of mental and physical health benefits, each 

with economic benefits: 

A growing body of evidence suggests that human mental and physical health is closely 

associated with the health of our forest ecosystems. Consequently, poor environmental conditions 

may lead to an increase in the incidence of a wide array of illnesses. 

Billions of dollars are spent annually on health care services to treat symptoms; however, 

comparatively little is invested in addressing the root causes of many commonly occurring 

diseases. Restoring the health and integrity of our forests, can be viewed as a preventative health 

measure and will contribute to our collective health and well-being.
ii
 

The protection of natural resources is critical for public health in its relation to food sources, water 

supply, air quality, and biodiversity. Healthy communities and places protect natural resources. 

Nature contact is an aspect of healthy places and communities. Previous research has 

demonstrated that nature contact was related to greater physical activity, lower perceived stress, 

and quicker and better recovery from surgery ... 

Outdoor nature contact should be cultivated in communities and cities where people live, work, 

and play. Regular experience with outdoor nature contact may contribute to reductions in crime, 

aggression, violence, and road rage (Parsonset al. 1998; Kuo 2001; Kuo and Sullivan 2001a, 

2001b; Cackowski and Nasar 2003). Hartig and others found that ‘‘green exercise’’ and walking in 

natural settings such as parks fostered a greater physiological stress recovery following a 

stressor than walking in an urban environment (Hartig et al. 1991, 2003; Bodin and Hartig 2003). 

Outdoor nature contact is also, and perhaps especially, important for children. 
iii
 

Given that the recommended 4-lane alternative will convert a significant percentage of  Peterborough's 

North End greenspace, then there will be substantial health costs to either pursuing the current preferred 

alternative. We recommend that the Peterborough County-City Health Unit be engaged to do a Health 

Impact Assessment on the Parkway alternatives in order to fully include such data into the comparative 

evaluations and in calculating a benefit-cost ratio for the alternatives.  

 

Land Use Planning 

The City's official plan designates areas along the Parkway corridor as major open space (Schedule A) 

and natural areas and corridors (Schedule A1), among other designations. Zoning by-laws also include 

open space zones. While these Schedules in some cases recognize a two-lane road, the project has now 

been expanded to a 4-lane road and the design has shifted it away from the planned 2-lane corridor. 

Further, the project would engage a variety of the policies in the text of the Official Plan.  

Accordingly, to carry forward with the preferred alternative would require at least a planning analysis and 

quite possibly Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendments. We have seen no indication to date that 



10 
 

such a planning analysis has been conducted, despite the rationale and provisions in the Municipal Class 

EA and elsewhere for integrating environmental assessment and planning considerations.  

We then ask: When will such a planning analysis be developed and shared publicly? , and How it will be 

integrated with and influence this Class EA? Can this EA be considered complete without such an 

exercise? 

 

Nicholls Park Trust 

As we have previously noted, the donation of the Jackson Park lands to the City by the Nicholls Park 

Trust would appear to only permit park and recreational purposes, not the transportation purpose that is 

clearly the identified reason for the proposed bridge. We note that both the PIC4 materials and a similar 

separate handout neglect to include the full reference in the land deeds and City by-law, namely that the 

lands are for park and recreational uses “and no other purpose”. Additional lands to those portrayed may 

also have been part of the original donation to the City.  

While the lands may have been encroached upon in fairly minor ways in the past, in the Parkhill area 

where there has long been a bridge, we believe that the building of a new bridge would be a more 

substantial interference with the conditions of the donation. The terms of the donation continue to speak 

today and thus should continue to guide City plans and proposals, including this EA. To do otherwise 

would erode trust in the City administration and dissuade future philanthropists from contributing to 

worthwhile City projects.  

We have not been provided with a copy of the City's apparent legal opinion on these issues and therefore 

cannot comment on nor critique the basis for its interpretation of the deed, by-law and circumstances. We 

believe that a copy of the City's legal opinion should be included in the public documents for this EA in 

order to support the conclusion that building the bridge would not violate the conditions of the deed and 

by-law and that building the bridge is thus a feasible component of the EA's recommendations.  

 

Heritage Resources, Archaeology and Lee Cemetery 

 

As noted earlier, there has not been a public release of the full archaeology stage 2 reports, known to 

have been undertaken due to new City budget expenditures. Accordingly, it is difficult to comment on the 

EA conclusions that the Lee Cemetery will be protected, or that there are no other archaeological or 

related heritage resource or cultural impacts from the EA's recommendations. The area of concern 

around the Lee Cemetery is not just about the cemetery, but other potential artifacts which may lie 

between the cemetery and the former house (now demolished for commercial uses), including near the 

existing creek which would be covered by the proposed road alignment. The PIC4 materials speak to 

heritage interpretation and markers, and bridge viewing platforms – while these are useful, they appear 

almost token and highlight the contrasting loss of features and their context that will occur through pursuit 

of the EA's proposed preferred alternative.  
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We wonder what the City's Heritage Preservation Office thinks of the alignment and its impacts, both west 

of Chemong Road and also in other high potential areas of the proposed road route? How have they 

been involved and how has the EA responded to their input? We also question how the proposed 4-lane 

road fits with Council-approved Cultural Plan and related documents? The answers to these questions 

have not yet been publicly addressed in this EA. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

There remain many questions and information gaps in this Class EA, not the least being a significantly 

altered “preferred alternative” from the ones examined at PIC2 and the continuing absence of revised 

alternative evaluations and background technical documents. Again, significant legal and planning 

barriers have also been identified here for moving forward with a new bridge through Jackson Park and 

for some other aspects of the Parkway road. New considerations, perspectives, implications and 

resources have been suggested in this submission.  

Residents' strong values for (and health benefits from) open space, natural heritage and outdoor 

recreation have been demonstrated, and this needs to be more fully recognized and given more weight in 

the evaluations and decision-making in this EA process. Based on community values and a fair, balanced 

assessment of the information at hand, we believe that the Parkway Corridor Class Environmental 

Assessment needs to make a shift in its direction – away from building a street in the Parkway corridor 

and a new bridge through Jackson Park and towards other options documented here that will be 

acceptable in this community.   

The preferred alternative will not solve the perceived problems, and does not substantially  address the 

EA's problem statement. The proposed solution is also dividing the community and would place a 

massive demand on the current and future financial capacities of the City to achieve present and pressing 

initiatives. There is no mention in the materials of the impact on tax rate and on funding for other 

municipal priorities such as maintenance and upgrades to current roads and intersections (the proposed 

parkway will consume half of the transportation/roads budget for the next 20 years); discretionary welfare 

benefits for single mothers, children and the homeless; or maintaining facilities such as Northcrest Arena 

and Morrow Park. We believe that the alternatives we are supporting (or enhanced versions or variations 

on them) are ones that would create a win-win for diverse interests in the city and would produce better, 

more sustainable results in the longer term.  

We trust that this and our earlier submissions help demonstrate the need for a shift away from the current 

preferred alternative proposal of a $66 million walled street in important greenspace.  We expect that our 

comments and alternatives will be carefully considered in the EA process.   With a more complete 

package of publicly available information and an enhanced public process, we look forward to continuing 

the discussion.   

                                                      
i U.S. Department of Transportation, Roundabouts: An Informational Guide, pp.103, 107: 

 http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/00067/000675.pdf  

ii Trees Ontario, A Healthy Dose of Green (Toronto, 2012) 
iii E. Largo-White, Cultivating Healthy Places and Communities (2011), International Journal of Health 

Research, Vol. 21(1), pp. 41-61. 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/00067/000675.pdf

