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Executive Summary 
This spring, April 2016, marks only two years since the Parkway Corridor Environmental Study 

Report was completed and sent to the Ministry of Environment. Yet, in just two years we have 

already witnessed significant and rapid changes in provincial and city planning directions and 

climate change policies, discovered new and critical environmental data, and are beginning to 

experience the dramatic implications of the Millennials’ preferences, in public policy and private 

sector development, including the emerging technological revolution in automobile travel. 

 

Indeed, in just two more short years, the City of Peterborough and its planning needs and 

priorities are likely to change in monumental ways. We are on the cusp of an incredible 

opportunity to coordinate and align the major facets of Peterborough City planning priorities to 

design a modern and progressive urban centre that prioritizes people and quality of life in the 

21st Century. The City is in the midst of finally consulting on and developing a new Official 

Plan that can create an updated vision for the city’s future. This important public policy 

endeavour is complemented by the recently initiated Sustainable Peterborough Climate Change 

Action Plan (to be completed fall 2016) and the ongoing Vision 2025 - 10-year Strategic Plan for 

Recreation, Parks, Arenas and Culture. As well, and of direct relevance to the Parkway project, 

the City is due to update its Comprehensive Transportation Plan next year! It would be a costly 

and regrettable error to allow the contentious Parkway project to distract the City and its 

residents from this opportunity for collaborative, strategic, and meaningful city-building over the 

next few years. 

 

The Order from the Hon. Glen Murray, Minister of the Environment and Climate Change, sent to 

the City of Peterborough in February 2016, acknowledges that changes are underway which may 

impact upon the original Parkway proposal. While the City claims in their April 4th Response to 

the Order that all recent changes support the Parkway project and bridge through Jackson Park, 

the PGC is further convinced that recent and anticipated changes in planning directions and other 

areas raise yet more doubt and unanswered questions about the project. 

 

With this report, the Peterborough Greenspace Coalition (hereinafter referred to as PGC) 

formally submits that the City’s Response to the Minister’s Order is misleading, highly selective 

and speculative, and simply an attempt to “greenwash” the proposed Parkway project. Yet again, 

PGC is left with more questions than answers about the project and study area. Since the 2013 

vote by the previous council to approve the Class Environmental Assessment, City Council has 

largely been left out of the process and has not had the opportunity to consider significant new 

information or to review their commitment to the project. Current Councillors’ stated positions 

and the public’s vote in the 2014 municipal election all point to either opposition or substantial 

concerns and preferences for revised approaches to the Parkway.   

 

Recognizing significant changes occurring in planning priorities, urban planning trends, and the 

continued and massive opposition to the project in Peterborough, PGC is further convinced of 

the need for a comprehensive full Environmental Assessment for the Parkway Corridor proposal. 

This report critiques the City’s Response to the Minister’s Order and directly challenges many of 

the City’s claims with facts and evidence. This report, PGC’s Response, proceeds as follows. 
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An introduction to the Parkway project describes how PGC and others became involved in 

seeking a Part II Order request for a full Environmental Assessment, and why a full assessment 

is in fact the only option for a project of this scale. The introduction provides a summary of the 

key points in PGC’s original request for a Part II Order, filed in March 2014. This includes an 

overview of why the Parkway Corridor Class Environmental Assessment does not meet the 

requirements of a municipal class environmental assessment and an overview of how the 

Parkway is at odds with the City’s own Comprehensive Transportation Plan. Finally, the 

introduction summarizes the PGC’s key critiques of the City’s Order Response to the Minister, 

which are elaborated upon in the main sections of this document. 

 

In the first section, the ever-growing case for a full Environmental Assessment is outlined. This 

section demonstrates that significant demographic changes and preferences, rapidly emerging 

technological advances, changes in planning priorities, and new data and political contexts have 

not been considered by or since the 2014 ESR. This section also describes and evaluates the 

decision-making process that was used to select the proposed Parkway project, including the 

bridge through Jackson Park. This process did not properly consider and allow comparison of 

“alternatives to” the proposed route, did not adequately inform the public and Council of key 

issues, did not incorporate public concerns in meaningful ways, did not aim to improve transit 

and promote non-auto modes of travel, and did not adequately consider the project’s impacts on 

the environment and climate change.  

 

A second section outlines the ways in which the City of Peterborough is, in fact, nonetheless 

proceeding with many of the road construction and widening projects that the Parkway Corridor 

Environmental Assessment had dismissed as unfeasible alternatives1, and demonstrates that the 

City has chosen not to pursue simple traffic flow improvement measures and active 

transportation initiatives to support non-auto choices, including cycling, walking, and transit. As 

previously elaborated upon by Peterborough Greenspace Coalition, this section discusses some 

of the unreliable assumptions and data that informed the selection of preferred alternative with 

the bridge, including an incomplete noise impact assessment for Jackson Park and questionable 

traffic modelling and interpretation. This second section also challenges and demonstrates the 

fallacy of many of the new claims presented in the Order Response, such as its marketing of the 

Parkway now as an indispensable “transit spine” and “desirable” active transportation corridor. 

 

In a conclusion, this document reiterates that the PGC has identified numerous grounds as the 

basis for a full, comprehensive environmental assessment, including those identified in the 

province’s Environmental Assessment Act. There are fundamental process, prediction, 

alternative, fact and information questions that remain unresolved. The Minister is not being 

asked to make a final decision on the project, but to enable our community to fully answer these 

questions and to help us craft a way forward.  Thus, we respectfully request that the Minister 

order a full environmental assessment under section 16 of the Environmental Assessment Act and 

that it encompass all of the factors listed in section 6.1(2), rather than as a scoped environmental 

assessment.  

                                                 
1  Of particular interest to the MOECC will be that Fairbairn Street has, since 2014, been formally 

identified as a major arterial road and will be widened; this was the very alternative to the Parkway 

considered in the Parkway Corridor EA. How will all of this increased road capacity affect traffic flow? 

This has not been considered by the City or in the 2014 ESR.  
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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 at the southern end of the City. This project evolved from changes to the Hospital 

Access Road Class EA and unresolved issues in the Comprehensive Transportation Plan, 

approved by Council in 2011. The Class EA resulted in an Environmental Study Report (ESR) 

that was filed on February 7, 2014.   

 

Along with 87 other organizations and individuals, on March 24, 2014, the Peterborough 

Greenspace Coalition (PGC) submitted an extensive document to the Minister of Environment 

that outlined fundamental problems with the Class EA and ESR (the “Original Request”). The 

PGC and others requested that the Minister issue a Part II order under the Environmental 

Assessment Act to require the City to undertake a full Environmental Assessment in order to 

resolve gaps in knowledge, procedures and conclusions. Intermittent communication between 

both the City, PGC and others, has continued since.  

 

Most recently, on February 5, 2016, the Hon. Glen Murray, Minister of the Environment and 

Climate Change, issued an Order requesting the City submit a report that:  

 

a. Reviews the planning and design alternatives, 

b. Describes and evaluates the decision-making process that was used to select the most 

appropriate alternative design, and 

c. Identifies the advantages and disadvantages of the preferred design, all in relation to the 

preferred alternative for the section of roadway that traverses Jackson Park. 

 

The City responded to this Order on April 4, 2016 with its own response (the “Order Response”). 

PGC has reviewed both the Order and the Order Response and provides this submission (the 

“PGC Response”) as its own assessment of the current situation and of the City’s claims in its 

response. We understand that other organizations and citizens have also made submissions at this 

time.  

 

This PGC Response is submitted on behalf of three Peterborough-based community groups: NO 

Parkway, Friends of Jackson Park, and Friends of Peterborough Trails. These groups act under 

the umbrella of the PGC. This submission combines the input from our volunteer membership 

and reviewers, and represents a perspective shared by many citizens of Peterborough.  

 

As noted in our Original Request, the PGC 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. Our contributions have been among the most detailed of any public submissions. 

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

we believed then, and now, that they were inadequate to address and resolve this pivotal and 
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longstanding issue in our city. We are citizens, volunteers, and committed to this endeavour out 

of a desire that we and many others share to improve the quality of life in our city. 

 

Under the Environmental Assessment Act (EAA), a Class EA may be conducted where there are 

similar projects with similar effects and mitigation measures. It is apparent that the proposed 

Parkway extension is not just another road, with typical effects and mitigation, but is rather a 

road that has broad implications across the city and diverse, specialized impacts that cannot be 

simply mitigated.   

 

In considering a request for a Part II Order for a full EA, under subsection 16(4) of the EAA, the 

Minister shall consider a number of matters:  

 

 (4) The Minister shall consider the following matters when making an order under this 

section: 

1. The purpose of the Act. 

2. The factors suggesting that the proposed undertaking differs from other undertakings 

in the class to which the class environmental assessment applies. 

3. The significance of the factors and of the differences mentioned in paragraph 2. 

4. Any reasons given by a person who requests the order. 

5. The mediators’ report, if any, following a referral under subsection (6). 

6. Such other matters as may be prescribed. 

7. Such other matters as the Minister considers appropriate. 

 

The PGC has demonstrated that each of these conditions has been met -- both as discussed in our 

initial request and subsequent communications, and as is even more evident through the 

materials presented here. Undertaking a full EA would ensure a complete, balanced, fully 

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

City of Peterborough.  

 

Granting a Part II Order would not determine the outcome, but would frame the issues more fully 

and enable a more informed discussion and resolution. Not granting the Order would, we 

believe, serve to undermine the integrity and validity of the entire environmental assessment 

process in Ontario - the bar for achieving a full environmental assessment that encompassed the 

Legislature’s intended scope for the EAA would be all but unachievable in any effective or 

practical manner.  

 

In the request for a Part II order from the Minister made in April 2014, the PGC highlighted 

numerous problems with the Class EA that would readily qualify it for a full EA; several of these 

points have been emphasized in other communications.  

 

The key issues identified in the PGC Part II Order Request in 2014 and new issues arising 

since then and from our analysis of the City’s Response can be summarized as follows: 
 

● Substantial environmental impact: the option proposed is identified by the proponent as 

having the worst natural and cultural environmental impacts (e.g. on existing natural 
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corridor and rare trout population), and has ineffective inventory and mitigation measures 

that are criticized by leading experts. 

● Inadequate justification of need: the case for the project is based upon unreliable 

assumptions and modelling. 

● No full consideration of “alternatives to”: alternatives to the project (alternative 

transportation, demand management, improved intersections and signals) were not 

adequately considered, as well there are unconsolidated and unevaluated “alternative 

means” (i.e. routes).  

● Significant outstanding public concern: the Parkway project is the most controversial and 

divisive issue faced by Peterborough during the past three decades. Residents rejected a 

smaller version of this project in a 2003 referendum, the vast majority who spoke at the 

public meetings were against it, 6200 people in a petition were opposed, more than 80 

residents requested the Minister order a full EA.  

● Poor planning: the City has no intensification plan, the road is against documented 

consultation preferences, no Official Plan review has been completed, the Comprehensive 

Transportation Plan was developed within a very dated Official Plan and does not align 

with the Parkway, the Parkway is inconsistent with the 2014 Provincial Policy Statement, 

and is most likely at odds with the Sustainable Peterborough Climate Change Action 

Plan currently being developed. 

● Ineffective transportation solutions: the road will inhibit existing alternative modes, does 

little to decrease projected congestion, will induce and increase traffic, and creates rather 

than resolves traffic circulation problems. 

● Neighbourhood traffic infiltration unaddressed: City asserts that a major benefit of 

Parkway is a reduction in traffic infiltration. Infiltration was not identified as a problem 

and no solutions are proposed in the EA; no City measures have since been taken on this 

issue for a limited area, despite a clear process in the City’s transportation plan and 

budget requests by citizens. 

● Unhealthy solution: the road decreases options for increased investment into healthy 

transportation modes and infrastructure, eliminates calming greenspace, divides 

neighbourhoods and social interaction, and creates conflict in our City.    

● An inequitable road: it serves only those with cars, eliminates park space for a dense low 

income area adjacent to the south part of the corridor, does not serve well persons with 

disabilities, children, Millennials or the elderly, who typically drive less. 

● Costs are too high and exceed benefits: the project price continues to rise (proposed at 

$79M, expected at over $100M) that will overwhelm already stretched capital budgets, 

certain costs are not yet included and, even as is, the project’s benefit:cost ratio is an 

untenable 1.01, and dropped from the 1.1 that was presented to Council.  This 

Benefit:Cost ratio attaches economic value to “travel time saved” but ignores many other 

very significant externalities: increased CO2, health costs with inactivity, mental health 

costs from inactivity and loss of greenspace, neighbourhood social interaction, etc. 

● Additional concerns: concerns related to provincial interests, feasibility, piecemealing, 

scope and technical matters were also elaborated on in the original request. 
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The Parkway Corridor Class EA did not meet all the requirements of the Municipal Class 

EA: 
 

● Did not choose or apply the land use planning stream of the Class EA, and yet the Order 

Response clearly demonstrates the importance of City-wide land use and transportation 

planning in assessing the proposed project.   

● The scale and scope of the proposed project is extensive, and has been further expanded 

in the Order Response. It involves many other projects (e.g. the Research Park and arena 

at Trent University, the Casino, transit planning), and many of these are beyond the study 

area established for the 2014 ESR. Accordingly, the project is not specific to merely a 

road or a limited geography and thus does not fit with the Class EA approach but should 

proceed to a full EA.    

● While the City claims that it “exceeded” the requirements for consultations, the 

Municipal Class EA clearly identifies that its consultation framework is a minimum, and 

that a consultation plan needs to be tailored to the complexity, level of controversy and 

stakeholder needs. The Parkway Corridor Class EA may have exceeded the minimums, 

but did not achieve “authentic” or “effective” consultation in the process, as documented 

in our Original Request.    

● The “types of impacts and approaches to environmental protection and mitigation” are 

NOT recurrent and predictable, as is intended for a Class EA; the Order Response 

demonstrates that this project has implications throughout the city for other projects and 

planning in a fundamental and unique manner, not as a standard Schedule C EA.  

● The proposed project was never evaluated in a “systematic way”, since it was only 

evaluated in three separate pieces and geographies (see the ESR Evaluation Tables in 

Appendix O). The project has never been prepared as a consolidated proposal and never 

against a full, consolidated suite of ‘alternatives to’ or alternative means (e.g. more 

aggressive transit and AT, smart signalling, and widen Fairbairn between Parkhill and 

Towerhill). In effect, the evaluation of the project was “piecemealed” into 3 sub-projects, 

contrary to the direction in the Municipal Class EA, section A.2.2: 

 

... From the problem statement, a project will be developed. In assessing the 

magnitude and extent of a problem therefore the scope of the project, it is 

important that the projects, not be broken down, or piecemealed, into 

component parts or phases, with each part being addressed as a separate project. 

If the component parts are dependent on each other, then all of the 

components must be combined and dealt with as a single project. [emphasis in 

the original] 

 

Further, the 2012 Comprehensive Transportation Plan does not support the 2014 ESR 

recommended solution, nor is it particularly helpful for other city road EAs. This is 

because the Comprehensive Transportation Plan: 
 

● Has not been incorporated into the Official Plan due to years of delays in reviewing and 

updating the Official Plan. The City continues to prefer its own approvals through 

individual Official Plan Amendments that are focused on specific sites or themes but 

without an integrated, planned perspective for the city. The current City approach is 
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backwards in undertaking a Transportation Plan and costly Parkway before completing 

the Official Plan. This is contrary to the approach suggested in the Municipal Class EA, 

section B.1.2, that should be guiding the 2014 ESR: 

 

Comprehensive Transportation Plans build upon the analysis and detailed policies 

developed through municipal Official Plans. Therefore, it must be recognized that 

the link between Comprehensive Transportation Plans and Official Plans is 

fundamental. ... As such, Official Plans provide a planning and technical basis for 

undertaking infrastructure environmental assessment studies. 

  

● Did NOT include a new route for the Parkway through Jackson Park; 

● Did NOT include construction of the southern extension of the Parkway;  

● Did NOT include widening of Medical Drive;  

● DOES support widening Fairbairn Street, including at the south end; 

● Supported the 2012 Transit Operations Review that continued the City’s radial transit 

network, rather than the purported “plan” for a Parkway transit spine and transit hubs 

introduced in the City’s Order Response. This “plan”, introduced in the Order Response, 

is newly minted, undiscussed by the public, unapproved by Council, and would first 

require a different EA and support in the City’s eventual new Official Plan;  

● Proposed a variety of road improvements that have been since sidelined by both the ESR 

and the November 2013 staff report to Council on the Parkway EA, which proposed that 

a good number of these would be “eliminated or deferred” (but never clear which). Yet, 

many of these very road improvements are now, nonetheless, at least partly constructed – 

these include contradictions between the Transportation Plan, ESR and City Budgets. 

● Concluded that rail service was being studied but, based on ridership projections to 2031, 

would only provide early- and late-day commuter service but not all-day or weekend 

service. The five paragraph discussion in the CTP is not likely sufficient to address 

“heavy rail transit”(see the Municipal Class EA, section D.1.2 and .3), as has been 

proposed for new rail and stations in the city and used as a rationale in the City's Order 

Response (but not in the ESR);   

● Was not capable of being challenged itself, since a request for a Part II order for a more 

complete, full EA is not a contemplated step under the Municipal Class EA (Appendix 4, 

section 4.3). 

 

The City of Peterborough responded to the Minister’s Order on April 4, 2016. Our review 

of the Order Response, City of Peterborough Parkway Corridor Class EA: Assessment of the 

Recommended Alternative in Light of the Current Planning Context, highlights the following 

serious weaknesses and problems, amongst others, with the City’s approach to this project: 
 

● The Order Response does not acknowledge nor include mention of the fact that the 

Fairbairn widening alternative to the bridge through Jackson Park - which was initially 

ruled out as unfeasible in the 2014 ESR - is now nonetheless slated for implementation to 

service the Lily Lake subdivision. 

● The Order Response asserts that the City has essentially taken all reasonable measures to 

improve transit and active transportation (AT) in the City but that insufficient modal shift 

has resulted, so construction of the Parkway is still needed. In fact, the City has done 



 

9 

virtually nothing to improve transit, and the investments in AT, while welcome, are 

modest at best and have had little time to influence behaviours. Notably, the City 

provides no data around which to make conclusions about mode shift.  

● The Order Response does not explain why the City has cancelled the hiring of traffic 

technicians that would focus on simple efficiency improvements (intersections, turning 

lanes etc. -- the “low hanging fruit” of traffic network improvement). 

● The Order Response’s claim that the Parkway will support the City’s move towards 

intensification ignores the reality that it would in fact keep traffic away from the City’s 

downtown and identified intensification corridors, and in fact supports peripheral sprawl 

in the northern part of the City. 

● The Order Response’s reiteration of assessment of noise impacts from the bridge onto 

Jackson Park reflects the same critical flaws as the 2014 ESR’s assessment of noise 

impacts. 

● Some of the modelled traffic flow numbers are problematic to even an untrained eye, and 

raise more questions than they answer. 

● The Order Response suggests the completed “multi-modal” Parkway would be a critical 

component of the City’s transit and active transportation (AT) networks. This is 

“greenwashing” at its worst. The AT trail already exists from one end of the Parkway 

corridor to the other, but road construction and associated noise, pollution and concrete 

would decimate the aesthetics of the trail and decrease AT use of the corridor. The City 

provides no evidence that other combinations of roads or routes would not be equally 

effective for transit, and in fact, the corridor's location does not service the City's main 

transit flow routes between residential areas and major employment centers. 

 

Based on this very flawed EA process, the 2014 Environmental Study Report, the Minister’s 

Order and the City’s Order Response, we are further convinced that this project contains 

fundamental problems, the case for the bridge is unjustified and based on unreliable assumptions 

and data, the road’s benefits and costs have not been adequately assessed, and that the matters 

the Minister must consider are demonstrably present in this circumstance.  

 

Therefore, as we did in 2014, we request that the Minister issue 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 are so deficient and 

constrained that it cannot serve as the Terms of Reference for the individual EA, if so ordered.   
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1. There is Now More Than Ever a Need for a Full 

EA 

1.1 Planning: The Parkway and City’s Response Do Not 

Reflect Good Planning or Provincial Planning Directions 
 

The Parkway was first proposed in 1947 as a by-pass expressway, when Highway 28 used to run 

through the city and the cars were much bigger and the population and city area was much 

smaller. Times certainly have changed since then. The City’s approach to planning the Parkway, 

and now a variety of other major dispersed facilities across the city (e.g. the casino) 

unfortunately reflects some of the planning mistakes that have been made in North American 

cities over the last 60 years. It is a typical, development- and automobile-oriented structure that 

has led to the social, economic and environmental decline of numerous cities over time. Indeed, 

it is the challenges and hard lessons from such approaches that have led to new planning 

directions from planners and governments across the continent. Ontario’s Growth Plan for the 

Greater Golden Horseshoe and the PPS, 2014 are just the most recent examples of this. Along 

with other documents, these point towards planning within the context of the city’s geography, 

starting with its natural heritage system and green infrastructure assets. With growing habitat and 

species losses plus climate change, we must begin to address these critical environmental 

challenges of our times. Creating compact, complete communities will help us get there.  

 

The Parkway extension does none of this. It would pave over a significant portion of the City’s 

“green spine”, part of its essential and most valued natural system, including right beside the 

city’s densest and most in-need neighbourhoods. It would bypass the city’s centre and 

commercial heart, plus other areas already identified for intensification. The Parkway would 

serve a subdivision-, commuter- and big-box commercial structure, siphoning people, time and 

local finances out of the community and diminishing us all. It would contribute to new traffic 

problems and foster longer commutes within and beyond this city. In summary, the Parkway 

represents the antithesis of the planning directions the province is promoting.  

 

1.1.1 Demographics and Millennials: Ignoring Future Trends 

 

The City has adopted the Growth Plan’s population growth projections and asserts that this 

supports the “need” for the Parkway extension. This assertion fundamentally depends on a key 

assumption: that population growth equals proportionate growth in vehicle use and distances 

travelled. We challenge this assumption in this section, pointing to trends and patterns in 

demographics and transportation that, despite some population increases, will dramatically 

reduce the per capita and the overall rate of vehicle use and distances travelled over the coming 

years. Destination preferences may also shift further towards downtown. Certainly, these are 

important factors to build into modelling, predictions of need and impacts, alternatives and 

benefit/cost analyses, among others, that are essential to a complete and thorough EA. For the 

Parkway extension project, this has not yet been accomplished.  
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Millennials are a growing portion of the population, generally born between 1980 to 2000. In 

Peterborough, they are 24.9% of the population (2011 census). Millennials have particular 

preferences that will shape the future of the city and its transportation needs. The Parkway ESR 

does not discuss them and, significantly, did not account for their relatively lower driving 

preferences in the traffic modelling, nor for their desire to live in walkable, attractive downtown 

centers. New transportation trends continue to emerge, particularly with Millennials, such as 

Uber and the car-sharing program Turo. It appears that the CTP similarly ignored their notable 

preference for transit and cycling, and as such the CTP targets for mode shifts away from 

automobiles are likely overly conservative. We would welcome a peer review of the modelling 

used for the Parkway.  

 

For nearly 70 years, the Baby Boomer generation’s preferences and life choices have held 

primacy in public policy planning. This is and can no longer be the case. A new generation and 

cohort of Millennials are leading the way into the 21st Century with different and transformative 

needs and preferences that will radically alter Canadian communities in the next three decades. 

The national polling firm Abacus Data recently declared “The Next Canada” is upon us as the 

2015 election saw voter turnout among 18 to 25 year-olds likely increased by about 12 points. 

Abacus warns that “policy makers, politicians, and other community and business leaders who 

fail to listen and engage with this new force will be left behind as the NEXT CANADA 

emerges.” Millennials’ needs should and must receive much more consideration in determining 

options for transportation in Peterborough. 

One trend ignored by the ESR concerns the decline in VMT (Vehicle Miles Travelled) by the 

population in general and specifically the decline in VMT amongst Millennials. Who are the 

Millennials and why are they important to the planning choices of any city’s future, including 

building massive new roads? 

  

Here is what the planners of London, Ontario have to say in their second draft of the new 

Official Plan: 

  

2.4 Preferences of the Millennials 

“A new age cohort is also having a major impact on cities across North America 

– the “Millennials” who were generally born between 1980 and 2000. Within 

North America, this age group is similar in size or larger than the “Baby 

Boomers”. The demographic is known for being less automobile focused, 

environmentally conscious, more likely to seek out highly urban environments, 

and for placing a high premium on “staying connected” through their social 

behaviours and the use of technology. Their interests and demands will likely be 

much different than those that we have become accustomed to in association 

with the “Baby Boom” cohort. Recognizing the emergence of this segment, how 
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will we build a city that provides this large population with the amenities they 

are looking for, allowing us to attract and retain them in London?”2 

 

and  

“a February 2013 survey completed by Zipcar found that, given the choice of losing their 

phone or their computer or their car, 65 percent of Millennials, ages 18 to 34, would go 

without their car”3 

 

In support of this submission we have searched for Canadian research on this topic. However, as 

with most current trends, the vast majority of the data available is from the U.S.  Each source is 

pointing to the same trend, and we have included further data that substantiates these trends in 

the “Alternatives To” discussion. 

Lindsay Abrams points out in her article “Thanks to Millennials, Driving is No Longer a Thing” 

in Salon: 

 

Baby boomers are aging out of their peak driving years, experts explain, and 

Millennials aren’t taking their place behind the wheel. The number of Americans 

in their teens, 20s and 30s with driver’s licenses, let alone access to a car, has 

been dropping significantly. 

 

You can basically look at anything used to characterize Millennials to explain the 

trend. According to the mix of economists and travel behavior analysts consulted, 

young Americans are driving less because cars no longer symbolize freedom, as 

cellphones have taken their place.4 

   

Jeffery Ball’s article titled “The Proportion of Young Americans Who Drive Has 

Plummeted - And No One Knows Why” in New Republic agrees about smartphones but 

tells us driving is dropping across most age groups: 

  

“Today’s American teenagers and twenty-somethings aren’t loving—or driving—

cars nearly as much as their predecessors did. They’re getting their freedom from 

smart phones, which can travel distances and reach speeds that make cars seem 

quaint. They’re increasingly interested in commuting by bike or public transit. 

And growing numbers of them say they see cars more as nuisances and less as 

toys. 

  

That today’s youth are driving markedly less than their predecessors seems clear. 

….Driving fell most sharply during the first decade of this century among those 

                                                 
2
 ReThink London (Ontario) background report on “Providing Transportation Choices”, 

http://www.london.ca/business/Planning-Development/Official-

Plan/Documents/RethinkLondon/5%20Providing%20Transportation%20Choices.pdf  
3
 IBID, p.58 

4
 Abrams, Lindsay. “Thanks to Millennials, Driving is No Longer a Thing” Salon 

   Aug 29, 2013 (accessed April 13, 2016) 

   http://www.salon.com/2013/08/29/thanks_to_millennials_driving_is_no_longer_a_thing/ 

http://www.london.ca/business/Planning-Development/Official-Plan/Documents/RethinkLondon/5%20Providing%20Transportation%20Choices.pdf
http://www.london.ca/business/Planning-Development/Official-Plan/Documents/RethinkLondon/5%20Providing%20Transportation%20Choices.pdf
http://www.salon.com/2013/08/29/thanks_to_millennials_driving_is_no_longer_a_thing/
http://www.salon.com/2013/08/29/thanks_to_millennials_driving_is_no_longer_a_thing/
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aged 16 to 30. Per-person miles travelled fell 2 percent among those 56 and older; 

11 percent among those 31 to 55, and a massive 25 percent—more than twice as 

much as for the middle-aged group—among those 16 to 30. Another indicator: 

The portion of Americans aged 16 to 24 who have driver’s licenses fell to 67 

percent in 2011, its lowest level in roughly a half-century, according to federal 

statistics cited in a report last year by the U.S. PIRG Educational Fund and the 

Frontier Group, two environmentally oriented organizations”.5 

  

This Article in Gizmado called“It’s Not Just Millennials: Fewer Americans of all Ages 

Are Getting Drivers Licenses” by Alissa Walker, provides a compelling chart showing all 

age groups are declining in VMT except the 70+ age group: 

  

“Now we know that this isn’t just a blip. More Americans are deciding they don’t 

need to get a license, for whatever reason. And even as Americans enter the child-

rearing years—seen as the kiss of death for car-free life styles—the downward 

trend continues. 

  
Figure 1 Licenced drivers as a percentage of their age-group population 

 
 

As you can see in the chart above, the most dramatic changes in percentages of 

licensed drivers are happening during the late teen years. Almost half of all 16-

year-olds had their license in 1983; now it’s closer to a quarter. But more 

fascinating are the significant drops across the board from 2011 to 2014. In 

almost every cohort, you see fewer licensed drivers today, compared to in 1983. 

                                                 
5
 Ball, Jeffery. “The Proportion of Young Americans Who Drive Has Plummeted—And No One 

Knows Why” New Republic, March 12, 2014 (accessed April 13, 2016) 

https://newrepublic.com/article/116993/millennials-are-abandoning-cars-bikes-carshare-will-it-

stick 

http://www.uspirg.org/reports/usp/new-direction
https://newrepublic.com/article/116993/millennials-are-abandoning-cars-bikes-carshare-will-it-stick
https://newrepublic.com/article/116993/millennials-are-abandoning-cars-bikes-carshare-will-it-stick
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The only place we’re not seeing a marked decrease in licensed drivers is in those 

aged 70 and older—a huge population of elder Americans are staying behind the 

wheel”.6 

  

Note: the majority of people in this 70+ age group will probably not still be driving by 2031 

when the City asserts congestion would become an issue. 

  

Perhaps the most recent and comprehensive information on this subject is found in a new book 

by Samuel I. Schwartz; Street Smart ~ The Rise of Cities and the Fall of Cars. Schwartz served 

as New York City’s traffic commissioner and Department of Transportation chief engineer. He 

devotes an entire chapter to exploring this trend in Millennials and the reasons for it.  A few of 

his more pertinent points follow:7 

  

“In a 2011 poll, only 16 percent of Millennials strongly agreed with the statement, ‘I want to 

protect the environment, so I drive less’ ” 

  

So what then did Schwartz find to be the major reasons behind the decline in driving? Here is a 

summary what he discovered with a few direct quotes noted: 

  

1. Graduated Licensing statutes 
➔ Graduated licensing has cut accidents by young drivers substantially. But currently only 

44% of teens obtain a license within a year of eligibility with only 46.3% obtaining a 

licence by age 19 compared to 64.4% in 1998. Historically very few people get a license 

after 20. 

➔ In 2009 Millennials made 15% fewer car trips, 16% more bike trips  and their Public 

Transit miles increased by 40%, over same age predecessors in 2001. 

➔ 2009 research also confirmed that Millennials drove 23% fewer miles (Vehicle Miles 

Traveled) than same age predecessors in 2001. 

➔ “If the trend continues as the rest of Millennial population comes of age, the US 

population will increase by 21% but the VMT will  ‘fall off the Table.’ ” 

  

2. A Digital Generation 
    This includes on-line shopping and socializing. 

·   In answer to a survey question about choosing to spend time online with friends instead of 

    driving to see them, only 18% of Baby Boomers agreed compared to 54% of Millennials. 

·   “The number one transportation trend identified by Millennials in a 2014 survey was 

    “socializing while traveling.” This makes taking transit much more appealing as well as safer. 

  

                                                 
6
 Walker, Alissa. “It’s Not Just Millennials: Fewer Americans of all Ages Are Getting Drivers 

Licenses”, Gizmodo 

January 19, 2016 (accessed April 12, 2016) 

http://gizmodo.com/it-s-not-just-millennials-fewer-americans-of-all-ages-1753804136’s 
7
 Schwartz, Samuel I., Street Smart ~ The Rise of Cities and the Fall of Cars 

New York, Public Affairs 2015  pp 65-88 and p.60 

http://gizmodo.com/it-s-not-just-millennials-fewer-americans-of-all-ages-1753804136%27s
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3. Attitude toward Automobiles 
·   Many Millennials see automobile ownership as a burden rather than a plus. 

·   “They are the first generation whose parents were more likely to complain about their cars 

     than get excited about them” (due to longer commutes from suburbia). 

  

4. Entertainment 
·   From streaming the latest movie at home to hours spent video gaming, it all means a lot less 

    traveling. 

  

5. A few more facts 
·   In 2011, Americans spent 421 million fewer hours stuck in traffic than in 2005 and “retired” 

     more cars than new cars being sold. 

·   1n 2014, automobile gas consumption was at a ten-year low. 

  

Schwartz offers the following advice to civic leaders in transit-poor cities and suburbs: 

  “If you don’t want to lose your children, invest in transportation that doesn’t depend on 

   the automobile. Build walkable town centers.” 
  

For another thing, for example, engineers and planners turn out to have been really 

bad, really bad at predicting the future, which is a big deal when you’re building 

stuff that is supposed to last decades if not centuries. They are consistently 

extrapolating future needs from past trends, instead of saying, “this is what 

would happen if past trends were to continue.” No one asked what would happen if 

the trends didn’t continue, much less whether they would have led to a desirable 

future.8 (emphasis added) 

 

Another major societal development in transportation is rapidly unfolding now with significant 

implications for traffic modelling and infrastructure planning.  Driverless vehicles (automated 

vehicles - AVs) are already on streets around the world and are expected to become 

commonplace in the very near future. AVs are expected to move more efficiently through our 

road networks, taking up less space and with fewer accidents, and as such cannot and will not be 

modelled the same as a human driven car. In an April 22, 2016 article, the Ottawa MacDonald-

Laurier Institute think tank cautions as follows: 

 

“As the new federal government prepares to spend billions on infrastructure, it will be 

important for all levels of government to be aware of the impacts AVs will have on many 

projects. Indeed, on many expensive transit projects, for example, an “AV audit” should 

be done before large sums of money are committed because AVs will dramatically 

influence transit projects of all kinds”.9 

                                                 
8
 Schwartz, Samuel I., Street Smart ~ The Rise of Cities and the Fall of Cars 

New York, Public Affairs 2015  pp 65-88 and p.60 
9
 Brian Flemming, MacDonald-Laurier Institute.  “Look Out, Infrastructure PLanners - Here 

Comes Driverless Cars”. Inside Policy, April 22, 2016 http://www.macdonaldlaurier.ca/look-out-

infrastructure-planners-here-come-driverless-cars-brian-flemming-in-inside-policy/ 
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Neither the 2014 ESR nor the City Response make any acknowledgement of this important 

trend. 

 

Peterborough’s planners and engineers are doing exactly this, planning for a future that is already 

past and ignoring current trends. One only needs to look at the growth plan as shown in table 3.2 

Growth Forecasts by Planning Area in the Parkway ESR document.  It clearly shows only 

17.66% of new population growth will be supported by inner city intensification while 82.33% 

will be in subdivisions built on the outskirts of the city, mostly in greenfield areas. The City’s 

insistence on increasing urban sprawl as the future of development in this city is unjustified and 

is the antithesis of the current trend towards walkable neighbourhoods. Efficient transit and 

active transportation infrastructure have made Portland and Vancouver a mecca, not only for 

Millennials, but for Boomers as well who are rediscovering the walkable city. This trend towards 

an overall decline in Vehicle Miles Travelled and walkable neighbourhoods is being ignored by 

the City of Peterborough at its peril. 

 

As noted in our Original Request, such forecasting is highly speculative and often over-predicts 

“need”. With many factors in play, this situation is exemplified in the U.S. data presented in 

Figure 2 below from a study of road forecasting versus actual, realized demand10: 

 
Figure 2 Actual versus Forecast Road Needs 

 

                                                 
10

 State Smart Transportation Initiative, 2014:  

http://www.ssti.us/2014/03/u-s-dot-highway-travel-demand-estimates-continue-to-overshoot-

reality/ 
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There are other larger societal trends beyond millennials that are pointing to a growth in transit 

and AT, and a decline in the number of trips and distances travelled. Even for vehicle use, there 

are growing preferences and availability of ridesharing, low-emission electric vehicles (existing, 

GM Volt and Bolt, and the high profile and affordable Tesla Model 3 by 2017), and self-driving 

cars (available before 2021 when the Parkway is scheduled to be completed). They will reduce 

the number of vehicles, substantially lower the emissions per vehicle, and enable more efficient 

and intelligent use of our current roadways. These innovations and their implications were noted 

in our 2014 bump-up request but now will have much more immediate impact on the context for 

considering the Parkway extension project.   

 

Millennials’ preferences will exert themselves increasingly over time as this cohort ages and the 

trend continues at this age.  Transportation for Tomorrow and CUTA statistics also show a 

growing portion of the population is choosing to work at home and is using shared mobility 

modes (such as transit, ridesharing, and bikesharing) that allow for more interactive socializing 

during travel. This increased usage of shared modes equates to increased transit ridership plus 

fewer cars owned and driven; Peterborough has only just begun this journey and the results could 

be dramatic over time. A recent survey of 4,500 people in seven U.S. cities explored their shared 

mobility experiences and had the following results (as shown in Figure 3; “supersharers” are 

those who use more than one shared mode of travel regularly):  

 

Lifestyle changes that occur once people begin to use shared-use modes are notable 

across both groups: 30 percent of general shared mobility users and 34 percent of 

supersharers drove a car to work less often; 22 percent and 26 percent, respectively, 

drove less for errands and recreation; and 15 percent and 10 percent said they used public 

transit more (Figure 4, all percentages net). Almost half of all respondents and nearly 
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two-thirds of supersharers also say they’re more physically active since they began using 

shared mobility options.11  

 
Figure 3 Lifestyle changes since starting to use shared modes (net change) - supersharers v. all 

respondents 

 
 

The most recent U.S. statistics show the effects of these trends clearly in Figure 4: despite 

population numbers rising, actual vehicle distances are essentially flat, with transit use growing 

significantly12. In addition, the numbers and percentage of commuters using transit to get to work 

are also increasing.  

 
Figure 4  Since 2004, Public Transit Use Has Grown More Than Population or Highway Travel 

                                                 
11

 American Public Transportation Association, Shared Mobility and the Transformation of Public Transit 

(Washington, D.C.: APTA, March 2016), p.8. 
12

 American Public Transportation Association, 2015 Public Transportation Fact Book, 

(Washington, D.C.: APTA, November 2015), page 11. 
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Local data confirms the trends identified above. We in Peterborough are also seeing a growing 

preference for urban living, with a recent study’s recognition that “the population has clearly 

shown a desire to move back to the urban core”13 

 

The concern is that social and community planning may not properly represent our community’s 

needs and wants if the youth population is not engaged and publicly acknowledged by policy and 

decision makers. Planning should be focused on the needs of everyone in our community and if 

we overlook the youth population they may move to new communities where they feel their 

wants, hopes and needs for the future are incorporated into policy. 

 

When youth were asked to guide city planning that reflects youth needs, they responded by 

identifying the following three needs:14 

➔ youth friendly transportation i.e. public transit, trails 

➔ involve youth in planning for more bike trails 

➔ improve city bike paths. 

 

The Parkway would be built over our most beautiful park and the best east/west cycling and 

walking trails in our city. These are the very type of greenspaces that study after study show are 

major attractions in the cities of the future - a fact which is supported by preliminary research for 

the new Peterborough Recreation survey for Vision 2025 that shows that parks, greenspace and 

trails were, again, the highest priorities for the people of Peterborough.  Once a greenspace is 

paved over … it is gone forever.   

  

                                                 
13 Peterborough Social Planning Council, “Youth Engagement Demographic Profile”, p.14, at: 

http://www.pspc.on.ca/pdf/maps/YOUTH%20ENGAGEMENT%20DEMOGRAPHIC%20PRO

FILE%20with%20maps.pdf 
14 Peterborough Social Planning Council, “Youth Moving Us Forward” 2011, p.11  

http://www.pspc.on.ca/pdf/june_8_report_on_youth_planning.pdf 

http://www.pspc.on.ca/pdf/june_8_report_on_youth_planning.pdfT
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Peterborough is already home to one of the largest percentages of seniors in Canada. What will 

the future look like in twenty years if we follow the Parkway path? A future where aging 

Boomers are giving way to the next generation who, with different values and priorities, have 

left this City for those with more vision and a smaller carbon footprint. Meanwhile, climate 

change will continue to drive home the lessons that our leaders have lacked the political courage 

to implement and embrace. 

  

  

1.1.2 Provincial Planning Changes 

 

1.1.2.1 Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

 

Several new planning directions for the province have emerged since the 2014 ESR was 

originally submitted. Several of these are discussed below, reflecting current provincial direction, 

each pointing to the need for a fuller review of the Parkway Corridor proposal. 

 

The Province’s amended Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 came into force at the end of April, 

2014. The PPS, 2014 set new planning directions by the provincial government that included: 

 

● Active transportation and transit: the province now promotes and prioritizes more fully 

the use of active transportation, transit and transit-supportive development, and provides 

for more connectivity among transportation modes (see Policies 1.1.3.2, 1.2.1, 1.5.1, 

1.6.7); it recognizes healthy communities, such as community design and planning for all 

ages (see Policy 1.1.1); also, there is more encouragement of coordination and co-

location of public facilities accessible by active transportation and transit (see Policy 

1.6.5) 

○ Under the 2014 ESR, we contend that active transportation and healthy 

communities have been underestimated and underdeveloped in the proposal, thus 

requiring a full and thorough consideration of these factors in a full EA in order to 

be consistent with these policies under section 3 of the Planning Act.  Further, the 

CTP and Official Plan need to be updated to reflect these new PPS directions. 

   

● Complete communities: The notion of “complete communities” is emphasized in the new 

PPS. The City claims on page 13 of their Order Response that: “Reduction in traffic 

infiltration through adjacent neighbourhoods is a key measure that can contribute to the 

creation of Complete Communities that foster active lifestyles.” 

○ However, the City’s planning department has repeatedly interpreted the term 

“complete community” to mean the entire city, not districts or neighbourhoods of 

the City. For example, in both the Lily Lake and Batten-White subdivisions, city 

staff have argued that a neighbourhood hub and commercial facilities are not 

needed in these planning areas and subdivisions since they already exist in 

adjacent parts or elsewhere in the City. It seems most contradictory now for the 

City to be making the opposite argument. Further, the city has not conducted 

studies in neighbourhoods with supposed traffic infiltration, even when requested 
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to do so by citizens during the public consultations on the City’s 2015 Budget. 

This is despite the fact that the City’s 2012 Transportation Plan identifies exactly 

such studies and measures to address any such issues. It seems quite disingenuous 

for the City to claim the Parkway will enhance complete communities when in 

fact it will create a new road barrier within them, the City has recently argued 

against facilities that would foster such complete communities, and the City has 

not taken any action to follow its own plan to address any such issues even when 

specifically requested to do so.  

○ The City’s claim that the proposed Parkway will reduce “out-of-the-way” travel 

and neighbourhood short-cutting is misleading. In fact, the Parkway Corridor 

Final Environmental Study Report indicates that not only will the Parkway not 

solve many cut-through traffic concerns in the south end of the City, it will 

actually increase traffic problems in the City’s south end Monaghan and 

Otonabee Wards. Across the south end, no fewer than five main traffic 

intersections are forecast to see increased traffic and delays, a solid barricade 

down the centre of the Parkway will completely block travel on Goodfellow 

Road, and residential streets west of the Parkway will see a 3% increase in cut-

through traffic as drivers seek to dodge those five busier intersections of 

Monaghan and Charlotte, Sherbrooke and Goodfellow, Sherbrooke and Clonsilla, 

Parkway and Clonsilla, and Parkway and Lansdowne. In exchange for all this, the 

south end’s overall traffic on minor roads will go down only 2% and overall time 

delays will go down by a mere 1%. 

 

● Infrastructure: Infrastructure is to be provided in a coordinated, efficient and cost-

effective manner, including adaptive re-use of infrastructure and consideration of 

lifecycle cost of infrastructure (see Policies 1.6.1., 1.6.3)  

○ We contend that the 2014 ESR does not provide a cost-effective solution, does not 

re-use and maximize existing roadway infrastructure, and most definitively does 

not consider the life-cycle cost of infrastructure in its benefit-cost analysis, and 

thus is inconsistent with provincial directions in the PPS, 2014. 

○ The City’s Order Response claims that it has spent “countless resources” to 

support growth. And yet it has overspent funds on the Parkhill Sewage Pumping 

Station in the Jackson Creek area, is struggling with servicing along Parkhill 

Road, and is still supporting the most expensive greenfield subdivisions to service 

in the city, namely in the Lily Lake area. Despite the City’s concern, existing 

infrastructure in the Parkway corridor does not need to be moved, and can be 

serviced and upgraded in small sections as need be without the impacts that the 

Parkway extension would cause. 

○ The City’s Order Response claims on page 14 that the “Benefits of preferred 

solution exceed lifecycle costs as demonstrated in Cost Benefit study in 

Environmental Study Report.” However, as noted in the City’s Response to the 

2014 Part II order requests, “As stated in Appendix M of the ESR, future 

rehabilitation costs for the new bridge across Jackson Park Valley were excluded 

from the cost-benefit assessment as the first cycle of bridge deck rehabilitation is 

not expected to be needed for 20-25 years which is beyond the 2031 analysis 

period used in this assessment. Operating costs were also considered as part of 
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the evaluation of the Network Alternatives, as noted in Table 6.3 and Appendix O 

of the ESR.”(PDF p.100, emphasis added).  Not looking at future maintenance 

costs involved in such a bridge when comparing alternatives is unacceptable (and 

inconsistent with looking a supposed demand from Lily Lake after 2031). As 

stipulated in the updated PPS 2014, cities are to require the consideration of 

lifecycle cost of infrastructure15. Cities all over North America are now facing 

costs for repairs to bridges and elevated expressways many times the cost of their 

construction and initial maintenance. The 60-year-old Gardiner Expressway in 

Toronto and expressways and bridges in Montreal are cases in point. 

○ In the Federation of Canadian Municipalities’ 2012 Canadian Infrastructure 

Report Card, the cost of desperately needed replacement infrastructure – whether 

for water or roads – was $171.8-billion nationally. And this does not even take 

into account the transit investment deficit. 

  

● Climate Change: Land use patterns are to be based on densities and a mix of land use that 

minimize impacts to air quality and climate change, and by promoting compact built 

form, intensification, storm water management, public transit and alternative 

transportation, alternative/renewable energy, and encourage green infrastructure and 

strengthen storm water management requirements (see Policies 1.6.2, 1.6.6.7, and 1.9)  

○ The 2014 ESR proposal would contribute to land use patterns that continue the 

need for extensive car travel in Peterborough and do not achieve the design 

elements described in these policies, and thus are inconsistent with the PPS, 2014. 

We further explore this in a later section on climate change. 

 

● Natural Heritage: require identification of natural heritage systems in southern Ontario, 

protect significant woodlands and valleylands in southern Ontario (see Policies 2.1.3, 

2.1.5)   

○ The City has not identified a full natural heritage system, and the development of 

the proposed Parkway extension would seriously erode the ecological integrity 

and functions of both this possibility and essential natural features. The third most 

important natural corridor and spine of a natural heritage system in the City would 

be substantially eliminated, both in features, area and function. Further, Jackson 

Park and associated natural areas and its Old Growth Forest were recognized in 

the ESR as significant woodlands, significant valleylands, and a cultural heritage 

landscape, indeed some of the highest valued natural features in the city. The PPS 

continues to prohibit development in such areas, and yet the Parkway bridge is 

proposed to go through these very areas with many detrimental impacts that 

cannot be mitigated (e.g. you cannot replace an Old Growth Forest).   

  

● Aboriginal Interests: Recognize Aboriginal interests in land use planning, promote the 

conservation of cultural heritage and archaeological resources, and encourage 

coordination with Aboriginal communities (see the Vision and Policies 1.2.2, 2.6.4)  

                                                 
15

  Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing. 2014, accessed March, 2016. 

http://www.mah.gov.on.ca/AssetFactory.aspx?did=10546) 

http://www.mah.gov.on.ca/AssetFactory.aspx?did=10546
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○ The Parkway Corridor is already identified as having high archaeological 

potential, and the proposed road components have been identified by the 

proponent as having the highest impacts on cultural heritage values; proceeding 

with the proposed project would not be consistent with these latest PPS, 2014 

policies.  

 

1.1.2.2 Greater Golden Horseshoe Growth Plan 

 

The province is undertaking a Coordinated Review of four provincial land use plans, including 

the Greater Golden Horseshoe Growth Plan that affects the City of Peterborough. To date, the 

province has invited comments, has received comments from its Advisory Panel chaired by 

David Crombie, and we are now waiting for the province’s proposed draft plans and directions. 

The Crombie panel has noted on page 9: 

 

Much of the recent urban growth has been in the form of low-density, car-dependent 

suburbs, providing many residents with affordable, single-detached homes. However, this 

form of development, often known as urban sprawl, has resulted in loss of farmland, 

traffic congestion, deteriorating air and water quality, impacts on human health, and the 

loss of green space, habitats and biodiversity.  

 

This is not the kind of urban form we want to see in Peterborough. To move us along towards a 

better future, and after hosting 17 Town Hall meetings with thousands of people, the Panel has 

made 87 recommendations within six strategic directions: 

 

1. Build complete communities, including “directing more new development to existing 

urban areas through intensification, and less to new greenfield areas”; 

2. Supporting agriculture; 

3. Protecting natural and cultural heritage, including “improving the mapping, 

identification, protection and enhancement of natural heritage systems throughout the 

region”, “growing the Greenbelt by adding areas of critical hydrological significance, 

such as … urban river valleys”, and “strengthening the protection of cultural heritage”;  

4. Providing infrastructure, including “greater integration of infrastructure planning with 

land use planning”, protecting infrastructure corridors, “policy direction to support green 

infrastructure”, strategic areas for focused intensification and investment in transit, and 

“increasing efforts on transportation demand management, active transportation and 

transit integration”;  

5. Mainstreaming climate change, including “aggressive intensification”, alignment of 

transportation planning with growth forecasting, “accelerating progress” to improve 

transit and active transportation infrastructure, and protection of natural and agricultural 

systems; 

6. Implementing the plan. 

 

All of these align with our vision of a healthy, vibrant, prosperous community, and supportive 

transportation infrastructure that prioritizes non-automobile modes. Unfortunately, the Parkway 

increasingly can be viewed as the antithesis of this direction. The Parkway extension by-passes 
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existing urban and intensification areas, is noted in the ESR’s own evaluation as the worst option 

for both natural and cultural heritage values (and heavily impacts significant natural features), 

has not integrated infrastructure and land use planning, and shifts investment and focus away 

from intensification, transit and active transportation.  

 

Beyond the Crombie Advisory Panel’s recommendations, the summary of public consultations 

on the Coordinated Review highlighted some directions relevant to the Parkway proposal. These 

included: protecting urban rivers and ravines; prioritizing the protection of ecological and 

hydrological features, particularly through a natural systems approach; enhancing public transit 

as a cost-effective mode; aggressive intensification targets; mixed-use developments; re-

allocating road construction budgets to transit; roads causing urban sprawl are countering efforts 

to achieve compact development; incentives to spur a cultural shift towards transit; promoting 

active transportation; protecting greenspace from development; community greenspace to 

provide connections among neighbourhoods and to recreational and social activity; expand 

natural areas and recognize ecological services to add resilience and adapt to climate change; and 

integrate land use and transportation planning to promote transit-oriented development to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions. As it turns out, many similar comments were presented to the City 

and its consultants during the Parkway EA process, but there is not yet alignment between these 

suggestions, emerging provincial directions along these lines, and the proposed Parkway project. 

The Coordinated Review may well provide further guidance to the Minister and the City as to the 

need for a more comprehensive review of the planning and alternatives to the Parkway road, and 

a reorientation of priorities and resources. 

 

1.1.2.3 Changes to the Planning Act and Development Charges Act 

 

The Ontario Legislature has passed changes to the Planning Act and Development Charges Act 

(Bill 73) to set a new direction for planning and development processes16. The Planning Act 

changes set out: 

 

● a new provincial interest, to promote built form that is well-designed, encourages a sense 

of place and provides for public spaces that are of high quality, safe, accessible, attractive 

and vibrant – as elaborated in this submission, the Parkway will erode our greenways, 

cultural heritage landscapes and sense of place, and decrease the extent, attractive and 

vibrant nature of our existing public spaces;  

● fuller public participation through requirements for citizen membership on planning 

committees, setting out consultation processes, and reporting on how citizen comments 

have been incorporated – while modest, these suggest that processes to listen to and 

further engage citizens in planning items should be supported. We have documented how 

this has not occurred effectively in this EA, particularly its priorities on greenspace and 

trails, and thus a full EA for the Parkway would assist in fulfilling such a direction and 

addressing the shortfalls during the Parkway Corridor Class EA;  

● more park plans and citizen engagement in these, and thus more knowledge about and 

value placed on such parks, such as Jackson Park; 
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 See a summary at: http://www.mah.gov.on.ca/Page11014.aspx 
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● official plan reviews after 10 years in effect and every five years thereafter, and no 

boundary amendments in the first two years – thus, Peterborough needs to complete the 

moribund Official Plan Review as a priority, and focus on intensification, natural heritage 

system protection and less costly alternatives, before approving major items such as the 

Parkway; 

● municipal reporting on and sharing of best practices, which will enable more effective 

traffic control measures, transit, and transportation demand management practices to 

succeed as alternatives to the Parkway;  

● enhanced dispute resolution timelines and processes, again supporting the value of a full 

EA for the Parkway extension in order to bring full information and an enhanced process 

forward for resolving this ongoing issue.  

 

Recall that the Comprehensive Transportation Plan and elements of the Parkway proposal have 

not yet received full planning approval. Therefore, these provincial directions for planning will 

have important implications for how we plan Peterborough and assess the Parkway’s fit with the 

community’s vision of its future.  

 

Bill 73’s changes in the rules under the Development Charges Act may well affect the 

development areas to be serviced by the Parkway. Already, we have seen some debate between 

developers and the City as to the impact of development charges on associated servicing 

requirements at Lily Lake, including for traffic options. Bill 73 will enable more capital costs for 

transit services from development charges, thus making it a more feasible option for enhanced 

service and a consequent reduction in automobile traffic on our streets. 

 

There are other changes in provincial direction that may well affect land use planning for the 

Parkway. These include the current review of the Conservation Authorities Act, with the 

Otonabee Region Conservation Authority having a number of comments and concerns with the 

proposed Parkway. Second, the province is developing further guidance for a new provincial 

Cultural Strategy, which includes natural areas, cultural heritage landscapes, and quality of life 

within its scope17.  It is important to note that Jackson Park, through which a bridge is proposed 

to facilitate the Parkway extension, is the city’s most valued natural area and also has been 

recognized as a cultural heritage landscape by the City. There remains considerable concern 

about other archaeological sites and potential areas of interest along the proposed Parkway route. 

The province’s enhanced interest in cultural heritage should affect decisions on the Parkway, in 

particular the avoidance of a new crossing of Jackson Park. 

1.1.3 City Planning Changes 

 

In addition to new provincial directions, the City of Peterborough has undertaken a number of 

changes that impact the context of the proposed Parkway extension. The Official Plan Review 

has only just now been restarted (just in time for the City’s Order Response) and there are now 

lower residency and later time projections for the Lily Lake developments. Overall, we contend 
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 See the provincial announcement and links at: http://news.ontario.ca/mtc/en/2015/09/help-

develop-ontarios-first-culture-strategy.html 

 

http://news.ontario.ca/mtc/en/2015/09/help-develop-ontarios-first-culture-strategy.html
http://news.ontario.ca/mtc/en/2015/09/help-develop-ontarios-first-culture-strategy.html
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that planning for the Parkway increasingly departs from provincial directions, intensification of 

the downtown, and a number of current Official Plan policies for greenspace. As well, the 

Parkway is not eligible for federal infrastructure funding. Without a community vision framed in 

a new Official Plan, so reliant on the integration of many related elements, it is impossible to 

treat the 2014 ESR as a simple road project capable of a Class EA. As new information becomes 

available, and contrary to the City’s position, it is increasingly imperative that a more detailed 

full EA is necessary.  These points are elaborated in the sections that follow.  

 

1.1.3.1 City Official Plan Review 

 

As noted in our original submission, the City has initiated a comprehensive Official Plan review, 

under the banner of “PlanIt Peterborough”. This was commenced on March 21, 2011 through 

approval by the City’s Planning Committee. A comprehensive review was last completed in 

1981, and some 170 individual OP amendments reflecting specific sites or planning subjects 

have been adopted as of the end of 2015; 18 OPAs have been adopted since the commencement 

of the Review in 2011, including 9 since the submission of the Parkway ESR.18 

 

Before the passage of Bill 73, the Smart Growth for Our Communities Act, in December 2015, 

such reviews were legislated to occur every five years. Once in force, the Act will now set this 

timeline as 10 years after a new official plan comes into effect, with review every five years after 

that. 

 

As of March 21, 2016 – five years after the initiation of the OP review -- there had still been no 

draft text of any Official Plan policies made public nor had there been any announcements of a 

process for public consultation on these policies. The last public document (and City website 

material) in the supposed OP Review was a Policy Options document presented to Council in 

March of 2013, now three years ago and before the completion of the Parkway ESR. However, 

just days before the submission of the City's Response to the Minister's Order, on March 30, the 

City posted on its website an update on the Official Plan Review process. It included a reiteration 

of background, a vague outline of a consultation process in the spring and summer (asking 

viewers to come back to the website for information later), and a partial draft of the context and 

goals of the OP Review, but without the full detailed text of the operational portion of the OP 

(again, viewers were asked to return to the website later for this component). Surprisingly, there 

was no announcement of this OP Review update on the City's website – not on its Home page or 

in its News section. Perhaps no one was really supposed to know about a renewed policy 

direction for the City! Such an approach reflects a too common practice at the City and the 

community’s experience during the consultation process for the 2014 ESR (see ‘Problematic 

Public Consultation’ on p.49).  

 

The City has not developed a current growth management study to determine our existing and 

future needs for growth, and how best to achieve provincially-set targets. Since the adoption of 

the wording of the province's Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe into the City's OP 

                                                 
18 City of Peterborough Official Plan, official consolidation as of December 31, 2015. Note that 

this does not include the OPAs adopted in 2016. 
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in 2009, there has been almost no effort at setting out Peterborough-specific policies to foster the 

Growth Plan's directions for intensifying development. A notable exception is the Central Area 

Master Plan, developed in 2009 and setting out a variety of strategies to achieve the provincial 

target of 150 residents and jobs per hectare in the downtown (the City's Urban Growth Centre). 

The recent urbanMetrics economic analysis report for the city indicates that this density is 

currently at 100 residents and jobs combined. Some planning approvals have sought to achieve 

the density requirements (e.g. Lily Lake Secondary Plan), while others have deferred these 

provincial targets to other areas and future development (e.g. Batten-White subdivision). Still, 

beyond the provincial Growth Plan’s general language, there are no location-specific 

intensification policies or significant strategies to implement intensification in the rest of the 

City’s Built Area, such as in intensification corridors or brownfield/greyfield areas. Despite this 

gap in implementing provincial directions in the Growth Plan and PPS, development, planning 

and reporting for Designated Greenfield Areas continues as a focus. 

 

1.1.3.2 Lack of Strategic Alignment and Sequencing of City Planning Activities 

 

It can be argued that the recent Parkway proposal may never have been proposed, let alone 

approved, if sequencing of City planning activities had been more rational. The 1981 OP (with 

later amendments) does not reflect current guiding values or priorities. Progression in priorities 

became apparent in the initial public consultations to develop strategic direction for the OP 

review (“Plan It Peterborough”) back in 2011 where city citizens made clear their strong desire 

for greenspace, improved transit, and more dense walkable/cyclable communities. While the City 

‘s notes that Walk Friendly Ontario gave the city its Silver Walk Friendly Community Award, 

the accompanying report recommends that the city not approve more low density-focused 

subdivisions on the periphery of the city; and yet this dispersed pattern continues, at Lily Lake 

and elsewhere, with little effort at intensification.  

Most of the public’s priority earlier strategic directions have found their way into the just 

released OP review document referred to in the section above. The example “Guiding Principles” 

below from section 2.2 of this document captures the progressive tone of recent citizen input:19 

“encouraging increased intensification in built up areas where infrastructure is available 

and active modes of transportation can be supported”; 

“planning for improved transit, and an active transportation system that includes cycling, 

walking, and pedestrian-oriented development”; 

“building onto the framework of existing infrastructure and mixed use centres that 

provide a range of services in convenient locations and encourage active 

transportation”; 
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 City of Peterborough Draft Official Plan 2016 Part 1 (Sections A to C) Vision and Strategic 

Policies   Access April 8, 2016.  http://www.peterborough.ca/AssetFactory.aspx?did=37881 
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Further, the updated OP must reflect the new Provincial Policy Statement and the Greater 

Golden Horseshoe Growth Plan described above.  It is worth noting that London, Ontario has 

just completed their OP review and after very extensive public consultation, the number one 

priority by far was improvement in public transit. There is every reason to believe that an 

updated Peterborough OP will provide significantly different direction to transportation and land 

use planning that the current very out-of-date OP.   

The following, more rational sequence of planning activities would allow for broad, value level 

priorities to inform more specific sectoral processes. 

1. Complete the long overdue and valuable Official Plan review process, just recently re-

started. 

2. Ensure the OP reflects directions being established in the ongoing Sustainable 

Peterborough Climate Change Action Plan (CCAP) (to be completed fall 2016). The 

CCAP will identify a set of actions and policies for transportation, land use, etc. 

3. Ensure the OP reflects directions being established in the ongoing plan development 

Vision 2025 - A 10-Year Strategic Plan for Recreation, Parks, Arenas and Culture.  After 

input from more than 1,200 citizens during the public consultation phase, the 

overwhelming articulated priority for Recreation, Parks, Arenas and Culture was the 

protection and connectivity of greenspaces. 

4. Update the Comprehensive Transportation Plan to reflect priorities set out in the OP, the 

CCAP and Vision 2025, and to reflect new 2016 census and Transportation for 

Tomorrow data. Ensure the CTP update reflects lessons learned from effectiveness 

reviews of recent investments into transit, AT and other TDM initiatives and ensure new 

transit, AT and road plans are based on comparative cost benefit analysis.   

5. After the completion of the four steps above, implement the CTP which may or may not 

include some form of road development in the Parkway corridor. NOTE: much of the 

Parkway extension as proposed in the 2014 ESR was not even in the current CTP. 

 

The sequencing above is not only rational but is in line with Provincial expectations. A full EA 

would create a “pause” to allow important processes to “catch up” before further parkway 

considerations are made. 

 

1.1.3.3 Parkway Project Fails to Plan for Downtown Peterborough  

The proposed Parkway project would completely undermine downtown Peterborough by 

diverting much-needed city resources and funding for decades as well as diverting residents, 

visitors, commercial tenants, and developers away from the downtown area. The so-called 

“transit spine” Parkway route by-passes the downtown, where Growth Plan projections have 

determined the majority of employment growth (along with the southwest areas ofthe city) was 

planned. The massive expenditures on a road that does not service the downtown is hugely 

problematic. As PGC has demonstrated previously, the Parkway is basically designed to connect 

the city's south-end and north-end commercial box-store developments, literally taking motorists 

from Costco and Walmart to Walmart. In undertaking the Parkway project, the city has given 
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zero consideration to the detrimental impacts to the city's most important area - its downtown 

and Central Area. The Parkway project clearly contradicts the Ontario Government policy under 

the Places to Grow and Liberal Platform commitments to Smart Growth.  

On February 8, 2016, City Council planning committee received a report providing an economic 

analysis of downtown Peterborough, completed by urbanMetrics, Inc. The report highlighted 

several negative trends in downtown Peterborough which have worsened since the last report, 

published in 2008. Among the negative trends are rising retail and commercial vacancy levels, 

population decline, and worsening perceptions of safety, cleanliness, and recent economic 

development progress in the downtown. Significantly, urbanMetrics identifies “Continued 

investment in competitive retail and service commercial developments located outside of 

the downtown area” (p.65) as a core challenge. The report also states that “little progress” 

(p.62) was made toward achieving Growth Plan density targets between 2001 and 2011. To 

address these problems, urbanMetrics recommendations include: the City must gear policies and 

programs toward residential intensification in the downtown; protect downtown as the major 

office and government centre; protect against further erosion of the downtown retail function; 

and, enhance accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists. 

The urbanMetrics report’s findings reflect a lack of investment in the downtown and Central 

Area. Moreover, the findings demonstrate the city’s misplaced priority toward allocating vast 

amounts of money and city resources to support greenfield development rather than infill 

development in the downtown area, the latter which would offer a greater financial and social 

rate of return on investment, and align with provincial government growth policies.  

However, City Council continues to undermine provincial planning direction, their own planning 

documents and the downtown by rezoning properties on the periphery to enable development 

that should be occurring within the core. The planned casino and conference centre, announced 

publicly April 13, 2016, is just the latest example. This site is outside of the 2014 ESR study area 

and a casino is not supported in the current Official Plan. Further, according to multiple policies 

in the Peterborough Official Plan, entertainment facilities, like a casino, are required to be 

located in the Central Area. For example, policy 2.3.3 a) states “The planned function of the 

Central Area is to be a multi-faceted activity centre for the City and surrounding region, 

incorporating retailing of all types, business and professional offices, entertainment, cultural 

[...].” Indeed, there is a strong local business and citizen movement against this proposal: “We 

believe that a casino on the periphery of the downtown - especially if it includes a hotel, 

conference centre, restaurant and entertainment - will be hugely detrimental to the downtown,” 

said Terry Guiel (Executive Director, Downtown Business Improvement Association, as quoted 

in the Peterborough Examiner, April 13, 2016). Despite all of the above, a proposal is coming 

forward to rezone the property on May 9, 2016 in order to facilitate the casino, and perhaps a 

conference centre and hotel, being located outside of the downtown and instead on the western 

edge of the existing Parkway near the intersection with Crawford Drive in the south end.  

 

The casino and location certainly are controversial, seem to be contrary to provincial planning 

directions, have not received any planning approvals to date and, even in the available draft 

Official Plan, is subject to several types of studies and possible other locations within the city. 

No background studies or staff report have yet been released, and thus the exact nature of this 



 

30 

proposal is publicly unknown. It thus is a speculative, not fully planned proposal that has not yet 

been vetted by citizens or Council, and thus should not be woven into the Parkway EA at this 

early stage. Regardless of its eventual outcome, the potential site is already well served by 

existing arterial roads, and the proposed extension to the Parkway will not be near the casino site.   

 

Finally, a staff report on growth and subdivision planning was presented at the Committee of the 

Whole Council meeting on April 11, 2016. The report notes delays in bringing some 

subdivisions to completion. Significantly though, it does not discuss non-subdivision 

opportunities to develop new residential units and employment, and does not factor in potential 

sites in intensification areas outside of the downtown. 

 

1.1.3.4 Reduced Lily Lake Projections Decrease Parkway Need 

 

The Parkway ESR predicted that the Lily Lake area would be developed beyond 2031 and would 

comprise some 2,881 units and 7,480 people. Supposedly, this would necessitate the building of 

the Parkway, although we have challenged this. Yet, even if one accepts this premise, the 

situation has changed to a fair degree on several fronts, undermining any need for the Parkway:  

  

● Now that further planning has been undertaken, the proposed number of units is 

substantially lower than predicted in the Parkway ESR. Proposals reported by staff at the 

City’s Planning Committee on April 11, 2016, currently indicate that the number of units 

is about 2,250 units, which is about 631 (22%) fewer units. This translates into about 

1,646 fewer people than initially forecast in the ESR.   

● The numbers of units and people planned for the Lily Lake area could be lowered even 

more once the planning process is completed for each of the three main areas of 

development focus. This is due to significant unresolved issues relating to required 

setbacks from environmental features, natural linkage and trail locations, road and 

landscape grading, and storm water management design and facility location, among 

others. The eastern portion of the Lily Lake area has, for some five decades, been owned 

by individual owners in an old subdivision, but the owners have not been able to 

consolidate their interests, move ahead with planning, and obtain city servicing 

approvals. Given its history, it may well be a long time before this area is developed. In 

addition, it is unclear whether whole blocks of residential units in the central and western 

areas will be built, given that they are designated for school or public facility sites.   

● The Parkway ESR made assumptions about the behaviours and traffic generation from 

the Lily Lake development that need to be re-examined. Subsequent to the submission of 

the ESR, directions for the area have focused on more pathways for bicycles, other 

natural linkages and trails, and a central multi-use area that is intended to increase 

alternative transportation modes and reduce the need to commute and contribute traffic to 

surrounding roads. Accordingly, the ESR’s assumptions and implications for traffic 

models, the main basis for suggesting the need for the Parkway extension, need to be re-

examined in this context.  
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● The timing of the actual occupation of the Lily Lake units remains uncertain and is likely 

to push the full build out well beyond the ESR’s predicted timeline, with consequent 

effects on the demographic and mode share shifts, estimation of need, timing and 

construction schedules for the Parkway extension. Among others, this timing uncertainty 

is due to the ongoing redesigns of proposed subdivisions, the high expense of 

infrastructure servicing, the lack of a consolidated development group in the O'Grady 

subdivision on the east side, the several phases of  development before full build out, and 

the development rate and balance of units between this area and the rest of the city 

(especially in terms of the Growth Plan and Official Plan targets of a maximum 60% of 

Designated Greenfield Area development per year). It is reported more recently that, 

given all of these factors, full build out of the Lily Lake area may not occur until around 

2040 or 2050, a substantial period beyond that predicted in the Parkway ESR. 

 

Given these substantial changes in the population, behaviour and timeline projections for the Lily 

Lake area, a full Environmental Assessment is needed to evaluate a more current and accurate 

situation, rather than what was initially predicted before planning approvals. 

 

1.1.3.5 Significant Jackson Creek Old Growth Forest 

 

It is now apparent that the Jackson Creek valley forest is older and more significant than many 

had understood. The Jackson Creek Old Growth Forest may also be considered as a candidate 

Area of Natural and Scientific Interest to be submitted to the Ministry of Natural Resources and 

Forestry. 

 

As noted in our initial submission, there are significant older and larger trees in the Jackson 

Creek valley located within the path and influence area of the proposed Parkway extension 

bridge across this valley. While long identified as an important local feature, recent research has 

further characterized 4.5 Ha of this forest as old growth and as the most significant coniferous 

forest on a glacial spillway landform in the City and in Site District 6E-820. The scientists at 

Ancient Forest Exploration and Research (AFER) document the features and significance of this 

forest, including White Cedar, Eastern Hemlock and White Pine trees of 256, 204, and 168 years 

old, respectively. The 35 metre White Pines tower some 8 metres above the surrounding forest, 

and the many massive trunks impress the numerous users of the area. 

 

The Jackson Creek valley and its woodlands were described in the Parkway Corridor ESR. The 

maps of specific sites were not particularly clear, making it difficult for reviewers to correlate the 

site maps and information. This woodland was described as “mature” in the ESR details, 

although no tree ages, heights, or diameters were reported in the background study nor in the 

ESR itself, and old growth forest is not mentioned in the lengthy Executive Summary. The 
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 Michael Henry, Peter Quinby, and Michael McMurtry, The Jackson Creek Old Growth Forest 

(Powassan, Ontario: Ancient Forest Exploration and Research, Research Report #33, 2016).   

See: http://www.ancientforest.org/publications/ 
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32 

evaluation study of the Cultural Heritage Landscape contained a brief discussion of this forest, 

although it did not highlight the prominent presence of the forest in the report’s collection of 

current and historic photographs and drawings. The ESR concluded that the woodland is a 

Significant Woodland, and part of a Significant Valleyland and a Cultural Heritage Landscape. 

 

The AFER study determines that the proposed Parkway bridge would cut through the northern 

portion of this woodland, with “[approximately 5% of the old-growth forest [lying] directly in 

the path of the proposed parkway extension, including the area with the oldest known trees.” A 

diversity of impacts in an average impact zone within 100m of the proposed bridge would affect 

“at least 37% of the old-growth forest”, and the “severing of the OGF from the larger Jackson 

Creek Forest is of great concern.” The alternative route, across an expanded Parkhill Road 

bridge, would not. See the following map from the AFER study as to the extent and predicted 

impact zone of the proposed bridge. 
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Figure 5 Location of Proposed Bridge Relative to Jackson Creek Old Growth Forest 

 
Given that the City has adopted the ESR, then the Significant Woodland, Significant Valleyland 

and Cultural Heritage Landscape designations would be in effect and would thus need to be 

considered under the PPS, 2014, which states (emphasis added):  
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1.5.1  Healthy, active communities should be promoted by: 

… 

d)  recognizing provincial parks, conservation reserves, and other protected 

areas, and minimizing negative impacts on these areas. 

 

2.1.3  Natural heritage systems shall be identified in Ecoregions 6E & 7E, recognizing 

that natural heritage systems will vary in size and form in settlement areas, rural areas, 

and prime agricultural areas.  … 

 

2.1.5  Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in: 

… 

b) significant woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake 

Huron and the St. Marys River); 

c) significant valleylands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake 

Huron and the St. Marys River);  

d) significant wildlife habitat; 

e) significant areas of natural and scientific interest; … 

 

2.1.8  Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the 

natural heritage features and areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5, and 2.1.6 unless the 

ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated 

that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their ecological 

functions.  

 

2.6.1  Significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes 

shall be conserved. 

 

 

The proposed building of the Parkway bridge through Jackson Park would thus violate at least 

five provincial policies in the current PPS. The Growth Plan, section 1.4, indicates that “the 

direction that provides more protection to the natural environment or human health prevails.” 

There has been no discussion in the ESR, nor in the City’s Response, as to how the proposed 

Parkway and associated measures would be consistent with the policies in the PPS and this 

direction in the Growth Plan, as required under the Planning Act.  

 

There is now more detailed documentation of the significance of the old growth and larger forest 

of the Jackson Creek valley, with the ESR giving it only passing mention and the significance 

not being presented to Council. Now, with this knowledge, acting contrary to two provincial 

policy documents would violate the Planning Act. There is thus a need for a fuller study of 

potential impacts. This will have implications for whether to include the bridge in the proposal, 

its location and design, and mitigation measures to avoid or reduce impacts on the adjacent 

forest. 
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1.1.3.6 Building Parkway Would Be Contrary to Greenspace Targets in Official Plan 

 

Parks and greenspace are repeatedly noted as being of high priority and value in Peterborough. 

The City's Official Plan recognizes this, and states: 

 

6.3.1 Council will endeavour to provide parks and recreation areas of all types to achieve 

a minimum standard of 4 hectares of public open space per 1,000 population. Other 

recreational, public, private, educational, institutional open space and recreational areas 

should supplement the system to provide an optimum combined area of 14 hectares per 

1,000 population. 

 

6.3.2  Maximum effort will be made to consolidate parkland and to provide a continuous 

linked system of open space using linear parks to connect larger blocks of parkland. 

Council will promote wherever practical, opportunities to link parks and open space by 

development of pedestrian pathways, sidewalks and bicycle routes shown on Schedules 

B(a) and C.  

 

The proposed Parkway proposals would be contrary to these Official Plan parkland and 

greenspace provision standards. Recent analysis demonstrates that the area around the Parkway 

extension is already underserviced for parkland. The development of the Parkway extension will 

further reduce the provision of parks and recreation areas below the City’s requirements, as 

discussed below.   

 

These contradictions appear to occur in three main areas: minimum standards for parks and 

recreational areas, minimum standards for other open space and recreational areas, and standards 

for consolidated parklands and continuous linked systems of open space via linear parks. 

 

When considering all public parks and recreation areas across Peterborough, the City appears to 

have achieved its goal of four hectares of open space per 1,000 population. However, it should 

be noted that this target is achieved primarily through the inclusion of large open areas at the 

edges of the city, particularly along the southern and eastern edges of the City away from the 

Parkway area and less accessible to most residents. Within the Parkway study area, the total area 

of parks is well below the City target in three of the four census tracts along the Parkway and 

below the target for all four combined (Table 1). City tracts 9.01, 12 and 13, by far the largest 

tracts within the Parkway corridor, average 2.4 hectares per 1,000 population density, just over 

half of the City target for parkland. It is only when tract 9.02 is included that the target density 

gets close to the City target. The inclusion of the tract distorts the true picture, as much of tract 

9.02 is Jackson Park and this area is subject to loss and impact under Parkway proposals. It is 

only when the greenspaces along the proposed Parkway are included in the overall parkland 

picture that parkland density starts to approach the City target for parkland in the Parkway 

corridor.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

36 

 
 

Table 1  City Park Areas, Population and Park Density for Census Tracts along Parkway Corridor 

 

Census Tract City Park Area (Ha) Population Ha per 1000 people 

Target Density   4.0 

13 13.1 5,296 2.5 

12 14.9 6,463 2.3 

9.02 38.7 5,502 7.0 

9.01 8.0 3,058 2.6 

Totals 74.7 20,319 3.68 

 

Taken overall, the removal of Parkway greenspaces represents approximately a 30 percent loss 

of greenspace within the Northcrest Ward and puts the available greenspace in this area well 

below City targets for public open space, as shown in Table 2. 

 

 
Table 2  Greenspace Areas Before and After Removal of Parkway Greenspaces in Northcrest Ward. 

 

Census Tract Greenspace Area (Ha) Population Ha per 1000 people 

13 21.8   5,296 4.1 

12 31.7  6,463 4.9 

Totals               53.5     11,759                4.5 

Parkway loss 27.0       

Remainder  26.5  11,759    2.3  

 

 
While the City has achieved city-wide targets for public parks and recreation areas, it has not achieved its 

target for combined publicly available open space ( 

Table 3). Again, the pattern of this type of open space is skewed with large areas away from that 

around the Parkway corridor, and thus targets are even further reduced around the Parkway 

lands. Available greenspaces within the corridor are under threat by the Parkway proposals, 

worsening the problem. 
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Table 3 City Park and Open Space Density Targets 

 

Greenspace Type Target (Ha) Actual (Ha) 

City Parks and Open Space 312 350 

Publicly Available Open Space 1,100 950 

 

The City’s Official Plan calls for the consolidation of parkland and the provision of a continuous 

linked system of open space using linear parks to connect larger blocks of parkland. Current 

Parkway proposals contradict this policy in at least three areas: 

 

1. It would largely remove one of two linear parklands in the north end of the city west of 

the river along the upper Parkway; 

2. It would reduce in size of the second linear parkland in the same area, in Jackson Park; 

3. It would remove the only linear parkland in the southern section of the proposed 

Parkway, south of Sherbrooke Street.  

 

It is worth noting that the construction of Medical Drive (along the Parkway corridor) between 

Sherbrooke and Parkhill avenues several years ago also removed a linear parkland, and the EA’s 

proposed eventual widening of the Parkway here i.e. Medical Drive) would further erode the 

features and functions of this linear parkland. 

 

The conclusion of this analysis demonstrates that approving the Parkway would have serious 

impacts on the provision of parks, greenspace and linear natural heritage systems in the City. It 

would be contrary to the City’s Official Plan. It would also not be consistent with the Provincial 

Policy Statement, 2014 regarding identifying and protecting a natural heritage system, and thus 

be contrary to the Planning Act. Further, new amendments to the Planning Act approved by the 

Legislature in Bill 73 will soon require enhanced plans for the provision of parkland, once such 

provisions come into force.  More fundamentally, approving the Parkway would remove a 

substantial and valuable area of high quality, publicly-accessible greenspace that provides 

essential “breathing room” for residents in intensifying areas, so often shown as necessary to 

community well-being in both health research and public policy. 

 

1.1.3.7 Federal Infrastructure Funds Not Available 

The former M.P. for Peterborough/Kawartha, Dean Del Mastro, indicated at the end of City 

Council’s Committee of the Whole meeting, prior to Council’s approval of the Parkway proposal 

in November 2013, that federal infrastructure funding would be available for this project. The 

Federal Government, including its priorities, has since changed. Our current M.P., the Hon. 

Maryam Monsef, has clearly stated in both her Mayoral and Federal campaigns that she is not in 

favour of the Parkway, and no federal dollars have been offered to offset the costs of this project. 

The Trudeau government has announced that new funds will be made available to municipalities 
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to support green infrastructure projects. Clearly the Parkway Proposal will not qualify. This 

obviously shifts the financial parameters and responsibilities for this project and likely affects the 

positions of the current Council.  

 

1.2 EA Process 

1.2.1 The Breadth of the City Response Demonstrates Need for a Full EA 

There is a significant contradiction between the Parkway ESR presented to the citizens of 

Peterborough and the Ministry of the Environment and the City’s current response to the 

Minister’s Order (which, significantly, has since become the Ministry of the Environment and 

Climate Change). In fact, the City’s response to the Minister’s February 5th Order raises more 

questions than it answers. The scope and scale of discussion and implications noted in that 

response require the rigour and breadth of a full E.A. 

  

In its Order Response, the City champions solutions to problems not previously identified, brings 

in a number of external factors not previously considered as support for the Parkway, 

“greenwashes” its arguments in an effort to play to MOECC sensibilities, and fails to mention 

other significant factors affecting this proposal. 

 

The PGC finds it encouraging that the City, in its defence of the Parkway proposal, now appears 

to embrace concepts with regard to alternative transportation and transit previously submitted 

and actively promoted by the PGC. Indeed, an outside observer reading the City’s Response 

could be left with impression that the Parkway is being built primarily to allow buses and 

bicycles to make their way through the city! It is, however, illogical to suggest that a major 

arterial road through greenspace is an environmentally responsible development that will 

significantly improve active transportation and transit. The fact remains that the Parkway 

proposal was, and still is, primarily for the benefit of automobiles - it is not about moving 

people; it is about moving cars.  

 

New significant facilities, for example the Trent Sports Complex and the Trent Research and 

Innovation Park, will certainly affect traffic demands but these have not been quantified through 

any traffic modelling. In addition, the closure of Northcrest Arena, the subsequent reduced traffic 

to this facility, and its effects on the traffic on Marina Boulevard have also not been modelled.  

Meanwhile the City neglects to mention that it plans to extend and improve Television Road 

from the John Turner Memorial Highway (Hwy. 115) directly to Trent University and the new 

facilities - all along the East side of the Otonabee river. This route also connects the south-west 

of the City to these new facilities, but has many fewer lights and higher speeds than the proposed 

Parkway. The City also omits to mention its plan to build a road from Carnegie Avenue to 

Hilliard Street just north of Cumberland, a connection that will reduce pressure on Cumberland 

(which is a stated goal of the proposed Parkway). Notably, upgrades at the Lily Lake 

Road/Atkinson Road intersection as well as Brealey Drive/Parkhill Road/Ackison Road 

intersection planned by the City for the Lily Lake subdivision are also not mentioned, despite the 

fact that they would make the western bypass more attractive. 
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What would traffic modelling for the Parkway look like with these factors included? How would 

it influence the arguments for or against the Parkway proposal?  A full EA would examine these 

additional factors and allow for a more up-to-date and comprehensive analysis. 

 

The City states that a new casino at the southern end of the Parkway (1400 Crawford Drive), the 

completion of Highway 407, and the Shining Waters Railway (passenger rail from Peterborough 

to Toronto) are all developments which support the Parkway proposal.  On what basis? If the 

Casino is constructed at 1400 Crawford Drive, what effect, if any, will this have on Parkway 

traffic? It is unclear that the proposed casino enhances the need for the Parkway project. 

  

The Shining Waters Railway, with the Mayor of Peterborough sitting on its Board, could be of 

benefit to the citizens of Peterborough for inter-city travel.  Its effect on the development of the 

Parkway is undetermined at this point. Highway 407 may be completed by 2020 and will 

definitely influence traffic flow on the John Turner Memorial Highway (Hwy. 115).  The City 

claims that the completion of Highway 407 will be “an attractor to the Southern terminal of the 

City”21. The effects at this time on the Parkway proposal are purely speculative. There are 

numerous routes into the city that are likely to be influenced in equal measure, including use of 

roads and Highway 7 on the west edge of the city.  

   

The City argues against the western by-pass route stating that it would encourage urban sprawl. 

This is ironic since the urban sprawl developments in the north of the City such as Lily Lake, 

Chemong, Carnegie East and West, some of which the city has begun to approve, are presented 

as major reasons for the development of the Parkway. In fact, in the ESR document the City 

notes that 82.33% of new population growth will be in suburbs on the outskirts of the City.22 

 

The City presents the Parkway as a “transit spine” and, in Figure 6 of its Order Response, 

illustrates a number of transit hubs and routes that are presented as dependent on the existence of 

the Parkway. Transit routes, frequency of service, and design of transit have been discussed to an 

extent in the City and some modest positive changes have occurred independent of the Parkway 

discussions. Further improvements in transit would be most welcome and are, despite the City’s 

recent claims, certainly not dependent on the existence of the Parkway but rather on the will of 

Council to develop and prioritize a transit system which is a viable alternative to the automobile. 

To date, this has not yet happened -- strategically, operationally, or financially. There is no 

reason that the City cannot press ahead with transit improvements as the Parkway’s future is 

being considered. 

 

It would appear that such a transit plan has been developed only recently by City staff because it 

has not yet been announced, made public, or opened to consultation.  One is left wondering if 

this new transit “plan” is primarily to support the Parkway extension City Response. Such a 

transit system (with the Parkway presented as its “spine”) has no official status, was not included 

in the ESR and as such was not discussed during the public consultation stages of the Parkway 

                                                 
21

 p.25 of Order Response 
22

  table 3.2 Growth Forecasts by Planning Area in the Parkway Corridor ESR document, 2013 
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EA. Allowing this last minute Plan to project justification would undermine the purposes and 

processes of the EA Act.   

 

Further, this new “plan” is inconsistent with the 2012 Transit Operations Review’s 

recommendations to maintain a radial-based system over its five-year period to 2017: 

 

“That Peterborough Transit continue to operate a radial based system with a secondary 

emphasis on other key nodes including the Lansdowne Mall and Chemong corridor”. 

Priority: High; Status: Complete.”23 

 

Indeed, this Transit Operations Review fed into the 2012 Comprehensive Transportation Plan, 

which is presented as the rationale for the current 2014 ESR. It is unclear what now guides 

transportation planning in the city, besides the Parkway. If the City indeed has identified a 

significantly new approach to transit planning, then it should present the new plan for wide 

consultation as part of the CTP update due in 2017.  

 

To propose a “transit spine” along the proposed Parkway extension is inconsistent with the 

Transit Operation Review’s priority to foster intensification along the Chemong Road and 

Lansdowne Street corridors throughout the period to 2017: 

 

Adjust routes to provide more direct service where possible and support intensification 

plans along the Lansdowne and Chemong corridors. Priority: High; Status: On-going 

through five-year life of Service Plan24 

 

On page 29 of the City’s Response to the Minister’s Order, the City states 

 

 Section 2.6.1 has demonstrated that an aggressive investment in active transportation 

infrastructure and transit service since 2001 has not been enough to encourage any 

noticeable shift in the travel mode shares in the City. A more aggressive approach to 

transit service delivery will be required, prompting the need for an effective corridor that 

can support higher frequency services. Similarly, to increase active transportation rates in 

the central and west ends of the City, connected trail corridors will be needed, similar to 

those being developed into and around the downtown. 

 

Section 2.6.1 actually lacks any data to make such conclusions about changes to mode shares. 

Recent data indicates that cycling numbers at certain locations have actually risen 8% over the 

last three years. Further, the PGC challenges the City’s assertion that it has made “aggressive 

investments” in transit. Some changes have been made, but most routes remain on a 40-minute 

service, unsuitable for many users. What would a more conscientious investment accomplish? 

 

                                                 
23City of Peterborough Transit Operations Review, 2012.  Appendix C - Implementation Plan, 

Recommendation 1, Reference 8.6.1 

http://www.peterborough.ca/Assets/City+Assets/Transit/Transit+Operations+Review/Transit+Operations

+Review+Final+Report.pdf 
24 IBID, Recommendation 3, Reference 8.6.3 
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The CTP also identified a number of Active Transportation Policies to increase walking and 

cycling and decrease demand on our roadway facilities. These include the development and 

integration of a Complete Streets Policy and a Downtown Cycling Master Plan. Both of these 

policy tools were identified as highly effective in the Plan and were scheduled to occur in the 

short-term time frame. While the Peterborough County-City Health Unit did develop a Complete 

Streets Policy Position Statement, advocating for the development and implementation of a 

policy, the City has not advanced either initiative at this time. 

   

Further, the City would do well to differentiate between quantity and quality of investment in 

cycling infrastructure.  Literature and empirical evidence from northern Europe and North 

America supports the need for physical separation between cars/trucks and bicycles to create 

significant mode change (hesitant cyclists will ride if and only if there is physical separation).25  

The City has begun the construction of many kilometers of less expensive bike “lanes”, but these 

lack any form of physical separation from auto traffic, and are not continuous (they simply 

disappear whenever any obstacle is encountered, because for the most part they were added after 

road design or reconstruction). Please refer to section 2.3 of this document for a more detailed 

analysis of the City’s lack of commitment to prioritize cycling infrastructure. 

 

The City suggests that its own “data” points out that current approaches for transit and AT 

investment are not effective towards creating mode shift.  We address this in a later section. Even 

if this argument holds, instead of throwing up its hands and saying “see, I told you, we need to 

build the Parkway”, they should instead revisit their CTP during its upcoming review and figure 

out what will work, based on their first five years of experience.  Giving up on transit and AT 

in the year 2016 is not an option. Instead, these revisited alternatives for transit and AT 

improvements to assimilate increased transportation demand should be investigated as part of a 

full, comprehensive EA. 

 

1.2.2 City is Clearly an Advocate, Not a Neutral Seeker of Best Alternatives 

 

The initial public information consultations (PICs) clearly were not consultations.  These 

sessions were public relations events designed to market the City’s proposal for building the 

Parkway extension. They were also advocacy events, aimed at showcasing the positive aspects of 

their Parkway Proposal.  Similarly, the City’s response to the Ministry’s Order is another 

advocacy initiative.  The City does not take a neutral, or value-free, orientation towards the issue 

of what has changed since their initial 2014 proposal.   

 

Instead, the City maintains that:  

 

                                                 
25

 Lusk, Anne C. et al.  Risk of injury for bicycling on cycle tracks versus in the street.  Injury 

Prevention, February, 2011. 

http://injuryprevention.bmj.com/content/early/2011/02/02/ip.2010.028696.full 

 

 

http://injuryprevention.bmj.com/search?author1=Anne+C+Lusk&sortspec=date&submit=Submit
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(a) the initial rationale for building the Parkway is still valid and that  

(b) any changes in the planning context since 2014 surrounding this proposal further 

     underline the relevance and urgency of building the Parkway.   

 

The City identifies four themes into which they group all the perceived changes in the planning 

context: Approved and Emerging Land Use Changes, Changes to Provincial Planning Direction, 

Sustainability and Climate Change Planning, and Transportation Infrastructure.   

 

Under the theme “Approved and Emerging Land Use Changes”, the City opens with this 

sentence: “The Lily Lake Secondary Plan strongly reinforces the need for the Parkway Corridor. 

(p. 8)” The City maintains that ‘a sensitivity analysis was undertaken’ (p. 8) to evaluate the 

impact of population growth due to the Lily Lake Development upon the planning and design 

alternatives to the Parkway Proposal.  As noted elsewhere in this submission, this sensitivity 

analysis is now substantially out of date, with much lower projected units, automobile trips and 

longer timelines. The new residents of the Lily Lake Development will undoubtedly drive west 

to the Ackison-Brealey corridor to access the southwest corner of the city and Highway 115 to 

the GTA rather than drive eastward to the Parkway.  A brief examination of a current map of 

Peterborough reveals the logic of this conclusion.  Commuters will find the route of quickest 

access to reach their destination. The City’s response concludes that “The analysis further 

indicated that the alternative (to go around the park) was found to provide insufficient capacity to 

accommodate the full build out of the Lily Lake Planning Area.” Again, no data or methodology 

accompanies this puzzling conclusion.  The City is saying, in effect, “We need to build a bridge 

across Jackson Park because we say we need to build a bridge.” A full environmental assessment 

would hopefully clarify the genesis of these conclusions and permit an objective assessment of 

the date and methodology of the underlying analysis.   

 

Under the sub-heading ‘Trent University Research and Innovation Complex’, the City describes 

the impact of the development of these facilities in the north-east corner of the city as an 

employment hub.  Then this section concludes with the following sentence: “Establishing this 

facility as an employment destination will increase the demand for north-south travel across the 

city. (p. 9)” Please note that this sentence does not refer to the demand for north-east to south-

west travel across the city (the proposed Parkway route).  However, as mentioned elsewhere in 

this submission, the best north-south connection between these new facilities and Highway 115 

is the Television Road-County Road 4- University Road route.  A quick examination of a map of 

Peterborough will reveal the accuracy of this conclusion. 

 

In concluding this theme the City states “The preferred design (the Parkway) provides the 

necessary transportation infrastructure to support this planned growth and is consistent with the 

current planning context that encourages coordinated, efficient and cost effective approaches to 

the provision of infrastructure to support growth. (p. 11)” In point of fact, the City has delayed 

many infrastructure projects including critical flood control measures (called for after the July 

15, 2004 100-year flood in Peterborough) in order to safeguard funds for the construction of the 

Parkway. 

 

The same paragraph continues “Preferred design will enhance inter-regional access to Regional 

Hospital, and will act as a goods movement corridor to connect employment nodes in north end 
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of City to the provincial highway system. (p. 13)” In reality the preferred design will have no 

impact on access to the Regional Hospital for regions east, west, south, or northwest of 

Peterborough.  Travel times to the hospital from Omemee in the west or Norwood/Havelock in 

the east will not be improved in the slightest by the Parkway.  Emergency vehicles travelling 

from regions south of Peterborough will access the hospital via Brealey and Sherbrooke rather 

than cope with the seven or eight traffic lights on the Parkway between the 115 and Sherbrooke 

Street. Emergency travellers coming in from northwest of the city (Bridgenorth, Buckhorn) will 

use Chemong Road rather than drive further east to get to the hospital which would be southwest 

of their entry point to Peterborough. The City is once again marketing its proposal to build the 

Parkway rather than neutrally examining and presenting the facts as they exist on the ground.    

 

To summarize, in effect the City is saying “Little has changed except for the changes that make 

our proposal even stronger.”  As a structural concept, this assertion lacks the obvious possibility 

that the changes in the planning context post-2014 might also give rise to negative factors that 

weaken its Parkway proposal. 

 

The PGC takes the position that, in view of the foregoing information, a full environmental 

assessment is required to separate fact-based evidence from speculation posing as fact. 

 

1.2.3 The Parkway Class EA Process and Report Did Not Allow Comparison 

of Alternatives “TO” the Project 

 

Although this argument was made in our original Part II Order request, it is critical to reiterate 

the importance of considering a full range of “alternatives to” the proposed undertaking.  In the 

Class EA ESR, the proponent essentially swept aside transit and active transportation (AT) as 

viable alternatives by asserting that the City had already made substantial commitments to transit 

and AT in their 2012 Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) and that, even with these mode 

shifts, the Parkway would still be required.  While the CTP does identify significant 

commitments over a 17-year period to these two non-auto modes, it did not provide any cost 

benefit of further investment to increase the mode shifts.   

 

The CTP’s targets, though informed by other cities’ targets, are arbitrary and conservative.  

Guelph, Kingston and Brantford (the “comparables” used for target setting) are not known for 

leadership in this field.  In the CTP, the City plans to increase the mode share of AT (walk and 

cycle) from 6% to 8% with $51 million investment over 17 years.  But how much would it cost 

to get the AT mode share to 10%?  Similarly, how much more would it cost to increase the CTP 

target mode share for transit from 6% to 10% for example? (current target is from 4% to 6%) If 

more aggressive modal shifts were realized, what impact would this have on traffic movement 

and modelling?  And what would these plans look like?  Given the scale of environmental, 

financial, social and other impacts implicated in the development of the Parkway corridor, it is 

imperative that the costs and benefits of road alternatives are compared directly to similarly 

ambitious non-auto alternatives.  A full EA is needed to address this significant deficiency. 

 

It is useful to note in the Executive Summary of the City’s 2012 Transit Operations Review that 

the City already expects to reach a six percent transit mode share by 2017: 
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“The 40-minute frequency between buses is a significant deterrent to ridership growth 

and it is proposed that 20-minute service be introduced on four of the twelve routes for 6 

peak period hours weekdays. A fifth route (Route 9) will also operate at a 20-minute 

frequency during the school year with its integration with the West Bank Express service. 

This strategy is proposed to be extended to all routes over the 5-year life of this plan, 

providing the capacity and level of service needed to reach the City’s transit mode 

share target of 6 percent by 2017. This will be subject to achieving financial and 

ridership growth targets established by the City. It is also proposed that bus routes be 

interlined at the terminal to improve the convenience of passenger transfers and the 

reliability of the bus schedules.” [emphasis added] 

 

If this was the expectation in 2012, before the Parkway study during 2013, then the Parkway 

ESR should have indicated a higher mode share for transit, with resultant modelling changes and 

lower automobile traffic predictions.  

 

In the Order Response, the City provides some statistics regarding AT and transit mode shares. 

Our interpretation of these numbers and their implications differ significantly from that of the 

City’s. Firstly, there are no new statistics to determine the amount by which AT (including 

cycling) has increased between 2011 and 2015. The City notes that it relies on the Transportation 

for Tomorrow statistics, but the next set of this data is not expected until later in 2016. The 

foundation of the city’s bicycle pathways consists of the Jackson Creek Kiwanis Trail through 

Jackson Park, Rotary Greenway Trail and the Parkway Trail (a total of 18.8 km, or 28% of the 

current 64 km system). While primarily on City land, this large portion of the bicycling 

infrastructure was in fact funded by private organizations and individuals and not by the City. As 

the City’s Response discusses, there have been some recent improvements in cycling 

infrastructure, with an additional increase of nine km noted for 2015 (a 16% increase to the 55 

km in place at the end of 2014). Of course, a modal shift does not occur overnight, but takes time 

for the infrastructure to influence behaviours and therefore impact modal shifts. This cannot be 

expected, nor documented, overnight. Thus a conclusion on the current AT trend from the data 

presented by the City is not possible.  

 

Secondly, in contrast to the City’s portrayal, other data from Peterborough suggests a substantial 

increase in cycling activity and an adoption of a shift in behaviours towards this mode. Annual 

cycling counts conducted in partnership between the City and various local organizations show 

that cycling has increased by 8% from 2012 to 2015. Further, there has been a marked increase 

in participation in cycling-related activities in the City. The community bicycle shop, B!ke, has 

moved several times in recent years to larger space, and use of the space was up by 21% in 2015 

over 2014 (which was a main driver for the bigger space). “Shifting Gears”, the active 

transportation program that records commuting activities during May each year, has consistently 

grown in the numbers of participants and workplaces involved. There are growing school, youth 

and persons with disabilities bicycle training programs. The Peterborough Cycling Club website 

states that the PCC has “one of the healthiest and most vibrant memberships of any city in 

Ontario”, and offers at least 13 regular rides for its growing membership, with at least one on 

each day of the week. These are just some of the indicators that the community is increasingly 
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embracing a cycling and active transportation culture that will continue to transform travel 

patterns in Peterborough.  

 

Thirdly, where the City has invested in specific measures for individual bus routes, there has 

been a marked increase in ridership, reported in its Response as 20 %. This is a substantial 

increase where attention has been focused on key opportunities. Improvements to transit are not 

costed in the 2012 CTP, and most routes run on 40-minute service. What would 20 minute or 10-

minute service on peak routes look like, and what impacts on traffic might they have? 

Undoubtedly, similar attention to other transit needs, such as more frequent service or bicycle 

accommodation on buses, could produce comparable results. The City suggests that this may not 

yet increase overall transit mode share (which takes time), but it is indeed promising for a larger 

shift in coming years. Such a steady growth in transit mode share is also demonstrated in 

province-wide statistics from the Canadian Urban Transit Association (CUTA).  

 

Fourth, the 2011 census-based statistics are known to under-represent AT uses because they are 

based on landline census calls that thus skew respondent profiles towards older, more at-home 

residents, rather than younger, cell-phone using and active residents. The return of the long-form 

census as well as the Transportation for Tomorrow data from 2016 will thus assist greatly in 

providing more reliable statistics and analysis of the actual transit and AT situation and trends in 

the City. It will also provide details as to the numbers of trips and distances travelled per capita 

which, as noted earlier, is generally declining across North America.   

 

It is our view, therefore, that the City’s statistics under-represent current levels and shifted rates 

of mode shares, and that they likely under-report the growth of AT and transit modes across the 

city. These dimensions of transportation in Peterborough are changing, and will continue to do 

so. Transportation analyses need to recognize declines in overall trip making, demographic 

changes, reduced vehicle use, and shifts in mode share. Such changes, and the current lack of full 

statistics, have a fundamental impact on the assumptions, parameters and modelling presented in 

the 2014 ESR. We do not claim to have a full grasp on all of these parameters, but do know that 

substantial questions remain and that more robust answers are essential to determining many 

elements of the assessment of the proposed Parkway. As our 2014 submission pointed out, the 

traffic modelling that provides much of the rationale and the marginal benefit/cost analysis for 

the Parkway extension needs to be rigorously re-examined, more sophisticated, and redone. The 

ESR does not take us nearly far enough. In our view, the best forum to conduct this analysis is 

through a full EA after the 2016 data becomes available.  

 

1.2.4 City Council and Voter Majority Oppose the Proposed Parkway 

 

The Parkway has for decades been a matter of significant public concern and an issue of 

contention at City Council. When the Parkway project was suddenly introduced again in 2012, 

citizens and many municipal leaders were surprised. A public referendum had 10 years earlier 

rejected the Parkway, and the previous Council had received transportation analyses advising 
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against the project and instead focusing on east-west traffic issues across the Otonabee river.26 

Importantly, there remains significant and unresolved public disagreement over the Parkway and 

the Class EA that was voted on in 2013, including at Peterborough City Council.  

 

In stating that “To date, despite having a new Council elected late in 2014, the direction provided 

by Council in 2013 has not been changed (p.3)”, the Order Response implies that current Council 

endorses the Parkway project and the bridge. However, there is likely a majority of current 

councillors opposed to the bridge through Jackson Park. Seven of the 11 members of present 

City Council appear to be opposed to the bridge. Three newly elected (2014) councillors 

(Baldwin, Vassiliadis, Therrien) have indicated clearly they do not support the bridge.  Four re-

elected members (Pappas, Clarke, Parnell, Riel) voted at the final public meeting in November 

2013 to remove the bridge from the Parkway project (the motion was defeated by the council of 

the day by a close vote of 6-5).  Past executive assistant to the Mayor David Goyette discusses 

this changing political Parkway landscape in an op ed piece for the Peterborough Examiner (see 

Appendix 2).  Of note, the Peterborough Examiner which has in the past been largely supportive 

of the Parkway proposal, recently changed its tune and came out against the bridge portion of the 

project (see Appendix 4). 

 

The newly elected City Council has never had the opportunity to review and debate the Parkway 

project proposal (only to vote on the allocation of some funds toward project preparations during 

budget deliberations, in case MOECC were to approve the project during the fiscal year). In fact, 

at the first attempt made to bring the issue before council - recently at a March 7, 2016 Council 

meeting - the mayor and senior staff refused, declaring the Parkway debate over and done with.  

 

Councillor Dean Pappas had requested Council have the opportunity to review the City’s Order 

Response prior to it being sent to MOECC. Councillors had heard about the Order from the 

public and media, yet a copy had not been shared with Council. The Mayor and senior staff 

refused to bring the Order Response, or even a summary of it, to Council. The Mayor dismissed 

the request, claiming the City’s Response was merely a “technical matter” (which it, plainly, is 

not). The Mayor said Council had already voted on the bridge and project (referring to the 2013 

vote by the previous Council) and that Council should not re-open the debate. “The debate’s 

been done,” the mayor said. Utility Services Director Wayne Jackson declared it would not be 

prudent to provide even a summary of the city’s Response to councillors, adding he didn’t think 

it wise to give councillors the report because it would re-open the debate. (Refer to Appendix 1 

for live twitter coverage by local paper Peterborough Examiner of this exchange in Council.) 

The city’s total lack of transparency regarding the Order from the Minister is in keeping with the 

constant effort to stifle opposition to the Parkway.  

 

The current Council and the expected majority (seven of 11 current councillors) that is opposed 

to the bridge through Jackson Park have simply not had the opportunity to review the Parkway 

project, and the new information and correspondence with MOECC that has emerged since 2013, 

when the previous Council approved the Class EA. This is highly problematic; the Parkway is 

the most expensive and contentious project in the City’s history. Back in November 2013, 

Council was presented only with a staff report and citizen delegations. Despite repeated requests, 

                                                 
26 Travel Demand Model Report City of Peterborough Comprehensive Transportation Plan Update 

Supporting Document June 2012 
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none of the background studies, with methodologies, details (and flaws), were made available to 

Council or the public. Among the pivotal details not known to or considered by Council at the 

time are: 

● Recognition of Jackson Park as a heritage landscape; this report was completed later for 

inclusion in the ESR.  

● A significant 9% decrease in the benefit-cost ratio, from 1.1 in the PICs and at Council to 

1.01 in the ESR 

●  A decline in supposed savings from “eliminated or deferred” road projects from some 

$83 million at Council to the ESR’s $57 to $68 million. It has never been clarified as to 

which projects were to be “deferred” (and thus the expense still likely to be incurred) and 

which were to be “eliminated”.  

● Further, after repeated requests, the predicted time savings of only two minutes from the 

top to bottom of the Parkway, with the bridge, was revealed to only a few individuals two 

days before the Council vote, and was not presented by staff.  

 

Such changes in the project’s benefit-cost ratio, the financial implications, the significance of the 

City’s most beloved park and the minor nature of the time savings, would have had a strong 

influence on the Council’s decision in 2013. Unfortunately, there have been no opportunities 

since November 2013 to present this more complete and updated analysis to Council to fully 

inform them of the implications. Rather, as discussed above, the Mayor and senior staff have 

prevented such an opportunity.  

 

Finally, since the Order Response also cites the 2013 vote by Council - “the elected 

representatives of the community” - to endorse the Parkway, it must be mentioned again that 

none of them had included the Parkway in their election platforms. In fact, the very elected 

representatives that voted in favour of the bridge had previously stated they were opposed to it 

(see bulleted list below). Since the Minister’s Order is seeking clarification on the proposed 

bridge through Jackson Park, it must be noted that at that 2013 meeting Council approved the 

bridge by a narrow margin of 6 to 5 votes.  

● “My preferred route would not be through Jackson Park,” Mayor Daryl Bennett, Twitter 

Town Hall, October 29, 2012.  

● “The referendum question, to me, is binding… The community has spoken very clearly. I 

respect that decision,” Northcrest Ward Councillor Bob Hall said on Nov. 11, 2003 in 

The Examiner referring to 55% of voters voting against The Parkway plan in the 2003 

referendum.27  

● “The bridge isn’t my first thought to go across the park… In concept it looks great, but at 

the end of the day that’s something that I don’t think we want to be that intrusive,” 

Otonabee Ward Councillor Dan McWilliams, June 29, 2013, The Examiner.  

                                                 
27

 The Order Response makes no mention of the 2003 referendum in which Peterborough 

citizens then rejected a proposal for a $30 million Parkway project without a bridge through 

Jackson Park. City Council at the time directed staff to remove the Parkway Corridor from the 

Official Plan. This was not completed since doing so required that alternatives be developed to 

take its place, which staff did not do. 
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● “You're probably going to get better bang for your buck by focusing on infrastructure 

improvements around intersections to keep the traffic flowing,” Ashburnham Ward 

Councillor Len Vass, April 10, 2010, The Examiner. 

 

Of additional importance, and relevant to the current Council’s position, the 2014 municipal 

election results demonstrated a strong rejection of the proposed Parkway project. When one 

correlates the official election results to the positions of the candidates, in all cases the Parkway 

as proposed was rejected: for the mayor, all successful councillors, all councillor candidates, and 

all candidates (see Table 4 of Election Results, below). This is a substantial change from the 

positions of the previous Council and thus points to the necessity of a more fulsome discussion 

that reflects the continuing will of Peterborough residents to reject this project. It also provides 

current confirmation of the repeated public rejection of the Parkway over the decades, including 

the 2003 referendum and the recent election of the strong Parkway opponent, the Hon. Maryam 

Monsef, MP, in October 2015.     

 

Considered in closer detail, the election of some of the candidates who support the proposed 

Parkway appears to have been based on local concerns, for which the Parkway is not the 

solution. The major issue for north end residents was traffic infiltration, particularly on 

Cumberland and Franklin, and this issue could be addressed by traffic calming solutions. Apart 

from which the build out for the northern portion of the Parkway is 2031 which means north end 

residents are going to have to wait another 15 years (at minimum) for the Parkway to, 

potentially, address issues of local traffic infiltration. 

  

It is particularly significant that two vocal pro-Parkway incumbents were resoundingly defeated 

in the 2014 election – Bill Juby in town ward with only 12% of the vote and Len Vass in 

Ashburnham with 22% of the vote.  The Parkway was a defining issue of the 2014 election, and 

the rejection of these two incumbents in favour of two strong No Parkway candidates in their 

places clearly supports the view that the majority of Peterborough residents were not in favour of 

the Parkway proposal. 
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Table 4  2014 City of Peterborough Election Results, Correlated to Parkway Positions 

 

Elected Position No Parkway Alternatives 

to proposed  

Yes Parkway Total votes for 

“No” or 

changes to 

Parkway 

proposal 

Mayor 
   

27,090 votes 

  

37% = 10,062   

 

Monsef, Young 

   

21% = 5,616  

   

Wilson, 

Peeters 

42% = 11,412 

  

Bennett, 

Leblanc 

58%   = 15,678 

  

  

   

Successful 

Councillors 
 

29,737 votes 

   

32%  = 9,513 

 

Pappas, Riel, 

Therrien, Baldwin 

   

46%  = 13,573 

   

Clarke, 

Vassiliadis, 

Parnell, 

Haacke 

22%  = 6,651 

  

McWilliams, 

Beamer 

 

  

78%   = 23,086 

   

Other Councillor 

Candidates 

  

47,969 votes (not 

including Parent, 

who withdrew) 

35%  = 16,896   

 

Morgan, Wright, 

Templeman, all 

other candidates in 

Town and 

Ashburnham wards

  

37%  = 17,929  

 

Zippel, Boone 

27% = 13,144  

 

Westlake, 

Edgerton, 

Juby, Vass, 

Eyre 

  

73%  = 38,825 

   

All Positions 
   

75,059 votes (not 

including Parent) 

   

49%  = 36,471 

   

31% = 23,545 

   

29%=24,556 

 

  

71%  = 60,016 

   

Candidate positions based on Peterborough Examiner Election 2014 Supplement, October 16, 

2014. 

 

 

1.2.5 Problematic Public Consultation  

 

Public engagement on planning issues continues to be very problematic and more citizens are 

speaking out about being disenfranchised by the City. Recently, other groups have expressed 

similar concerns with the city's approach to public consultation and planning processes. In a 



 

50 

January 1, 2016 column in The Peterborough Examiner (Appendix 3), citizen Don Barrie 

lamented the city’s process with regards to plans for a new arena. Barrie writes:  

The vetting process on solicited proposals lacked due diligence. Groups left the meetings 

with little confidence their time and costly presentations were listened to and most 

believe staff’s final decision and recommendation to council was a fait accompli. Leaders 

and spokespersons for user groups, some of the most respected and experienced business 

people in the city, wonder why they even bothered after their interaction with city staff. 

(emphasis added). 

More recently, citizens are raising the same concerns after public meetings about the proposed 

sale of city-owned Peterborough Distribution Inc. (PDI) to Hydro One. The Mayor's reaction to 

public comments at the meeting are especially revealing: as reported by the Examiner March 8, 

2016, “People at the meeting were quite upset about the prospect of PDI being sold, but [Mayor] 

Bennett said in an interview after the meeting that the panel's arguments in favour of the sale 

were ignored by the public.” Citizen Wally Davidson, in a Letter to the Editor on March 15, 

2016, flatly refuted the mayor's claim, writing “I must say that I took great offence to mayor 

Daryl Bennett's comments when he said that “the panel's arguments in favour of the sale were 

ignored by the public [...] It appears that this discussion has been going on for some time without 

the public hearing about it, but I guess we shouldn't be too surprised about that.”   

Again, this has arisen in the new context of the proposed casino. The first announcement of the 

current proposal came in the Order Response, not through a press release, which came a week 

later. The casino, entertainment complex and restaurant, are not currently permitted in the City’s 

Official Plan. And yet, when publicly announced, the site had been chosen, studies had been 

carried out, planning applications were fully complete, a public meeting was scheduled for a 

month later, and the public will receive the full information in a staff report a mere three days 

before the public meeting - the same timeline as for the Parkway EA, the new Arena and Trent 

University Research and Innovation Park.  

 

In reviewing the City’s Order Response, it is evident the City is acting as an advocate for the 

project and is not fully reporting the outcome of the public consultation process to the MOECC 

and Minister Murray. The City’s selective and problematic interpretation of the public 

consultation process in the Order Response states only, and largely misleadingly, that a “wide 

variety of feedback has been received, including support for the project from members of the 

community (p.3).” The report then makes vague references to such support, including an online 

petition for the Parkway. It should be noted that this petition collected 511 signatures and that the 

No Parkway petition collected 6,200 signatures.  

 

In the description of public consultation for the project in the Order Response, there is not a 

single mention of the significant, overwhelming, and very genuine opposition to and concerns 

about the proposed Parkway project and Class EA process. This omission is problematic. At 

every PIC and public meeting citizens voiced overwhelming opposition to the project being 

proposed, frustration at the rushed process that was not conducive to incorporating public 

feedback, and concerns about the significant environmental, social, and fiscal consequences. 

PGC takes particular issue with the City’s claim, on p. 35 of the Order Response, that “the 
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decision-making process was able to incorporate feedback and concerns.” This plainly is not the 

case given that more than 90% of those who spoke at the public meetings were opposed to the 

bridge through Jackson Park and destruction of the Parkway Trail Greenspace, and 88 appeals 

for a Part II Order were sent to MOECC. Among the large amount of feedback and numerous 

concerns raised, citizens repeatedly requested greater consideration of non-automobile 

alternatives, better recognition of and higher priority on the value of greenspace, an analysis of a 

Chemong Road alternative, and an analysis of using smart traffic signal systems on existing 

roads. Many clearly and repeatedly told the consultant and City Council that the Parkway will 

not be a desirable place to cycle or walk, some presented research and evidence about this. None 

of this feedback was incorporated. Rather, the City is completely misrepresenting the feedback 

that was heard throughout the process, telling MOECC that “particular emphasis has been paid to 

accommodating and encouraging recreational and commuter cyclists, walking and running [...] 

the Parkway Corridor will remain a route of choice for all non-auto based travel (p. 38).”  

 

It is no wonder, then, that the public has a crisis of confidence in this EA’s procedures and in 

their ability to influence outcomes through public consultation. This continuing pattern of closely 

managed yet inadequate public engagement, both within and related to the 2014 ESR, provides 

sufficient grounds for the Minister to order a full EA to ensure complete, independent, and 

effective assessment of the Parkway proposal. 

 

 

1.2.6 The Parkway Does Not Address Climate Change 

 

Since the Climate Conference (“COP21”) in Paris last fall, the new Federal government has 

stated clearly their ambitious commitments to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) production. At the 

Provincial level, we applaud the Wynne government’s attention to climate change and 

specifically low carbon transportation in the updated 2014 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) and 

the proposed mitigation measures within the Climate Change Mitigation and Low Carbon 

Economy Act. Similarly, the City of Peterborough, through a lead role in the creation of a 

City/County/First Nation Climate Change Action Plan, has stated its intent to reduce GHG 

production at a local level. This upswing in government interest and commitment has mirrored 

the quickly growing concern around the climate challenge amongst the public. The Parkway 

proposal is at odds with efforts to reduce GHG reduction. 

The Parkway ESR does not quantitatively evaluate the GHG implications of the alternatives it 

considered. Perhaps even more importantly, it does not compare the GHG implications of the 

preferred alternative to other non-road “alternatives to” that it ruled out very early on in the 

process (eg “do nothing”, expedited/expanded transit improvements, expedited/expanded active 

transportation investments, real time traffic control signalling to improve flow). Instead, the ESR 

simply asserts that the (possible) reduction in idling times associated with the new road (that 

would have 7 stoplights and 3 roundabouts) will result in a net regional GHG reduction. 

However, there is no supporting evidence for this assertion, and this conclusion ignores the 



 

52 

significant embodied CO2 related to materials and construction of 11 km of road and bridge (eg. 

1 ton of concrete results in 1 ton GHG28). 

The City on one hand argues (and the PGC refutes) that reduced idling resulting from Parkway 

completion would reduce GHG production regionally. But on the other hand the ESR does not 

consider the use of real time traffic monitoring and signal coordination as a potential solution or 

partial solution to congestion. Implementation of such a system could and should be made 

independent of Parkway considerations, and would represent a more authentic demonstration by 

the City of concern around GHG production than simply making an unsubstantiated claim of 

GHG reduction from road construction. 

Further, the City’s conclusions on emissions and comparisons to other transportation modes are 

at odds with the Municipal Class EA itself, section D.1: 

With the growing emphasis on transit at the federal, provincial and municipal levels, 

municipal proposals for a wide range of transit initiatives are escalating. It is recognized 

that public transit offers many benefits as compared to the private automobile including: 

● It is a more effective and efficient way of moving people; 

● It is more energy-efficient per person; 

● It requires less energy and produces less emissions per person; 

● It provides mobility to all persons in society; and 

● As a result, it will help achieve sustainable development and an improved urban 

environment. [emphasis added]. 

The City’s unsupported contention that the Parkway will reduce emissions also brushes aside, 

without any substantial justification, the very well supported phenomena of “generated traffic” 

resulting from vehicular traffic on new roads. While it is reasonable to assume there will be some 

system automobile capacity improvements with the Parkway, at least in the short term, the ESR’s 

stated benefits must be understood within the realities of generated traffic. 

From Litman, 2015, there are three kinds of decisions that generate traffic:29 

● Consumers choose closer destinations when roads are congested and further destinations 

when traffic flows more freely. “I want to try the new restaurant across town but traffic 

is bad now. Let’s just pick up something at the local deli.” Similarly, this works on long 

term decisions as a corollary too: “We’re looking for a house within an easy drive from 

the downtown office.  With the new highway open, we can now consider all the suburbs to 

the south of the City.”   

● Travelers will choose different modes to avoid driving in congestion. “The office is only 

2km away and, with congestion at this time of day, I may as well cycle there.”   

                                                 
28

 Madeleine Rubenstein, Earth Institute, Columbia University.  

http://blogs.ei.columbia.edu/2012/05/09/emissions-from-the-cement-industry/.  May, 2012, accessed 

April, 2016. 
29 Todd Litman, Victoria Transport Policy Institute.  Generated Traffic and Induced Travel - Implications 

for Transport Planning. January, 2015, accessed March, 2016. 

http://blogs.ei.columbia.edu/2012/05/09/emissions-from-the-cement-industry/
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● Longer trips appear reasonable when traffic is light but not after congestion builds. “We’d 

save $5 on that purchase at the Wal-Mart across town, but it’s not worth fighting traffic 

so let’s shop nearby.”  

 

The examples above have obvious implications for transportation GHG production. Yet, 

significantly, the 2014 ESR does not incorporate the impacts of generated traffic into its traffic 

modelling. These implications on traffic modelling have not yet been explored, and thus need to 

be included through a full EA. 

In a comparable situation, the Red Hill Creek Expressway in Hamilton became operational in 

2007. This year, only eight years later, the Expressway has reached capacity and there is 

discussion of widening it at a price tag of another $80 million. There is also congestion on 

nearby roads. This is a clear example of generated traffic and how building new roads does not 

solve traffic issues.  

One of the task forces within the recently initiated Sustainable Peterborough Climate Change 

Action Planning process focuses on reducing GHG production from transportation. This task 

force has identified increased investments in transit and active transportation and reduction of car 

use as its focal points. The spending of $80 million or more transportation dollars on one new 

road (Parkway) through Peterborough appears to fly in the face of the needs identified in the 

early direction of the Climate Change Action Plan.  

Further, the Parkway is an enabler of a high GHG, car-centric lifestyle, insofar as a major part of 

its stated need is to serve new greenfield suburban development in the northeast corner of the 

city. These lower density developments do not lend themselves well to effective transit service 

and, despite some measures to provide for active transportation within the secondary planning 

area, essentially require all residents to travel only by car to reach downtown and other major 

service areas. Further, this approach to urban and transportation planning is not in keeping with 

sections 1.6.7 and 1.8 of the Province’s 2014 PPS. 

The Parkway’s GHG implications cannot be ignored in the year 2016. We need to transition 

away from GHG-intensive vehicular transportation in low density suburbs and towards the 

development of medium density walkable neighbourhoods, active transportation and renewed 

public transit. The proposed Parkway and its ESR do not enable Peterborough to assess these 

implications nor shift in this new direction. 
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2. Further critique of other elements  

2.1 Parkway Alternatives Are Already Being Built  

 

The Parkway Extension ESR based its projections and needs in part on north end development, 

and particularly the anticipated Lily Lake area in north western Peterborough. As we had noted 

in our initial submission to the Minister, the detailed, 89-page report and policies for this area's 

proposed Secondary Plan, were made public only three days before it was discussed by the City's 

Planning Committee. It thus was difficult for citizens, facing a deadline for the submission of 

Part II Order requests to the Minister regarding the Parkway ESR, to ascertain the full 

implications of this proposed development area. Since this time, certain developments have been 

refined, and there is now a clearer sense of the plans and process. 

 

The Lily Lake Secondary Plan was adopted by Council in April 2014, and was later settled 

before the Ontario Municipal Board in November 2014. The Secondary Plan included some 

provisions of relevance to the proposed Parkway, and was altered to some extent when approved 

by the OMB. 

 

The Secondary Plan approved the designation of Fairbairn Street and Lily Lake Road as major 

roads in the Official Plan. With By-law 14-055 approving the Lily Lake Secondary Plan, City 

Council endorsed making both Fairbairn Street and Lily Lake Road “High Capacity Arterial” 

roads, and enabled the widening of both to 30 metres (section 12 and Schedule D of the OPA). 

Note that this applies to the full length of Fairbairn Street, and increases the road width by four 

metres, from 26 to 30 metres – sufficient width for at least one additional traffic lane, and 

perhaps another if more of the road right-of-way was included. There are also improvements 

planned for the Lily Lake Road/Fairbairn Street/Towerhill Road intersection. 

 

Indeed, widening Fairbairn Street was the very alternative to the Jackson Park bridge (the most 

controversial aspect of the Parkway proposal) that City Council had rejected when approving the 

Parkway Class EA on November 20, 2013 (only 5 months earlier). The City's consultants had 

told citizens and Council in a large public meeting that widening of Fairbairn was not feasible (or 

would have too much of an impact). Clearly, City staff were planning policies to widen these 

roads at the same time as the ESR was being completed. It thus appears that not all the facts, 

options, and implications were on the table when engaging with the public during the final 

months of the Parkway EA process. 

 

The City has partially built or given preliminary approvals for many portions of the 

alternatives to the proposed Parkway extension. These include: 

 

1. A key portion of North End Alternative 2 and Jackson Park Alternative J2 in the ESR:   
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● the High Capacity Arterial designation and widening of Fairbairn Street between 

Parkhill and Towerhill/Lily Lake Roads (Lily Lake Secondary Plan), as discussed 

above;     

● an east-west arterial road link between County Road 19/Hilliard Street 

intersection and Cumberland Avenue at the Parkway corridor (proposed Carnegie 

West Secondary Plan from January 2014, and scheduled in the 2016 Budget). 

This route would also align with the City's Official Plan, Transportation Schedule 

B - Major Transportation, that already designates this road link as a Medium 

Capacity Arterial and part of a Future Roadway Corridor; 

 

2. The Western By-pass route alternative that is dismissed in the ESR and the City’s 

response to the Minister’s Order [see ESR p.ES-x]:     

● the “High Capacity Arterial” classification and widening to 30 metres for Lily 

Lake Road between Fairbairn Street and Ackison Road (Lily Lake Secondary 

Plan, a month after the ESR was submitted);  

● signalization, turning lanes and other enhancements of the Ackison Road and Lily 

Lake Road intersection as necessary for accommodating the Lily Lake 

developments (Lily Lake Secondary Plan);    

● improvements to Ackison Road between Lily Lake and Parkhill Roads;   

● a roundabout to enhance the intersection at Ackison Road/Parkhill Road/Brealey 

Drive (Parkhill Road West EA);   

● reconstruction of Brealey Drive between Parkhill Road and Sherbrooke Streets, 

which will improve intersections and AT options in this car-oriented part of the 

city (scheduled for 2018 in the 2016 Budget);  

● reconstruction of Brealey Drive between Sherbrooke and Lansdowne Streets, 

which will improve intersections and traffic flow (scheduled for 2017 in the 2016 

Budget);  

● reconstruction of Brealey Drive between Stenson Drive and Lansdowne Street in 

2015, with sufficient width for four lanes and will improve intersections and 

traffic flow (scheduled for completion in 2016); 

● reconstruction of Sherbrooke Street from Glenforest Drive to the western edge of 

the City towards Highway 7 (scheduled for 2017 in the 2016 Budget). 

  

3. An eastern route around the City that will relieve traffic in the core and north ends of the 

City, and any from new sites near Trent University:   

● improvements to Ashburnham Drive and Armour Road, including near completed 

and approved sections (scheduled between 2016 and 2019 in the 2016 Budget);  

● upgrading University Road (scheduled for 2019 in the 2016 Budget);  

● the expansion of Television Road from Parkhill Road to Lansdowne Street 

(scheduled for 2019 in the 2016 Budget). 

 

The importance of these approvals to the 2014 ESR is that, with little further work and 

investment, the alternatives raised by the public and dismissed in the ESR are actually coming 
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into effect and are thus feasible and add capacity and traffic flow to previous assumptions. See 

Figure 6 below and Figure 7 on page 61. Thus, they need to be considered more fully in a 

comprehensive EA, rather than simply downplayed and subject to cursory assessment in the 

ESR's evaluation.  

 

Figure 6  Existing roads and plans supporting Parkway alternatives 
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2.2 City is Not Taking Simple Measures to Reduce 

Congestion 

 

The City continues to demonstrate a pattern of failing to take measures to foster mode shifts and 

create solutions to any traffic issues by avoiding, underfunding, delaying and, in some cases, 

undermining needed projects that could help solve these issues. This pattern is found in bicycle, 

sidewalk, transit, traffic calming, and road and traffic operations decisions over recent years, 

notably in the period since the 2014 ESR has been undertaken.  

 

The 2012 Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) identified mode share targets for transit, 

cycling, and walking, as a strategy to reduce demand on our roadways and decrease the need for 

roadway expansion. The targets articulated for 2031 are a 6% increase in transit ridership and an 

8% increase in combined walking and cycling mode shares. As we move into 2016 - the 

halfway point in the short-term implementation time horizon identified in the Plan - many 

key projects remain unconstructed. Notable among these are:  

 

● Chemong Road bike lanes (facilities that would have a significant impact for residents 

living in the city’s north end);  

● Sherbrooke Street bike lanes; 

● the George Street South Improvement project, which has been repeatedly delayed; and,  

● the George and Water street bike lanes through the city’s downtown corridor.  

 

Each of these projects would increase the viability and visibility of cycling in Peterborough and 

were identified as high-priority, short-term projects in the Plan. While plans remain in place to 

complete some of these projects within the next two years, their impact on cycling mode shares 

in the city will not have yet been fully realized, and their potential to offset demand for the 

Parkway will not have been measured. 

 

Identified as a priority in the CTP, new sidewalk construction is developed in accordance with 

the City’s Sidewalks Policy and its implementation procedure, which includes an identified 

annual capital budget allocation for new sidewalk construction. To achieve the 14-year 

implementation schedule as identified by the City - and as approved by Council in 2008 - 

indexed budget amounts of $475,000 (2008 dollars) are required in the years 2009 - 2022. In 

2015, this budget line was completely removed from the approved capital budget, 

impacting the development of sidewalks during this critical period. Decisions such as this 

one suggest a lack of commitment to the pursuit of alternative transportation infrastructure, and 

undermine the potential of walking and cycling to offset driving mode shares. 

 

The Comprehensive Transportation Plan also identified a number of Active Transportation 

Policies to increase walking and cycling and decrease demand on our roadway facilities. These 

include the development and integration of a Complete Streets Policy and a Downtown Cycling 

Master Plan. Both of these policy tools were identified as highly effective in the Plan and were 
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scheduled to occur in the short-term time frame. While the Peterborough County-City Health 

Unit has developed a Complete Streets Policy Position Statement, advocating for the 

development and implementation of a policy, the City has not advanced either initiative at this 

time. 

 

Little has been done to improve transit operations in recent years, despite recommendations for 

increasing operations to 20-minute service since a decade ago in the 2006 Transportation Plan. 

Most of the transit system still runs on 40-minute service out of a central downtown hub and 

without bicycle racks on the buses to enable multi-modal travel. This situation is not for the lack 

of support by members of the public. Community agency strategies and budget presentations by 

citizens often call for enhanced transit service. A few years ago, when transit service was 

proposed to be decreased at meetings in the largest venues in town, there was a public outcry 

against such cuts, and against the Mayor for his (eventually declared) conflict of interest in 

owning a taxi and transportation company.  

 

The CTP identified measures for addressing cut-through traffic. Most often, people use 

neighbourhood streets to avoid red lights. Thus, a new road, adding more red lights and 

crossings, is not going to solve this problem. Where the problem is real, not just perceived and 

neighbours using others’ streets, a good solution is traffic calming measures. The CTP called for 

development of a traffic calming policy, which has not yet been developed by the City. The CTP 

set out a process for assessing neighbourhoods for cut-through traffic, but there have been few if 

any traffic calming projects implemented in the last decade or so. Speaking at City Budget 

Committee meetings for the years 2015 and 2016, citizens recommended conducting 

neighbourhood studies, as identified in the CTP, in areas where traffic is supposedly cutting 

through neighbourhoods. Council did not approve funding for this process. If addressing cut-

through traffic is in fact necessary, as the City contends, it is puzzling that, more than two years 

after the submission of the Parkway ESR, the City has yet to follow or fund its own approved 

process to do so. Cut-through traffic was never part of the EA problem statement, the Parkway 

will not be its solution and, for at least a third of the study area, the Parkway may indeed 

contribute to higher infiltration than beforehand (see ESR Figure 6-20, p.6-51). 

 

The City of Peterborough has failed to address many other solutions to traffic issues that have 

been identified by diverse sources. If there have been increases in traffic since the beginning of 

the Parkway Corridor Class EA study, this is in part a result of City Council decisions to not 

address them and to hold to one approach, namely the Parkway extension. These types of 

decisions are noted below. 

 

● Not proceeding with road and intersection improvements, such as at Fairbairn and 

Parkhill roads (despite recommendations to do so in various documents), at the Chemong 

Road/Reid Street/Parkhill Road intersection (despite expropriations in the area to enable 

this), and at other supposedly problematic and high-collision intersections (such as at 

Lansdowne Street and the current Parkway, with the highest accident rate and more 

traffic to come from the proposed Parkway);  
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● Delays in completion and implementation of the Class EA for Chemong Road, to widen 

and improve this major north-south route in Peterborough that runs more directly 

between north end developments and the southern shopping districts downtown and on 

Lansdowne Street; 

● We had recommended during the EA process and our bump-up request in 2014 that 

Intelligent Transportation Systems, using an enhanced traffic light and control system, be 

implemented as a means to address any traffic issues.  The City's budget has proposed 

traffic light improvements (and could have improved this capability), but these have not 

been approved by Council30. This continues to result in less efficient movement of 

vehicles in the City. In addition, it then delays this less expensive option to move vehicles 

and others more efficiently around the city. It is a regular comment and source of 

consternation by city residents that the traffic lights do not align and synchronize - 

through set timing or, better yet, informed by real time and responsive monitoring.   

● Delays in hiring of a traffic engineering technologist to coordinate traffic operations 

review recommendations, capital program, system-wide traffic management and signal 

coordination, and safety management studies. The position was proposed by staff but left 

unfunded in budget documents for several years, including both 2015 and 2016 despite 

citizen requests - the two years following the submission of the ESR 31. Obviously, any 

traffic flow improvements that might have occurred from this position have yet to be 

realized.   

 

In 2011, prior to the 2014 ESR, the City hired consultants Morrison Hershfield, who 

recommended that the City develop the Chemong/Reid/Rubidge corridor for north-south traffic, 

and identified that east-west travel across the Otonabee River currently, and in the future, will 

pose more difficulties for traffic flow than the north-south routes. This, however, did not appear 

to be the answer the City was looking for, and the 2014 ESR was initiated later that year. 

Subsequently the City purchased 14 properties on Chemong Road but has not proceeded with 

any development on this corridor, and was delayed in completing the Class EA for this road. It 

has also approved the Mason Homes development (Chemong Road north of Milroy Drive), and 

is considering a proposal for development west of Chemong Road. The City appears to have 

hung its hat on the Parkway proposal while, at the same time, failing to follow through with the 

previous recommendations. These recommendations would have helped to facilitate north-south 

travel, reduce idling times and emissions, and provide benefits for city taxpayers for their 

millions of dollars expended to date on these properties.   

The City has failed to pursue measures that support alternative transportation and make 

improvements to traffic flow, and even to follow its existing transportation plans and meet its 

commitments; all the while continuing to put funds aside for the Parkway. This pattern again 

points to the necessity for detailed further examination and evidence before coming to the 

                                                 
30

 See: the 2015 Budget, Book 3, pp. 276, 277;  
31

 See: the 2015 Budget, Book 1, p. 196; 2016 Budget, Book 1, p.206. 
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conclusion that the Parkway is needed and is the appropriate solution. A full EA would enable 

the necessary detailed examination and resulting evidence to be acquired and analyzed.  

2.3 Geographical Disconnect Between Parkway, City 

Response, and Intensification 

 

In general, there is a geographical disconnect between the proposed Parkway and a number of 

key locations important for planning the city of Peterborough. This is evident by looking at the 

annotated version of the City’s Official Plan Schedule A1, provided as Figure 7 on page 61, and 

discussed further below. 

 

Firstly, the proposed Parkway is disconnected from most of the intensification areas where more 

people and more jobs are planned to be located in the city over the forthcoming decades. These 

intensification areas are defined in the Growth Plan as being the Urban Growth Centre, 

Intensification Corridors. Greyfields, Brownfields, and Major Transit Stations. These locations 

were identified in 2009 in the City’s Official Plan, Schedule A1, that lays out the overall City 

Structure: primarily downtown, and the roads Armour, Water, George, Chemong, Charlotte, 

Clonsilla, and Lansdowne. These are locations where development and servicing exist and 

expansion is intended and planned.  The eastern portion of Clonsilla and the Reid-Chemong 

corridors were examined as alternatives to the Parkway route but like so many other partial 

possible solutions were swept aside because they alone could not handle the total 2031 projected 

volumes.  The PGC has always argued that a key deficiency of the 2014 ESR is that it does not 

consider a suite (combination) of road and non-road improvements as an alternative to the 

Parkway. 

 

Secondly, other key planning nodes clearly align better with the Chemong, Reid and Park Street 

arterials. These include: the Chemong East and Chemong West Planning Areas; the Portage 

Node and Chemong cluster of commercial areas (see the Official Plan, Schedule I); the Urban 

Growth Centre/Central Area downtown; the Charlotte Street Intensification Corridor and 

Business District; the City bus station and future train station nodes (#s 1 and 2 downtown); the 

General Electric employment area at Albert and Park Streets; the Park Street Business District (at 

Perry and Rink Streets); the central connection with the Lansdowne Intensification Corridor near 

to the Lansdowne Mall; and easier access east to the Lansdowne Street East (Willowcreek Node) 

commercial cluster and south to the largest Greenfield Area in the City, namely the Coldsprings 

Planning Area. This Chemong Road to Park Street route also provides closer, more connected 

access to other eastern and southeastern Planning Areas, commercial and employment areas, than 

would the Parkway extension.  

 

Thirdly, the Fairbairn and Chemong arterials both provide more direct connection with the city’s 

commercial and economic heart, namely downtown. It is estimated that the downtown provides 

approximately one third of the tax revenue in the city, and is the focus of the 2009 Central Area  
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Figure 7  Parkway alternatives being built 
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Master Plan. Its continued success is thus essential to the economic future of the city and its 

taxpayers. Section 2.2.4 of the Growth Plan states that such Urban Growth Centres will be 

planned as focal areas for investment, major transit infrastructure, high density employment 

centres, and a significant share of population and employment growth. Therefore, to accomplish 

this provincially-set objective, the downtown must remain connected, central and vital. The 

Fairbairn and Chemong and Park arterials do so, connecting many of the planned residential, 

commercial and employment locations with this Central Area. In contrast; the proposed Parkway 

would bypass the downtown and might be, as one person has termed, it “the fastest way to get 

from Walmart to Costco” -- both car-dependent stores that export their profits beyond Canadian 

borders. The Fairbairn and Chemong-Reid-Park arterial alignment clearly contrasts with the 

angle and distance of the proposed Parkway route from these core city areas. 

 

2.4 Noise Impact Assessment is Problematic 

 

The locations chosen for carrying out the City’s analysis of sound intensities focussed wholly on 

impacts at residential sites. There are no measurements within Jackson Park, no consideration of 

impacts on wildlife (birds, deer, rabbits etc.) known to occupy the Park nor on the human users 

of the Park. Considering that there is currently no vehicular traffic within Jackson Park, it would 

seem logical to at least attempt to estimate the noise impact within the broadcast radius of the 

nearly 1 km long bridge proposed to span 75 m above the Park. It should be noted that 75 m is 

roughly the average distance of the monitored Points of Reception (POR) from sources of traffic. 

Furthermore, without conducting any noise sampling within Jackson Park, AECOM claims that 

“there will be a reduction of noise within Jackson Park pond area and Hamilton Park”32. 

 

The 73 sites monitored were supposed to be representative of the “most noise sensitive points of 

reception (POR) within the study area”33 There are only 7 POR (#21-27 inclusive) anywhere 

close to the most contentious and opposed part of the Parkway Plan - that is the proposed bridge 

over Jackson Park. Only 1 of the POR (#21) shows a statistically significant change of +4 dB 

due to estimated increased traffic. It is worth pointing out that the 2014 ESR projections show 

(Appendix C) that every one of these seven POR would record significantly lower sound 

intensities (up to 7dB) if the Parkway extension is not carried out in the sampled area 

surrounding Jackson Park. That is in spite of the projected traffic increases due to the proposed 

developments in the northern part of the City. 

 

These significant omissions in the traffic noise sampling methodology further point to a need to 

conduct a full EA. 

 

                                                 
32 City of Peterborough Parkway Corridor Class EA, April 2016, p.37 
33 Peterborough Parkway Class Environmental Assessment Study Traffic Noise Impact Assessment, January 2014 
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2.5 Questionable Traffic Modelling and Interpretation 
 

Traffic modelling and projections is an inexact science at best, especially over a nearly 20-year 

timeframe. However, the logic of any conclusions gleaned from those traffic numbers and 

projections can certainly be questioned. As a major justification for the bridge through Jackson 

Park, the City claims (p. 43) that “The preferred alternative, and in particular the proposed bridge 

across Jackson Park valley, is the only alternative that is capable of accommodating recently 

approved growth, and future growth beyond 2031”34. The average citizen might question this, 

considering that the proposed bridge is four-lane while the alternative proposal has Fairbairn St. 

being widened to four lanes and Parkhill Rd. west of Fairbairn St. being widened to five lanes. 

The traffic projections do not even support the City’s conclusion. The proposed four-lane bridge 

over Jackson Park would be burdened with 28499 vehicles per day while the equally-laned 

Fairbairn St. would be dealing with 11710 vehicles per day and five-laned Parkhill Rd. 22522 

vehicles per day, if the proposed Jackson Park bridge is NOT built. Based on these projections, 

one could easily argue that the proposed bridge is the LEAST effective way to manage traffic in 

2031 and beyond. 

 

The generally acknowledged traffic bottlenecks in the City of Peterborough are as much east-

west in direction as north-south35. In particular, the bridges over the Otonabee River at Trent 

University, Parkhill Road, Hunter Street and Lansdowne Street provide the only typical workday 

rush hour traffic backups. 

 

Before going into some very specific analyses of the Road Traffic Data presented in the ESR, it 

should be pointed out that there is no data that supports the claim that the City’s preferred option 

is the singular solution that will provide traffic efficiencies for arterial routes across the City. 

 

While addressing the traffic data that follows, please bear in mind that the 2014 ESR projections 

are based on (p. 5) “Population was forecast to grow by 11.8% from 78,698 in 2011 to 87,997 by 

2031”36. This, of course, assumes that population growth equates with an increase in traffic, a 

notion that has been challenged previously with a growing body of studies on demographic and 

resultant transportation pattern changes. The following data is pulled from Table 4 p. 937. 

 

AECOM’s data shows 7171 vehicles coming along Fairbairn Street west of the Parkway (from 

the proposed Lily Lake subdivision?) and 25245 along the Parkway from Chemong Road, for a 

total of 32416 vehicles arriving at the roundabout. However, only 30672 vehicles are accounted 

for leaving that roundabout (28499 take the proposed bridge over Jackson Park and 2173 proceed 

down Fairbairn Street to Parkhill Road). How do almost 2000 vehicles get consumed by that 

                                                 
34 City of Peterborough Parkway Corridor Class EA, April 2016 
35

 Travel Demand Model Report City of Peterborough Comprehensive Transportation Plan Update Supporting 

Document, June 2012 
36 Peterborough Parkway Corridor ESR, January, 2014 
37 Peterborough Parkway Corridor ESR Traffic Noise Impact Assessment January, 2014 
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roundabout every day? Similar inconsistencies can be pulled from AECOM’s data in a number 

of places. While nobody expects projections to be absolutely accurate, they should at least stand 

up to some basic analysis and scrutiny. 

 

The overall impression given by Table 4 (p. 9) of the 2014 ESR is that the highest traffic 

numbers are almost exclusively registered with completion of the Parkway! This proposed 

funneling of traffic onto the proposed Parkway goes against best practices of traffic management 

and elementary logic. And to think that all this proposed increased traffic will be unloading onto 

Lansdowne Street is absolutely problematic. The intersection of Lansdowne and the Parkway is 

already the #1 intersection for traffic accidents in the City, and would only become substantially 

worse should the Parkway and bridge be approved.  

 

2.6 Parkway as a Multimodal Corridor is “Greenwashing”  

 

The 2014 ESR presents the need for the Parkway almost entirely in automobile capacity 

terms.  It also commits to providing AT trails and acknowledges that buses would use the new 

road too.  The City’s recent response to the Minister’s Order now suggests implicitly that 

successful rollout of effective AT and transit improvement depends on the Parkway 

completion.  For several reasons, this “greenwashing” does not stand up to scrutiny. 

 

The introduction of the “new” transit plan (with no public consultation or rationale) as 

justification of the Parkway is countered in an earlier discussion, and appears to be created just 

for the purpose of the response to the Ministry.  Because transit is about taking people from an 

origin to a destination, the Parkway would not be a good transit “spine” since there are very few 

destinations along the route, except for the corridor already constructed south of Clonsilla. It 

would be a destination desert, with few uses fronting on it, and most without easy or close 

pedestrian access (even the hospital is some 300 m away). Outside the Parkway study area, 

Fleming College, Trent University and the casino site all have good arterial connections already. 

 

Further concern is that the “Parkway as key transit spine for efficient movement of buses” 

argument makes two incorrect and unsupported assumptions: 

 

1. From page 42: “Only the preferred design will allow the City to fully take advantage of a 

continuous linear corridor that is a capable of supporting enhanced transit frequencies 

and lower transit travel times necessary to achieve improved ridership and a higher 

transit mode share”. There is no evidence that other roads or road combinations cannot 

provide a similar level of transit service.  If the City has a case for the need for transit in 

the Parkway corridor, then they should make it publicly during the update of the CTP 

and/or in a Full EA. 

 

2. “The existing transit routes in the City are experiencing delays due to growing 

congestion and enhanced service is difficult to maintain” (p.22).  Many options to 

improve transit have been discussed in various forums, including more frequent service, 
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real time next bus arrival info using mobile phones, different routings, bike carriers on 

the front of buses, integration with regional networks, and the need for denser 

development.  But, to the PGC’s knowledge, the problem of people not taking buses 

because they are stuck in traffic has not been raised in any public forum nor has the City 

provided any evidence to this effect.  Indeed, 

at the last two Climate Change Action Plan 

meetings of the Transportation task force, 

options to improve transit were discussed at 

length.  The City’s Transportation Manager 

was an active participant in these 

discussions and at no time was a problem of 

buses getting stuck in traffic 

mentioned.   The above statement can thus 

be considered rather as “grasping at straws”. 

Furthermore, there has not been a 

convincing case made for a congestion 

problem for any form of transportation, nor 

would the Parkway provide relief of 

congestion in the long term (“generated 

traffic”). 

 

Similar to the spurious “Parkway required for 

effective transit” argument is the assertion that the 

Parkway development will play a key role in 

supporting active transportation.  The recent Order 

Response states many times that the Parkway will 

fill in the missing links in active transportation 

infrastructure in the corridor. But there are no 

missing links. Paved bicycle trails already exist 

along 6 km of the 7.7 km Parkway corridor within 

the study area being considered for construction 

(Clonsilla north to Water Street).   Wide, smooth 

gravel paths exist for a further 300m through 

Jackson Creek valley and single track 

walking/biking paths make up the remaining 1.4 

km (1.1 km in the southern section and 0.3 km from 

Parkhill north to edge of Jackson Creek 

valley).  That is to say, the active transportation 

network is already continuous, and does not depend 

on the Parkway extension.  See Figure 8 and Figure 

9 for trail acknowledgement on google maps. 

 

Figure 8  Parkway Corridor trail (dashed beige line) 

between Clonsilla Ave and Sherbrooke St, shown on 

Google Maps 

Figure 9  Parkway Corridor trail through Jacksons Park 

valley.  The portion indicated in red is a single track trail. 

The trail drops into the valley then up the other side to 

the junction of Fairbairn St & Highland Rd. 
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The PGC encourages the City to pave the final 1.7 

km of gravel/dirt trail and notes that this project 

can be done completely independent of Parkway 

road construction.  The PGC is also encouraged by 

the City’s recent plan to build grade-separated 

crossings for AT at several intersections along the 

Parkway corridor.  This too can be done 

independent of Parkway construction and would 

serve as clear evidence of the City’s commitment 

to AT.  

 

The City’s assertion that a multi-modal trail beside 

the parkway road will improve AT is offensive as 

it ignores the evidence provided by the Medical 

Drive construction. Trails through the “green” 

portion of the corridor (no road – see Figure 10 

and Figure 12) are/were very well used by cyclists, 

walkers, runners, dog walkers, skateboarders and 

parents with children.  The portion of the trail that 

has been constructed next to Medical drive 

(similar to much of the proposed road construction 

– see Figure 11)) has reduced the number of AT 

users compared to before road construction, based 

on annual road counts (and see the City’s own 

Active Transportation and Health Indicators 

Report and industry research).  Aside from cycle 

commuters who find the Parkway the most direct 

route, why would anyone choose to recreate on a 

paved path right next to four lanes of noisy, 

polluting traffic, in between two concrete sound 

barriers, with not a tree or bush in 

sight?  Although the City states that the corridor 

will be revegetated, evidence suggests 

otherwise.  The first photo is of the “Medical 

Drive” portion of the Parkway (between Weller 

Street and Parkhill Road) and was taken three 

years after construction was completed.  The 

photo below it is of the greenway corridor 

between Fairbairn Avenue and Chemong Road. 

 

Even for destination-focused cycle commuters, 

there is no evidence that other roads or 

combinations of roads could not be equally or 

more effective for efficient cycling (provided that 

appropriate cycling infrastructure is developed). 

 

Figure 10  The present Greenway Trail (Parkway 

Corridor) between Fairbairn and Chemong Roads. 

Figure 11  Medical Drive portion of the Parkway, 

between Weller St and Parkhill Avenue 

Figure 12  Greenway trail before the construction 

of Medical Drive 5 years ago.  This is the same 

location as figure 11 immediately above. 
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Conclusion 
The PGC has provided extensive analysis and critique in this submission, adding to our detailed 

work at earlier stages of the EA process. We are convinced that the proposed Parkway extension 

is contrary to good transportation and land use planning, as set out in various new provincial 

directions. We and many others, including a majority of City Council members and voters, 

remain deeply concerned about fundamental flaws in the information, EA process, consultations, 

benefit/cost analysis, mitigation measures, conclusions and objectivity of the City’s 2014 ESR. 

We do not claim to have all the answers. But, as residents, citizens and taxpayers, we do claim 

the right to get them. It is especially important to do so before a decision is made to incur 

substantial environmental, social and health impacts and the largest infrastructure costs in the 

City’s history, for speculative and modest potential transportation gains. The City and its 

consultant have assembled much useful information. And yet, despite our very active 

engagement in the process that led to the 2014 ESR, we -- and City Council and the Minister -- 

still do not yet have complete, reliable and sufficient information to make a comprehensive, 

evidenced-based decision on how best to address potential vehicular congestion in this part of the 

city. Simply put, the 2014 Parkway Corridor ESR neither satisfies the purpose and procedural 

requirements of the Environmental Assessment Act nor does it acknowledge that we must adjust 

our course if we want to ensure a sustainable future for our city and our planet. 

The PGC and others have gone beyond the requirements and expectations for a bump-up request 

and have made a compelling case for the benefits of an enhanced fact-finding and problem-

solving exercise that would result from a full EA. It is now incumbent on the Minister to reflect 

his Government’s stated commitment to addressing climate change and to issue a Part II order 

for a comprehensive, full, environmental assessment for the Peterborough Parkway Corridor. 

We look forward to working with the Ministry, the City, other agencies and Peterborough 

citizens to assemble existing and acquire additional information and to develop appropriate terms 

of reference for such a comprehensive EA. In doing so, we will create the opportunity to resolve 

diverse perspectives, make the most informed decision, and together craft the best way forward 

for the future of our community.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Joelle Kovaks’ Peterborough Examiner live 

tweets from Peterborough City Council Committee of the 

Whole meeting Monday March 7 2016 

 

Note: Dean Pappas is a councillor.  “Seabrooke” (Allan) is the City’s CAO.  

“Jackson” (Wayne) is the Director of Utility Services and one of the City’s 

strongest proponents of the Parkway. “Beamer” (Andrew) is another councillor. 

 

Read these from the bottom tweet to the top, left to right.

Start reading tweets here 
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Appendix 2  Op Ed article on changing political backdrop 

for the Parkway 

Could there be a U-turn ahead for The Parkway? 
 

By David Goyette, Special to The Examiner.  Thursday, January 28, 2016  

 

Sometimes silence is golden. Sometimes it is prescient, the calm before the political storm. 

Today, the community controversy on the proposed Peterborough parkway is percolating and it 

is only a matter of time before it awakens with the kind of passion reserved for our most 

persistent ongoing debate. In November 2013, city council voted 8 to 3 in favour of the parkway 

corridor class environmental assessment, a 20-year, $79 million plan that would see the roadway 

built from Clonsilla Avenue to Cumberland Avenue and Water Street in the north end. By a 

narrow 6 to 5 vote, council also approved the inclusion of a parkway bridge through Jackson 

Park. In the spring of 2014, the city's environmental assessment report in support of the project 

was submitted to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change. More than 80 

community-based letters of concern or objection were also submitted, and the provincial decision 

on the report has been long delayed. 

Since 2013, there have been a number of changes that point to a potential weakening of support 

for the parkway project. 

First, the extraordinary delay by the ministry in responding to the city's report can be interpreted 

many ways, but it cannot be seen as anything approaching a timely or rousing endorsement. 

Second, there has been a demonstrable growth in public appreciation and support for climate 

change mitigation, along with an improved understanding of road construction and automobile 

exhaust as significant contributors to greenhouse gases. 

Third, the budgeting for the parkway has become uncertain. The city's 2014 capital budget 

included $3.99 million for work on the section of the parkway between Clonsilla Avenue and 

Sherbrooke Street. Another $7.9 million was set aside for 2015 and $7.4 million was once 

earmarked for 2016. None of these funds have been fully spent and no parkway money was 

included in the city's 2016 capital budget. 

Most importantly, the political landscape has changed. 

Unlike her predecessor, MP Maryam Monsef is no fan of The Parkway. During the 2014 

mayoralty campaign, she was reported in the Examiner to have said, "It is not affordable 

financially or environmentally sustainable. I don't think our transportation problems can be 

solved with a $79 million street." That clearly reduces the prospect for federal infrastructure 

money that had once been touted by former MP Dean Del Mastro. 

http://www.thepeterboroughexaminer.com/author/david-goyette
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Four new city councillors were elected in 2014. They replaced four retiring and defeated 

councillors, three of whom supported The Parkway. Of the four newcomers, three likely lean 

towards opposition to The Parkway or its Jackson Park bridge component. 

The 2013 vote in which city council separately approved the Parkway bridge over Jackson Park 

may well be the first focus of change. There were six councillor votes in favour of the bridge. Of 

those six, three have departed. Among their replacements, two would likely oppose the bridge. 

That means that at least seven and possibly eight of eleven councillors now carry an anti-bridge 

sentiment. When the ministry's response comes before city council, opposition to the bridge may 

well win the day. If the bridge is opposed, the entire project will, at a minimum, be substantially 

delayed. 

The Parkway controversy resides just below the surface, awaiting the instigation of an 

opportunist. When it arises again, it will reflect a new political landscape that has the prospect of 

taking the community in a different direction. A number of councillors have had quiet 

conversations about new voting scenarios, and they will find their stage later this year. 

The file is both exhausting and exhilarating. After all, we've not been able to put the matter to 

rest since 1946. 

David Goyette is a writer, political advisor and communications consultant. He was executive 

assistant to the mayor and council during the period of time covered in this column. 
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Appendix 3: Op Ed article concerning other problematic 

City planning and consultation 

 

Councillors must overcome years of poor planning by staff 
 

By Don Barrie, Special to The Peterborough Examiner.  Friday, January 1, 2016 

 

http://www.thepeterboroughexaminer.com/2016/01/01/councillors-must-overcome-years-of-

poor-planning-by-staff 

 

 

This year may well be a pivotal year in the future of sport and athletic facilities in the recent 

history of Peterborough.  The past year had some of the most divisive, acrimonious interactions 

concerning facilities between city management and council on the one side and user groups on 

the other.  A series of arbitrary and questionable recommendations by city staff members, mainly 

the Department of Community Services, Arena Division, has created a major divide between 

council and staff and those who use the facilities.  Local adult hockey has essentially been killed 

or driven out of the city with arbitrary decisions by staff that offered limited or no chance of 

negotiations with user groups. 

 

The decision by council, following the recommendation of staff, to place the new twin-pad at 

Trent University, flew in the face of rational reasoning and common sense in the opinion of many 

users. The incredulous declaration of the staff’s Mary Gallop to council that any complex in 

Morrow Park would require 3,200 parking spots (in comparison the 250-store Toronto Yorkdale 

Shopping Centre has 7,200 parking spaces) flabbergasted many users. 

 

As for the 60-year-old Memorial Centre, the urgency to replace the tiles in the hallways this 

summer while ignoring a major design flaw from the 2003 renovation was baffling.  After 

thunderstorms water runs in the main door of the PMC Club at the southwest corner of the 

facility and regularly floods out the elevator and the kitchen of the restaurant. This problem has 

been ongoing and the city’s only obvious fix is to stack sand bags nearby with the hope that 

when the storms come arena staff is there to throw them in front of the doors. The latest flooding 

this past September saw water pour into the elevator well, the restaurant kitchen and storage 

areas. 

 

Many user groups of arenas have lost all confidence and trust in city management and have little 

expectations they will be treated with respect and fairness. Last summer’s divisive process on 

deciding the site of the new twin-pad typified that.   

The vetting process on solicited proposals lacked due diligence. Groups left the meetings 

with little confidence their time and costly presentations were listened to and most believe 

staff’s final decision and recommendation to council was a fait accompli.  Leaders and 

spokespersons for user groups, some of the most respected and experienced business people 

in the city, wonder why they even bothered after their interaction with city staff. 

 

http://www.thepeterboroughexaminer.comwww.thepeterboroughexaminer.com/donbarrie
http://www.thepeterboroughexaminer.com/2016/01/01/councillors-must-overcome-years-of-poor-planning-by-staff
http://www.thepeterboroughexaminer.com/2016/01/01/councillors-must-overcome-years-of-poor-planning-by-staff
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Unfortunately, city council continues to have a blind eye to the position in which staff has 

put the city and taxpayers. Councillors continue to praise them in public forums essentially 

ignoring the negative impressions of the public. [emphasis added]  If this city is going to move 

forward in 2016 and start to get out of the facility rut staff has put us in, council must first 

address the ability of these staffers, most sunshine listed, to effectively do their jobs. It is 

incumbent on councillors to do some homework and personally speak with leaders of user 

groups, arena workers, parents and patrons to events, to receive from the relevant taxpayers a 

street-level evaluation of staff. 

 

After decades of staff’s poor planning, questionable leadership and maintenance, it is high time 

council insures they and taxpayers are receiving full value for their money going forward.  

Before a shovel goes into the ground for the new twin pad or the city council gets around to 

initiate the overdue long range planning for a new Memorial Centre (it took more than 20 years 

to build the original), it must be confident those who will spearheading these endeavours have 

the capabilities to do so. 

Happy New Year. 

 

Don Barrie is a retired teacher, former Buffalo Sabres scout and a member of the Canadian 

Lacrosse Hall of Fame and Peterborough and District Sports Hall of Fame. His column appears 

each Saturday in The Examiner. 
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Appendix 4: The Peterborough Examiner takes aim against 

the Jackson Park bridge 

 

The path to The Parkway doesn't need the bridge 
 

EXAMINER STAFF Saturday, April 9, 2016 

 

 

The latest Parkway holdup is primarily about the proposed Jackson Park bridge. 

The city's response to an order from the province that it clarify plans for the $79-million roadway 

makes that clear. 

The 53-page report begins by noting that the city was ordered to identify "the advantages and 

disadvantages of the proposed design, all in relation to the preferred alternative for the section of 

roadway that traverses Jackson Park." 

About half the report is general background. Four pages explain how and why the overall route 

was chosen. 

That leads to the meat of the report: 14 pages on the process and justification for choosing to 

build a bridge over Jackson Park. 

Little of it is new. The argument for the bridge continues to be that it is the most efficient way to 

move traffic and that harm to the park can be limited by using modern design and construction 

methods. 

What is also glaringly obvious is that the section which goes over the park, rather than around it, 

represents a very small percentage of the entire route, and a correspondingly small improvement 

in overall "transportation efficiency." 

The route covers 12.5 kilometres end to end. The section angling across the park from Parkhill 

Rd. to Fairbairn St. would be less than one kilometre long. Jogging around the park instead on 

widened sections of Fairbairn and Parkhill would add 0.2 kilometres - 200 metres. 

The entire route would have 15 intersections, almost all with traffic lights. Dropping the bridge 

and avoiding the park would add just one more. 

The proposed high level bridge adds tens of millions of dollars to the cost. A shorter, lower 

bridge would be less expensive but require massive amounts of fill, narrowing the park in the 

middle like an hourglass. It is not seriously contemplated. 

Other factors are also rehashed. Widening Fairbairn instead of building a bridge would mean 

knocking down 17 extra houses. Some land would be carved off the east side of the park, the 

least used section. 
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In the end the tipping point should be that a bridge, however high and supposedly unobtrusive, 

would damage the essential nature of Peterborough's largest, most-used natural green space. 

The planners and engineers are focused on, to quote the report, "an efficient transportation 

system that is able to accommodate growth." 

A Parkway that spares Jackson Park will also accommodate growth, if not quite as well. It will 

also accommodate the park, and future generations of city residents who will get full enjoyment 

of a pristine green space in the heart of a growing city. 

A majority of city council members appear to be ready to kill the bridge. Nothing in this report 

should change their minds. 

 


