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General Committee Minutes 

Council Chambers, City Hall 

 
January 20, 2020 

 
Present: Councillor Akapo 

Councillor Baldwin 
Councillor Beamer, Chair 
Councillor Clarke 
Councillor Parnell 
Councillor Pappas 
Councillor Riel 
Councillor Vassiliadis 
Councillor Wright 
Councillor Zippel 
 

Regrets: Mayor Therrien 
 

 

Staff: Sandra Clancy, Chief Administrative Officer 
Cynthia Fletcher, Commissioner of Infrastructure and Planning Services 
Richard Freymond, Commissioner of Corporate and Legislative Services 
Ken Hetherington, Chief of Planning 
John Kennedy, City Clerk 
Sheldon Laidman, Commissioner of Community Services 
Yvette Peplinskie, Manager of Financial Services 
David Potts, City Solicitor/Manager of Legal Services 
Brendan Wedley, Manager of Communication Services 

 

Closed Session - 5:30 p.m., Doris Room 

Resolution to meet in Closed Session 

Moved by Councillor Clarke 

That Committee move into Closed Session to discuss two items under Section 
239(2)(c) A proposed or pending acquisition or disposition of land by the 
municipality - Chemong Road and Jameson Drive. 

Carried 

 

Open Session - 6:00 p.m. Council Chambers 

The General Committee meeting was called to order at 6:00 p.m. in the Council 
Chambers, City Hall. 
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Adoption of Minutes 

Moved by Councillor Parnell 

That the General Committee minutes of December 2, 2019 be approved. 

Carried  
 

Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest 

There were no disclosures of Pecuniary Interest. 

Report of Closed Session 

Chemong Road 

Moved by Councillor Wright 

That respecting the properties listed in Appendix A, staff be authorized to 
proceed as outlined in closed session Report IPSRE20-002 dated January 20, 
2020 of the Commissioner of Infrastructure and Planning Services. 

Carried 

 

Report of Closed Session 

Jamieson Drive 

Moved by Councillor Baldwin   

That, respecting the lands known as 280 Jameson Drive, Council provide 
direction to staff to proceed with Option 2, in Closed Report IPSRE20-001 dated 
January 20, 2020 of the Commissioner of Infrastructure and Planning Services; as 
amended to add a 12-month permit issuance requirement. 

Carried 

 

Consent Agenda for Reports and Communications 

Moved by Councillor Vassiliadis 

That items 10.b, 11.b, 12.a be approved as part of the consent agenda. 

Carried  
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Preliminary December 31, 2019 Financial Update Report 

Report CLSFS20-011 

Moved by Councillor Vassiliadis 

That Council approve the recommendations outlined in Report CLSFS20-011 
dated January 20, 2020, of the Commissioner of Corporate and Legislative 
Services, as follows: 

a)  That the preliminary December 31, 2019 Financial Update Report of the 
Operating Budget and Capital Works in Progress be received; 

b)  That Recommendation (b) of Report IPSIM19-021 – Harper Park 
Subwatershed Management Study Budget, which approved a transfer of 
$287,500 from the 2012 Capital Budget Project #5-3.04 Rye Street Drainage 
Improvements and Resurfacing be reconsidered; 

c)  That a transfer of $287,500 from the Stormwater Quality Implementation 
Project (2016 Capital Budget Project #5-7.03) to the Harper Park 
Subwatershed Management Study Project be approved; and 

d)  That a LED Streetlight Debt Servicing Reserve be established and funded 
through a $570,648 transfer from the 2019 Street Lighting operating budget. 

Carried 
 

Ecology Park Capital Campaign 

Report CSRS20-002 

Moved by Councillor Vassiliadis 

That Council approve the recommendations outlined in Report CSRS20-002 dated 
January 20, 2020, of the Commissioner of Community Services, as follows: 

a)  That Peterborough GreenUP Association’s “Investing in Ecology Park 
Capital Campaign” be approved, which includes the establishment of a 
water service and irrigation, barrier-free washroom, accessible pathways, 
permeable surface floor in the education shelter, and natural play structure 
in the Children’s Garden within Ecology Park; 

b)  That the Commissioner of Community Services be authorized to sign all 
required Permission to Enter and Construct Agreements, necessary to 
allow contractors to complete the works associated with the “Investing in 
Ecology Park Capital Campaign” projects; and 

  

3



General Committee Meeting Minutes of January 20, 2020 

 4 

c)  That the Mayor and Clerk be authorized to execute a new Land Use Licence 
Agreement with Peterborough GreenUP Association for its operation of 
Ecology Park, including the infrastructure improvement projects identified 
in their “Investing in Ecology Park Capital Campaign”, in a form acceptable 
to the Commissioner of Community Services in consultation with the City 
Solicitor. 

Carried 
 

Authorization to Renew Agreement for Metrolinx Transit Procurement Initiative 

Report IPSTR20-002 

Moved by Councillor Vassiliadis 

That Council approve the recommendations outlined in Report IPSTR20-002 
dated January 20, 2020, of the Commissioner of Infrastructure and Planning 
Services, as follows: 

a)  That the Manager of Transportation be authorized to sign a Multi-Year 
Governance Agreement for Joint Procurements facilitated by Metrolinx, 
2019-2024 for the purpose of purchasing certain transit system vehicles, 
equipment, technology, facilities and related supplies and services on an 
exclusive basis from suppliers selected pursuant to public procurement 
processes facilitated by Metrolinx, on terms and conditions set out in the 
relevant procurement documents; and 

b)  That the Manager of Transportation be authorized to perform any action 
and provide any required recommendations, instructions and approvals to 
complete the procurements within the scope of the Governance 
Agreement. 

Carried  
 

Changes to the City of Peterborough Civic Awards 

Report CLSCLK20-001 

Moved by Councillor Zippel 

That Council approve the recommendations outlined in Report CLSCLK20-001, 
dated January 20, 2020, of the City Clerk as follows: 

a)  That the Holnbeck Award and the Mayor’s Youth Awards be presented as 
part of the annual Civic Awards evening; and, 

b)  That the Citizen Appointment Selection Committee select the winners of 
the Civic Awards. 

Carried 
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Amendments to the Parks and Facilities By-law 19-074 

Report CSRS20-001 

Moved by Councillor Zippel 

That Council approve the recommendation outlined in Report CSRS20-001, dated 
January 20, 2020, of the Commissioner of Community Services, as recommended 
by the Arenas Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee, as follows: 

That a by-law be enacted to amend the Parks and Facilities By-law 19-074 in the 
form of a by-law attached as Appendix “B” to Report CSRS20-001. 

Carried  
 

Zoning By-law Amendment - 51 Lansdowne Street West Update 

Report IPSPL19-033B 

Moved by Councillor Wright 

That Zoning By-law Amendment file Z1911 for 51 Lansdowne Street West be approved. 

Lost 

 

Moved by Councillor Pappas 

That Council approve the recommendations outlined in Report IPSPL19-033B 
dated January 20, 2020, of the Commissioner of Infrastructure and Planning 
Services, as follows: 

a)  That the request for proposed Zoning Bylaw Amendment for 51 Lansdowne 
Street West, as set out in Application File Z1911 be denied; and 

b)  That a Notice of Refusal be issued in accordance with Section 34(10.9) of 
the Planning Act, including the following reasons: 

c)  The subject property is too small to accommodate required parking to 
support the proposed restaurant use; 

d)  The current condition (i.e. parking layout and undefined and uncontrolled 
vehicular connection to Lansdowne Street West) is not supportable for the 
use of the lands for a restaurant; 

 The Application does not represent good planning and is not 
appropriate for this site. 

Carried 
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Other Business 

BWXT Licence Expansion 

Moved by Councillor Pappas 

a)  That the Mayor be directed to send a letter to the Canadian Nuclear Safety 
Commission (CNSC), Industry Canada and MP Monsef on the evening of 
January 27, 2020 to oppose the expansion of the license at BWXT and, 

b)  That the City pass a by-law banning the storage of hydrogen within two 
kilometers of a residential area or school zone and, 

c)  That staff report to General Committee meeting by Set. 2020 on how uranium is 
treated at the wastewater treatment plant and, 

d)  That staff report on how Emergency Services would respond to an accident 
at BWXT involving nuclear materials. 

Councillor Zippel declared a pecuniary interest as she is the co-owner of a business that 
consults to the nuclear industry.  She did not discuss or vote on the matter. 

The Chair separated the motions for vote. 

Upon recommendation a), the motion lost. 

Upon recommendation b), the motion lost. 

Upon recommendation c), the motion lost. 

Upon recommendation d), the motion carried   

 

Adjournment 

Moved by Councillor Pappas 

That the meeting adjourn at 7:14 p.m. 

Carried  

 
 
_________________________ 

John Kennedy 

City Clerk 

 

_________________________ 

Councillor Beamer 

Chair 
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To: Members of General Committee  

From: John Kennedy, City Clerk  

Meeting Date: February 3, 2020 

Subject: 
Report CLSCLK20-002 
Peterborough Regional Health Centre Presentation  

Purpose 

A report to inform Committee that the Peterborough Regional Health Centre (PRHC) will 
make a presentation at the February 3, 2020 meeting providing an update on their 
activities. 

Recommendation 

That Council approve the recommendation outlined in Report CLSCLK20-002 dated 
February 3, 2020, of the City Clerk, as follows: 

That the presentation from the Peterborough Regional Health Centre be received for 
information. 

Budget and Financial Implications 

There are no budget or financial implications as a result of this report. 

Background 

In November 2019 staff received a request from the PRHC to make a presentation to 
Committee to provide an update on activities at the hospital. 
 
Attending the February 3, 2020 meeting to make the presentation on behalf of the PRHC 
is Dr. Peter McLaughlin, President and CEO and Don Gillespie, Board Chair.  
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Report CLSCLK20-002 – PRHC Update 
  Page 2 

 
 
Submitted by, 
 
 
 
John Kennedy 
City Clerk 

Contact Name: 
John Kennedy, City Clerk 
Phone: 705-742-7777, Extension 1799 
Toll Free: 1-855-738-3755 
Fax: 705-742-4138 
E-mail: jkennedy@peterborough.ca 
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To: 

From: 
 

 
Meeting Date: 

Subject: 

Members of the General Committee 

Dana Empey, Board Chair  
Rhonda Keenan, President & CEO 
Peterborough & the Kawarthas Economic Development 
 
February 3, 2020 

Report PKED20-001 
PKED 2019 Fourth Quarter Metrics 
 

Purpose 

A report to inform Council of Peterborough & the Kawarthas Economic Development’s 2019 

Fourth Quarter Metrics.  

Recommendation 

That Council approve the recommendation outlined in Report PKED20-001 dated February 3, 
2020 of the Board Chair and President & CEO of Peterborough & the Kawarthas Economic 
Development, as follows:  

That Report PKED20-001 and supporting presentation, providing the Peterborough & the 
Kawarthas Economic Development 2019 Fourth Quarter Metrics be received. 

Budget and Financial Implications 

There are no budget or financial implications as a result of this report. 
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Background 

The three-party Memorandum of Understanding agreement between the City, County and 
Peterborough & the Kawarthas Economic Development (PKED), endorsed by City Council 
December 7, 2015, requires PKED to provide quarterly updates to City and County Council, 
based on an approved set of performance measures for the upcoming year.  

Submitted by, 

Dana Empey  Rhonda Keenan  
Board Chair  President & CEO  
Peterborough & the Kawarthas  Peterborough & the Kawarthas 
Economic Development Economic Development 

Contact: 
Rhonda Keenan 
President & CEO 
Peterborough & the Kawarthas Economic Development 
Phone: 705-743-0777 ext. 2120 
Fax: 705-743-3093 
E-Mail: rkeenan@peterboroughed.ca  

Attachment: Appendix A – 2019 Fourth Quarter Metrics 
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Appendix A 
 

 
 
 
 

 
2019 BUSINESS PLAN  

 

This Annual Business Plan supports the final year of the 2015-2019 Strategic Plan:  Realizing a 
High-Performing Economy: Igniting the Transformation. 

The 2019 Annual Business Plan supports the core economic development activities as outlined 
in the Memorandum of Understanding between PKED, the City of Peterborough and the County 
of Peterborough dated, December 12, 2012 and later amended December 7, 2015. 

The General Mandate of PKED within the agreement is to facilitate an environment which will 
contribute to the creation of wealth, the growth of new employment and the development of an 
improving quality of life for area residents.  PKED will promote, facilitate and develop a strong 
unified economic development presence for the Greater Peterborough Area (being the entire 
geographic region consisting of the County of Peterborough and the City of Peterborough).  
PKED will work cooperatively with local municipalities and other organizations to ensure that 
investment opportunities throughout the entire Region are effectively developed.   

The core economic development activities are focused on four key categories:  

1. PROMOTE – Advancing a compelling narrative showcasing our region’s unique advantages, 
carefully differentiating our region from others; as well as creating awareness of our region to 
attract more visitors, investment and jobs. 

2. START - High performing economic growth will be driven by start-ups and entrepreneurs.   
For business to realize its full potential, we must support businesses through the start and 
early growth phases. 

3. GROW - Business retention and expansion are the foundation of core economic 
development activities.  We will continue to meet with the local existing business base, 
across all key sectors throughout the region.  

4. ATTRACT - Attracting new investment and assessment efforts will be focused across the 
region. Working in alignment with each municipality throughout the City and County, we will 
focus attraction efforts on the region’s established key sectors: Agriculture, Aerospace, 
Cleantech, Manufacturing (Industry 4.0) and Tourism  
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1. PROMOTE 

Peterborough & the Kawarthas has an extraordinary story to tell.  We will advance 
a compelling narrative showcasing our region’s unique advantages, carefully 
differentiating our region from others.   
We need to create both awareness of the region and identify what opportunities 
exist to successfully attract more visitors, investment and jobs. 

Focus #1:  Marketing to key audiences for business growth, investment and visitation 
Focus #2:  Stakeholder communications and media relations. 

PKED will use the following marketing techniques: 

 The PKED website:  peterboroughed.ca; highlights include promoting workshops for 
entrepreneurs; resources that can aid businesses and a toolkit for site selectors to learn this 
region’s strengths for investment.   

 The tourism website:  thekawarthas.ca; visitors can create their own itinerary through a trip 
planner tool and have direct connections to tourism partners; advertising is leveraged, and 
new product is promoted through partners such as RTO8. 

 Social media; LinkedIn, Twitter, Facebook and Instagram; Digital marketing techniques; 
traditional advertising and print publications. 

 Building successful relationships in all key markets. 

METRICS / INDICATORS 
Activity Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 
Media 
results and 
analyticsi 

External Coverages 
15 
 

External Coverages 
16 
 

External Coverages 
25 

External Coverages 
11 

# Stories for 
both PKED 
and Clients 
(Earned) 

22 12 15 28 

Social Media 
Analytics 

PKT:  
Facebook:  
207.2K Impressions  
11,637 Fans 
Twitter:  
154.4K Impressions 
Followers: 9,496 
Instagram:  
4,828 Impressions 
2688 Followers 
PKED:  
Facebook: 
67.2K Impressions 
2,070 Fans 
 

PKT: 
Facebook:  
160.9K Impressions  
11, 736 Fans 
Twitter:  
11.5K Impressions 
Followers: 9,575 
Instagram:  
21,661 Impressions 
2807 Followers 
PKED: 
Facebook:  
70.2K Impressions  
2,123 Fans 
 

PKT: 
Facebook:  
428.1K Impressions  
11,959 Fans 
Twitter:  
111.5K Impressions  
Followers: 9,684 
Instagram:  
259.8K Impressions 
3,249 Followers 
PKED: 
Facebook:  
60.4K Impressions  
2,195 Fans 
 

PKT: 
Facebook:  
171.9K Impressions  
12,170 Fans 
Twitter:  
109.6K Impressions  
Followers: 9,736 
Instagram:  
95.1K Impressions 
3,596 Followers 
PKED: 
Facebook:  
59.8K Impressions  
2,239 Fans 
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Activity Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

Twitter: 
81.5K Impressions 
5071 Followers 
LinkedIn: 
4861 Impressions 
534 Followers 

Twitter:  
5,683 Impressions 
5,148 Followers 
LinkedIn:  
5860 Impressions 
567 Followers 
Instagram: 
5,547 Impressions 
1,118 Followers 

Twitter:  
69.8K Impressions 
5,234 Followers 
LinkedIn:  
4082 Impressions 
613 Followers 
Instagram: 
10,362 Impressions 
1,160 Followers 

Twitter:  
87.4K Impressions 
5,299 Followers 
LinkedIn:  
26.3K Impressions 
753 Followers 
Instagram: 
12,207 Impressions 
1,257 Followers 

Creation of 
Marketing 
Plans for 
each Target 
Sector 

In Progress 

 
 
In Progress 

 
 
In Progress 

 
 
Complete 

Website 
Analytics 

PKED 
Sessions:7440 
Contact Email 
Clicks:12 
Leads: 44  
 
PKT 
Sessions: 41,193 

PKED 
Sessions:6538 
Contact Email 
Clicks: 93 
Leads: 11 
 
PKT 
Sessions: 57,504 

PKED 
Sessions: 755 
Contact Email 
Clicks: 130 
Leads: 14 
 
PKT 
Sessions: 90,442 

PKED 
Sessions: 5050 
Contact Email 
Clicks: 66 
Leads: 13 
 
PKT 
Sessions: 41,628 
 

Promoting this destination is a major initiative for PKED.  We promote this region to visitors, 
students, businesses, investors and entrepreneurs.  Highlights in 2019 include: 

Peterborough & the Kawarthas Economic Development 
Website:  http://www.Peterboroughed.ca  
Facebook: Peterborough & the Kawarthas Economic Development 
Twitter: @PtboEcDev 
Instagram: @PtboEcDev 
LinkedIn:  Peterborough & the Kawarthas Economic Development 
Business Toolkit (Microsite) - https://peterborough.ecdev.org/ 

Marketing Materials 
Development of Investment Attraction Interactive iPad Presentation template 
Investment Attraction Template for RFP Responses 
Development of Starter Company Plus video and infographic 
Community Profile and Relocation Guide 

Peterborough & the Kawarthas Tourism 
Website: www.thekawarthas.ca 
Twitter: pktourism 
Instagram:  @TheKawarthas 

Tourism Publications 
Travel Guide 
Cycling Maps 
Visitor Map 
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Discovery Brewery Routes 
Meetings, Conferences and Group Travel Map, Destination Hub (online), Lure Guide 

Earned Media 
Total of 67 Earned Media Coverages in 2019 
Total of 77 Local Media Coverages in 2019 
Hosted 14 travel media – highlights include hosting of industry veteran Jim Byers, a group of 
influencers from the Toronto Bloggers Collective, media coverage ranging from Vancouver, 
Toronto, Ottawa, Montreal, London, BC and in major publications such as the National Post, 
Food & Drink Magazine, West Jet Magazine, National Geographic, Ignite Magazine, Canadian 
Cycling Magazine (feature) 
Hosted the Weather Network morning show 

Advertising Highlights 
Major 4-page feature in Water Canada magazine on Cleantech Commons and cleantech in 
Peterborough & the Kawarthas 
Fish TV episodes 
Wings Magazine 
Trip Advisor 

Social Media Statistics 

PKED  

LinkedIn 
48.8% increase in net follower growth, 234.8% increase in total impressions, with 24.3K users 
reached in 2019, 617.1% increase in total engagements over 2018. 

Twitter 
5.6% increase in net follower growth (283 users added to total 5,299 followers), total organic 
impressions equaled 336.2K in 2019 with 6,840 engagements.  

Facebook 
9.22% increase in overall page fans (206 net page likes to total 2,239 fans), total organic 
impressions equaled 222.7K in 2019 with 17,687 engagements.  

Instagram 
20.98% increase in net follower growth (225 users added to total 1,257 followers), total organic 
impressions equaled 36,741, a 103.07% increase over 2018. Total engagements saw a 65.02% 
increase in 2019.  

PKT  

Twitter 
3.4% increase in net follower growth (316 users to total 9,736 followers), total organic 
impressions equaled 500.5K in 2019 with 5,293 engagements. 

Facebook 
4.63% increase in overall page fans (580 net page likes to total 12,170 fans), total organic 
impressions equaled 968.1K (a 63.27% increase) in 2019 with 46,535 engagements (97.89% 
increase). 
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Instagram 
39.11% increase in net follower growth (1,027 users added to total 3,596 followers), total organic 
impressions equaled 381,341, a 764.33% increase over 2018. Total engagements saw a 
103.57% increase in 2019.  
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2. START 

High performing economic growth will be driven by start-ups and entrepreneurs.   
For business to realize its full potential, support not only for the start up phase but 
through the early growth phase is required. 

FOCUS #1:  Supporting new start ups 
FOCUS #2:  Supporting growth Years 2-5 

Peterborough & the Kawarthas is a recognized Start Up community.  Entrepreneurship has been 
used as a youth retention strategy as well as a second career for individuals that have chosen to 
live in this community.  The Business Advisory Centre uses one-on-one consultations, tools, 
resources, networking and workshops. 

METRICS / INDICATORS 

Activity Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 
# Workshops Offered – 
(Includes: Win This Space, 
Bear’s Lair) 

15  
Workshops 
 

8  
Workshops 
 

9 
Workshops 

5  
Starter 
Company Plus 
Workshops 
 
10 New 
Venture 
workshops 

# Attendees attending 
Workshops 

201 attendees  
 

51 attendees  60 attendees 77 attendees 

# Hours consulting clients 
Includes:  client visits, in office 
consultations, phone 
consultations, workshops 
before and after debriefs 

130 hours 
 

91 hours 
 

72 hours 83 hours 
 

# Businesses or Pre-
Businesses Assisted 
 

111  87 
 

76 104 

# Businesses Started  11 14 8 11 

# Jobs Created (Annually) Through the Business Advisory Centre, 53 jobs were created in 2019 

Business Survival Rate (clients 
starting 2017+) 

Clients starting in 2017: 71% survival rate  

Clients starting in 2018: 89% survival rate 
 

Annual $ Value of funding 
obtained by entrepreneurs and 
start ups 

Business Advisory Centre clients: 
$1,257,000 
(through FedDev, Community Futures Peterborough, Starter 
Company Plus grants) as a result of support received via the Business 
Advisory Centre 
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Business Advisory Centre Overview 

2019 saw the growth and expansion of numerous small business clients supported through the 
Business Advisory Centre (BAC).  Many have been working with the BAC for several years and 
have been alumni of BAC programs such as: Summer Company or Starter Company Plus.  
These expansions included: new retail space, leasehold improvements and modification, 
relocations, hiring as well as new product development.  Highlights in 2019 for the BAC include: 

 Emerald Beauty relocation from Charlotte Street to 139 George St. North to a new larger 
facility and 3 new staff on board.   

 Statement House is a long-time client of the BAC and alumni of Win This Space and Starter 
Company Plus.  Statement House is a retail store specializing in vintage clothing from the 
1940s – 1960s.  They started as a home-based business and participating in local Pop up 
shops and clothing fairs and opened a permanent location at 378 Water Street. 

 Renew MediSpa continues to grow, adding 3 members to their growing team and being 
awarded the Peterborough Chamber of Commerce Micro-Business award at the Business 
Excellence Awards.   

 Kawartha Complete Care expands with a complete branding, marketing and communications 
plan.  They are hiring for PSWs and RNs in January 2020. 

 Peterborough Disability Tax Services continues to grow and serve client needs in 
Peterborough & the Kawarthas – located in downtown Peterborough and growing, will need 
to hire in 2020. 

 5 of the Win This Space participants (a DBIA led program) who worked closely with the BAC 
in their business development needs throughout the program, opened storefronts in 2019, in 
Peterborough’s downtown core. 

 Wildflower Bakery continues to work with the BAC on their relocation to a downtown 
storefront in Havelock and expand their network of delivery locations and farmer’s markets. 

 Emily Mae’s Cookies and Sweets moved into and completely renovated 1135 Lansdowne St. 
West.  Here she offers sold out workshops and events as well as baking facilities. She has 
brought on two staff to assist. 

 Farmhill Weddings in Keene, has broken ground on their facility with most of the 2020 
season booked. 

It is important to note that PKED works collaboratively with the Innovation Cluster in our support 
of entrepreneurs.  PKED focuses on the goods and service sector; the Innovation Cluster 
concentrates on high-technology start ups that require commercialization and intellectual 
property support.  PKED and the Innovation Cluster refer clients to each other on a regular basis.  
The Innovation Cluster work together on key initiatives such as Bears Lair and Cubs Lair 
initiatives in support of small business owners wishing to Start a Business.  Both the Innovation 
Cluster and PKED continue to refer clients to Community Futures Peterborough for initial 
financing solutions.    
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3. GROW 

Business retention and expansion is the foundation of core economic development 
activities.  We will continue to meet with the local existing business base, across all 
key sectors throughout the region.    We will continue to build and maintain good 
relationships with existing businesses and working alongside community partners 
and economic development committees. 

Focus #1:  Collection and analysis of data, relationship building.  
Focus #2:  Identification and response to challenges and opportunities. 

It is recognized that this region’s largest growth opportunity will come from existing companies. 
PKED will meet with businesses to offer customized support for individual businesses needing 
assistance; identify systemic challenges and opportunities for growth. PKED will also participate 
in various activities with local partner agencies such as Innovation Cluster, Chambers of 
Commerce, BIAs, RTO8, Tourist Associations and local Economic Development Committees 
whose goals are also to assist local businesses. 

METRICS / INDICATORS 

Activity Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 
# Business visits 
completed – Track 
City and County, 
as well as Sector 

County - 83  
 
City - 20 
 

County - 3 
 
City-13 

County - 28 
 
City - 12 

County - 8 
 
City -13 

# Continuous 
Improvement & 
continuous learning 
workshops 

Digital Marketing 
presented by 
Camptech: Feb. 13th 
 
Business & 
Entrepreneurship 
Conference:  
Mar. 28th 

 

Trent University to 
4th year business 
students  
 

KMA Breakfast – 
Cannabis in the 
Workplace 
 
KMA – Eastern 
Ontario 
Educational 
Consortium for 
Manufactures -
Skills Training for 
Steel and 
Aluminum 
Manufacturers at 
Fleming  
 
Rural Tourism 
Symposium  

Workshop to 
Oxford College 
small business 
seminar 
 
 
 

Peterborough 
Construction 
Agency 
 
Site Selector 
Activity 
 
Building PTBO: 
Future Workforce 
 
KMA Regional 
Meeting 
 
TD Economic 
Outlook  
 
CEDI Conference 
 

# Attendees 
attending 
Workshops and 
Summits 

Digital Marketing 
presented by 
Camptech: 28 
attendees 
 
Business & 
Entrepreneurship 

KMA – 22 
KMA – 20 
RTS - 109 

Oxford - 9 Building PTBO: 
Future Workforce: 
20 
 
TD Economic 
Outlook: 130 
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Activity Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

Conference: 95 
attendees 

KMA Regional 
Meeting: 150 
 
CEDI Conference: 
80  

# Local Ec Dev 
Committee 
meetings attended  
(Track each 
municipality) 

 Asphodel 
Norwood - 2 

 Selwyn - 1 

 HBM - 1 

 Trent Lakes - 1 

 Asphodel 
Norwood - 1 

 Selwyn - 2 

 HBM - 2 

 Trent Lakes – 1 

 North Kawartha 
– 2  

 Asphodel 
Norwood 1 

 Selwyn - 1 

 Trent Lakes – 2 

 North Kawartha 
– 1 

 Asphodel 
Norwood - 3 

 Selwyn – 3 

 Trent Lakes – 5 

 North Kawartha 
– 2 

# Businesses 
assisted 

14 
 

60 Unique 
Businesses 
 
20 Repeat 
Businesses 

40 Unique 
Businesses 
 
6 Repeat  

14 Unique 
Businesses 
 
11 Repeat 

# Barriers to 
growth identified 

7 Barriers 
Identified 

 Zoning – 3 

 Permitting 
Timelines – 1 

 Event Planning 
Requirements – 
1 

 Transportation / 
Parking - 2 

 

2 Barriers 
Identified  

 Zoning and 
Parking 
requirement for 
event 
application.  

 Large pieces of 
land for 
manufacturing 
requests.  

  

Barriers Identified  

 Poor internet- 

 New 
technologies in 
business don’t 
fit in with 
current 
planning 
designation 
(hydroponics). 

 
 

Barriers Identified  

 Contract 
process for 
hosting 
conferences 

 Internet 
reliability 

 Zoning and 
non-permitted 
uses related to 
new and 
emerging 
sectors  

# Referrals to other 
Business support 
agencies  

14 Total 

 Community 
Futures 
Peterborough- 
13  

 FedDev - 1 

13 Total 

 Community 
Futures 
Peterborough-
10 

 DBIA- 2 

 Innovation  
Cluster-1 

9 Total 

 Community 
Futures 
Peterborough-5 

 DBIA- 2 

 Innovation 
Cluster- 1 

 FedDev - 1 

14 Total 

 Community 
Futures 
Peterborough-4 

 BDC-5 

 Innovation 
Cluster-3 

 EDC-1 

 Real Estate 
Agents-2 

# Referrals from 
other business 
support agencies  

9 Total 
Community Futures  

6 Total 
Community 
Futures 
Peterborough-3 
 
Chamber of 
Commerce-2 
 
 DBIA-1 

Total 
Community 
Futures 
Peterborough-4 
 
Innovation Cluster- 
3 
 
Chamber of 
Commerce-1 

7 Total 

 Greater 
Peterborough 
Chamber of 
Commerce- 2 

 Scotia 
Bank-3 

 Global Affairs – 
1 

 Innovation 
Cluster- 1 
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Business Development Overview 

Business Retention and Expansion work are core economic development activities.  PKED 
meets regularly with existing businesses to better understand their opportunities, threats and 
challenges.  Highlights of the 2019 Business Development Activities include: 

 Arranged a Plant Visit with the Senior Business Advisor from the Ministry of Economic 
Development Job Creation & Trade & local Peterborough Manufacturing Facility to discuss 
funding opportunities as the company is poised for growth as it diversifies its portfolio. 

 Assisted business in planning and financing options. Referred clients to BDC and Community 
Futures Peterborough with plans on expanding.  

 Our PTBO: Building the Future Workforce event, brought several local businesses to meet 
with Waterloo University, Ontario Tech University, Trent University and Fleming College, to 
learn about experiential learning opportunities and cooperative placements for students 
across a variety of sectors:  Manufacturing, Health, Finance, Technology, 
Construction/Development and Food Processing.   

 Hosted the first Manufacturing Doors Open event with educators.  This has been identified as 
a Best Practice throughout Eastern Ontario and is now being replicated in other jurisdictions. 

 Referred companies to Eastern Ontario Regional Network (EORN) when discussing 
broadband barriers. 

 Hosted Business and Entrepreneurship Conference 

 Completed the Agri-tourism as a Growth Opportunity Study 

 Hosted the third annual TD Economic Outlook Luncheon Event in collaboration with Baker 
Tilley and TD Financial Group.  This event was intended to give a forecast to global, national 
and regional market conditions, so that businesses can adapt their own business models. 

 Participated in the Community Economic Development Initiatives (CEDI) Program with Curve 
Lake First Nation, Hiawatha First Nation, Selwyn Township, OSM Township and the County 
of Peterborough. 

 Hosted the 2nd Annual Rural Tourism Symposium in the Province and hosted one of 
Canada’s national townhall series for small and medium-sized tourism businesses with 
Destination Canada. 

 Coordinated an entrepreneurial booth at the Chamber Love Local Tradeshow. 

 Attended the Tri-Association Manufacturing Conference and the Government to Business 
Information Fair. 

 Completed Phase 2 of the Tourism Wayfinding Project. 
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4. ATTRACT 

Attracting new investment and assessment efforts will be focused across the 
region.  Working in alignment with each municipality throughout the City and 
County, we will focus attraction efforts on the region’s established key sectors. 

FOCUS #1:   Advanced Manufacturing (Industry 4.0);  
FOCUS #2:   Aerospace; 
FOCUS #3:   Agriculture; 
FOCUS #4:   Clean Technology;   
FOCUS #5:   Tourism – including Meetings, Conferences, Sports Tourism and Visitors 

To leverage our competitive advantage and encourage new investment and assessment in this 
region, PKED will attend trade shows, attend conferences, market and advertise as well as 
employ cold calling tactics to identify leads and attract new investment to this region.  We will 
also interact with our provincial and federal intermediaries to highlight Peterborough & the 
Kawarthas’ advantages and opportunities for investment recruitment abroad. 

METRICS / INDICATORS 

Activity Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 
#  Leads per sector generated 1 Agriculture  

5 Cleantech 
1 Retail 
2 Education  
 

3 Agriculture  
5 Retail  

3 Agriculture 
2 Manuf’g 
2 Retail 

7 – Tourism 
(CMEE) 
5 – Tourism (CSTA 
Forum) 
 
1 Manuf’g 
1 Commercial 
4 Aerospace 
1 Healthcare 

#  Prospects identified 1 Agriculture 3 Agriculture 
3 Retail  

1 Agriculture 
1 Aerospace  
 

1 Manuf’g 
1 Commercial 
1 Aerospace  
 

#  Missions (inbound and 
outbound) 

1 inbound with 
Province/ 
Eastern 
Europe 

1 US Consul 
General 
Roundtable / 
Tour of Minute 
Maid 

0 1 Eastern Ontario 
Roundtable Ottawa 
Trade 
Commissioners 

#  Businesses landed 1  1  

#  New jobs created (Annually) Net +923 jobs from Dec. 2018 - Dec. 2019. (reference below) 
 

# Opportunities Lost (inquiries 
generated and responded to, but 
unable to provide product, due to 
lack of inventory) 

1 
(product/land)  
2 land 

4 properties  
1 land  

1 5 zoning and lack 
of inventory 

# New conferences and 
tournaments recruited 

5 3 Events 
Recruited 

1 Royal 
Philatelic 
Society June 
2020 

4  Ontario 
Snowmobile Oval 
Racers (OSOR) - 
Ice Oval 
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Activity Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

Trent Aging 
Conference 
(May) 
MadBastards  
Scooter Rally 
(June) 
Pickleball 
secured for 
2020 

 

Championships: 
Stoney Lake Cup 
Jan 2020 

2020 Ontario Ball 
Hockey 
Association Tyke & 
Novice Provincial 
Championships  

2020 National 
Youth Lawn 
Bowling 
Championships  

2020 Escape 
Summit (Escape 
Maze business 
professionals 
conference)   
 

# Visitors Served (in person, 
mobile, on-line, live chat, phone) 

569 1587 4882 7921 - 14% 
increase YOY 

Investment Attraction Overview 
Attracting new investment and assessment efforts will require a focus on the region’s established 
and emerging sectors:  Agriculture, Aerospace, Clean Technology, Industry 4.0 and Tourism.   
Highlights from 2019 include: 

 Promoted older vacant sites for re-purposing to the Hospitality industry. 

 Currently assisting a commercial photography studio here from the GTA with for a grand 
opening in Q1 2020. 

 Hosted several Familiarization Tours to bring travel writers and event planners to become 
more familiar with the region. 

 Hosted Site Selector from Chicago, to assess Investment Readiness of Peterborough Region 
and Cleantech Commons. 

 Created new product offerings to support existing tourism businesses such as Pedal, Paddle 
and a Pint event. 

 Attended and sponsored the Canadian Water Summit  

 Attended the Cleantech Forum 

 Hosted Underwater Dining events for Visitors at Lock 21 

 Attended the Canadian Meetings and Events Expo 

 Attended the Canadian Manufacturing Technology Show 

 Attended multiple Ontario Aerospace Council events and AGM. 

 Attended the Canadian Aerospace Summit 

 Attended the Canadian Sports Tourism Alliance Events Forum  

 Attended the Sports Convergence Conference. 
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Update on the Municipal Accommodation Tax 

City Council has requested that future Quarterly Reports contain an update on how the Municipal 
Accommodation Tax (MAT) has been spent on tourism promotion for the City.  Although the MAT 
commenced collection in October, PKED did not receive their portion of funds until January 2020.  
As such, no expenditures occurred from these funds during Q4 2019. 

2020 Quarterly Reports will provide a break down of this funding and are working with City 
Finance and Legal staff to assist with this report structure in the future. 

ANNUAL REPORTS  

In 2019, it is vital for PKED to report on regional economic indicators and information that tells us 
how the Peterborough & the Kawarthas economy is performing.    Working with Statistics 
Canada, Workforce Development Board, Canadian Mortgage & Housing Corporation, 
Peterborough & Kawarthas Association of Realtors and PKED’s own databases, this report will 
be designed to provide a snapshot of the local economy with key economic indicators. 

Job Change from end Dec. 2018- end Dec.2019 

NAICS Description 
2018 
Jobs 

2019 
Jobs 

2018     
- 2019 

Change 

2018         
- 2019 % 
Change 

11 Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting 374 363  (11)  (3%) 

21 
Mining, quarrying, and oil and gas 
extraction 

456 466 10 2% 

22 Utilities 388 391 3 1% 

23 Construction 2,667 2,717 50 2% 

31-33 Manufacturing 5,454 5,553 99 2% 

41 Wholesale trade 2,242 2,228  (14)  (1%) 

44-45 Retail trade 8,537 8,598 61 1% 

48-49 Transportation and warehousing 2,525 2,611 86 3% 

51 Information and cultural industries 949 978 29 3% 

52 Finance and insurance 1,282 1,275  (7)  (1%) 

53 Real estate and rental and leasing 710 703  (7)  (1%) 

54 
Professional, scientific and technical 
services 

1,962 1,997 35 2% 

55 Management of companies and enterprises <10 <10 
Insf. 
Data 

Insf. Data 

56 
Administrative and support, waste 
management and remediation services 

3,305 3,416 111 3% 

61 Educational services 5,607 5,701 94 2% 

62 Health care and social assistance 9,751 9,983 232 2% 

71 Arts, entertainment and recreation 1,198 1,229 31 3% 

72 Accommodation and food services 5,132 5,277 145 3% 
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81 
Other services (except public 
administration) 

2,518 2,529 11 0% 

91 Public administration 3,382 3,327  (55)  (2%) 

X0 Unclassified 1,197 1,216 19 2% 

    59,638 60,561 923 2% 

Data courtesy of Workforce Development Board 

Annual Residential Real Estate Sales 
 Houses Sold 2019 Houses Sold 2018 % Change 
City of Peterborough 1227 1111 10.10% 

County of Peterborough 985 975 1.02% 

 

 Avg Sale Price 2019 
Avg Sale Price 
2018 % Change 

City of Peterborough $428,522 $399,201 7.30% 

County of Peterborough $517,433 $485,722 6.53% 
Data courtesy of PKAR 

Annual Commercial Real Estate Sales 
 Type of Land Sales Number of Listings Sold* 

City of Peterborough 

Commercial Land 0 

Buildings and Land 8 

County of Peterborough 

Commercial Land 2 

Farm Land 21 
Data courtesy of PKAR   

*Only sales that were transacted through MLS.  Private sales are not included in the data. 

Annual Housing Starts 
 Single Semi-detached Row Apartment All 
Downtown 1 6 3 2 12 

Peterborough 213 6 137 143 499 

Remainder of 
Peterborough CMA 212 0 134 

141 487 

Data courtesy of CMHC 
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Estimated Building Permit Data (City Only) – January to November 2019 

Type Number of 
Permits 

Value of 
Permits 

Industrial 53 $7,043,000 

Commercial 113 $20,123,000 

Residential 1,260 $147,590,000 
 

 

In the City of Peterborough there were 264 permits issued. 

Type of Work Frequency Percentage (%) 
New Construction 151 57 

Old Construction (renovations, 
etc.) 

113 43 

Total 264 100 
Data courtesy of City of Peterborough Infrastructure and Planning Services 

Wage Data  Peterborough CMA 
Employment by Sector  Average Corresponding 

Wages 

# Business Operating by 

Sector 

Healthcare (NAICS:9668) $46,136 494 

Retail (NAICS: 8020) $27,735 507 

Education (NAICS: 5516) $58,722 49 

Manufacturing (NAICS:5405) $53,563 122 

Accommodations and Food 

Service (NAICS: 4835) 

$17,295 268 

Data courtesy of Workforce Development Board 

Commercial and Industrial Land Inventory 
Commercial and Industrial Land inventory and vacancy to be completed at the conclusion of the 
2020 Business County Survey.  The 2020 Survey will include: 

 #Jobs by employment type (full-time, part-time and seasonal jobs) 

 # Businesses 

 # Vacant locations 

 Floor space occupied 

 # business importing and exporting 

 # businesses by employment size 
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To: Members of the General Committee  
 
From: Sheldon Laidman, Commissioner of Community Services 
  
Meeting Date: February 3, 2020 
 
Subject: Report CSRS20-003  
 Municipal Parks and Open Space Study Final Report 
 

Purpose 

A report to present the findings and recommendations of the comprehensive Municipal 
Parks and Open Space Study.  

Recommendations  

That Council approve the recommendations outlined in Report CSRS20-003 dated 
February 3, 2020, of the Commissioner of Community Services as follows: 

a) That a presentation by Mr. Brian Basterfield from Basterfield and Associates Inc., 
and Mr. Robert Lockhart from RETHINK Group be received as a final update on 
the Municipal Parks and Open Space Study; 

b) That the Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces document (Appendix C), and 
the Park Development Standards document (Appendix D), as attached to this 
report be adopted in principle, and be used to develop policies and guide 
priorities related to the development of municipal parks and open space. 

Budget and Financial Implications 

There is no immediate budgetary or financial implication resulting from the approval of 
the recommendations of this report. Adopting in principle the Parks and Open Spaces 
document and the Park Development Standards document does not commit Council to 
any of the recommendations or strategies contained within them. 
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 Financial resources that will be required to support specific future projects that align 

with the recommendations of the Parks and Open Space Study will be considered 
annually as part of the municipal budgeting process.  

Background 

Through Vision 2025, a Ten-Year Strategy for Recreation, Parks, Arenas and Culture, a 
need was identified to conduct a comprehensive review of the City’s parks and open 
space system, and to establish a park planning process.   

In the 2018 Capital Budget, Council approved the Parks Review and Planning Project 
(Budget Reference 6-1.07). A Request for Proposal (RFP# P-17-18) was issued to 
secure a consultant to conduct the work, with a closing date of May 31, 2018. The 
Administrative Staff Committee awarded the RFP to Basterfield & Associates, in 
association with The Rethink Group, as per the recommendation of Report CSRS18-10, 
dated June 27, 2018.   

The project was initiated in July 2018 and concluded in October 2019. The study 
resulted in the development of two documents, referred to as the Assessment of Parks 
and Open Space document and the Park Development Standards document. To 
highlight the main features of the reports, the project consultants have provided an 
executive summary for each of the documents, which are attached to this report as 
Appendix “A” and Appendix “B”. 

Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces Document 

The Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces document attached to this report as 
Appendix “C”, assesses and inform on the current state of the existing Parks and Open 
Spaces in Peterborough. The results of the assessment were used to formulate 
recommended solutions that will improve access to and quality of the City’s existing and 
future parkland. 

Parks Development Standards Document 

The Parks Development Standards document attached to this report as Appendix “D”, is 
prepared to assist City staff, Landscape Architects, the development industry, City 
Council, and the general public with understanding and moving forward with the 
planning and design of new or redeveloped parks and open spaces that contribute to 
the City’s overall park and open space system. The Park Development Standards 
represent current best practices for parkland. The Parks Standards document is a living 
document that should be updated on a regular basis to keep pace with changes to 
Peterborough’s demographics, new recreation and park trends or to address changes to 
standards of practice within the broader realm of Park Planning and Design. The Parks 
Development Standards are presented in three sections that include Planning for Parks, 
Design for Parks and Construction Details for Parks. 
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Consultation Process 

The Parks and Open Space Study was an action item stemming from Vision 2025.    
The Consultants reviewed the results of the extensive consultation process conducted 
for Vision 2025 and drew out considerable input that related to parks and open space.  
Input from Vision 2025 is represented in the Parks and Open Space Assessment 
report and its recommendations, as well as in the Parks Development Standards report. 

The nature of the consultation that effectively provides input into the Parks and Open 
Space Study is quite different to what is required for a needs assessment study to 
support a plan like Vision 2025.  The scope of work for the Parks and Open Space 
Study project is more technical in nature, involving the assessment of several 
components, including the following: 

 Access to neighbourhood parkland and distribution;  

 The quantity of neighbourhood parkland;  

 Evaluation of the quality and functionality of neighbourhood parkland; 

 City-owned (non-parkland) open space; 

 Park equity by planning area; and 

 The amount of Regional and Community parkland required to accommodate 
future facilities. 

The project also involved providing input into the Official Plan policy regarding parks 
and open space, and preparation of parkland development and design standards. The 
Consultants from the Parks and Open Space Study met several times with the City’s 
Official Plan Review Project Consultants to ensure consistency between documents.  

Thirty-three stakeholder groups were identified and invited to participate in two 
stakeholder workshops.  This group was referred to as the ‘Stakeholders’ group rather 
than the general community, and included organizations such as Peterborough Field 
Naturalists, Friends of Jackson Park, Nogojiwanong Friendship Centre, Age Friendly 
Peterborough, Green Up, ORCA, New Canadians Centre, Peterborough & Kawartha 
Home Builders Association, local sport organizations, and the local school boards.  It is 
important to note these groups represent and were able to speak for the interests of a 
wide spectrum of residents across the City, representing thousands of individuals. 

The consultants hosted a meeting to engage First Nations, with approximately a dozen 
representatives being invited from across the Williams Treaty area, which reaches from 
Curve Lake to Rice Lake and west to the Scugog area.   

Peterborough Public Health was consulted individually, in addition to their attendance at 
both Stakeholder Forums. The consultants presented to and received input 
from the Arenas Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee three times, and the 
Accessibility Advisory Committee twice. All of which were meetings open to the public.  
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Parks and Open Space Classification  

In line with the update of the City’s Official Plan, the parks and open space classification 
system was revised to reflect future direction of the City, especially the trend toward 
increasing density of existing neighbourhoods and new residential areas. 

The number of classifications has increased from the current 3 to 5, as detailed within 
Appendix A.  The new park classification system includes Regional Parks, Community 
Parks, Neighbourhood Parks, Pocket Parks, and Urban Park Spaces 

Neighbourhood Park Equity 

Park Equity is a critical concept that supported much of the research, analysis and 
recommendations, and represents a new way of assessing a community’s parks and 
recreation resources. For inclusivity, the Consultants mapped a range of residential 
density and household income.  

  
Park Equity = Access (to parkland) + Quality (of parks) + Inclusivity (the degree to which 
all residents can access Parkland). 

The Consultants have developed a specific strategy to improve neighbourhood park 
equity in each of the City’s residential planning areas.   

Priority Neighbourhood Parks - Rejuvenation 

Given municipal financial resources are finite and there were 79 neighbourhood parks 
identified by the Consultants for rejuvenation, it was important to prioritize the list of 
parks needing rejuvenation. The Consultants utilized the factors comprising park equity 
to augment the quality/functionality assessment, in establishing the following as the 10 
highest priority parks for rejuvenation: 

1. Cameron Tot lot 
2. Earlwood 
3. Keith Wightman 
4. Dominion 
5. Hamilton (imbedded neighbourhood park portion) 
6. Glenn Pagett 
7. Whitefield 
8. Dainard 
9. Denne 
10. Queen Alexandra (Plus Nicholls Place Pocket Park) 

City-Owned (non-Parkland) Open Space 

Across the City, there are 250 hectares of City-owned (non-parkland) open space plus 
69 hectares in current draft-approved plans of subdivision. Much of this land has 
potential to become parkland. In all, 149 properties were evaluated, utilizing 15 criteria. 
All but 15 properties are recommended to become parkland.  
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Twenty properties are recommended to become Neighbourhood parkland, and each 
has been assigned a development priority. The Consultants recommended that City-
owned (non-parkland) open space properties that contain high-value natural heritage 
features that are recommended to become parkland be further designated as nature 
reserves or nature preserves.  

Arenas Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee 

On October 22, 2019, the project consultants made a final presentation to the Arenas 
Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee (APRAC), at which time APRAC endorsed 
recommendation (b) of this report. 

Summary 

Project consultants Basterfield and Associates and the RETHINK Group have 
concluded their work on the comprehensive Municipal Parks and Open Space Study. 
The study resulted in the development of the Assessment of Parks and Open Space 
document and the Park Development Standards document, to be used by the City as 
planning tools to shape policies and guide priorities related to municipal parks and open 
space. On December 2, 2019, the project consultants will attend the General Committee 
meeting to make a presentation on their findings and recommendations.  

Submitted by, 

Sheldon Laidman 
Commissioner of Community Services 
 
Contact Name: 
Rob Anderson 
Phone: 705-742-7777 Ext. 1833 
Toll Free: 1-855-738-3755 
Fax: 705-748-8824 
E-Mail: randerson@peterborough.ca  
 
Attachments:  
Appendix A - Assessment of Parks and Open Space Executive Summary 
Appendix B - Parks Development Standards Executive Summary 
Appendix C - Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces 
Appendix D - Park Development Standards 

30

mailto:randerson@peterborough.ca


City of Peterborough 2019 

Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces 

	 i	

Introduction 
This document and the Parks Development Standards document are the products of a 
comprehensive review of parks and open space in Peterborough (with a focus on 
Neighbourhood parkland), and of the planning, design and development of municipal 
parks and the open space system. 
The Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces document sets out to research, assess 
and inform Municipal staff of the current state of the existing Parks and Open Spaces in 
Peterborough. The results of the assessment were used to formulate recommended 
solutions that will improve access to and quality of the City’s existing and future parkland. 
The results of the assessment were also used to inform the Parks Development 
Standards document.  
   
The purpose of this Assessment of Parks and Open Space document is to  

1. Provide a high-level assessment of the parks and open space system, with a 
focus on Neighbourhood parkland;  

2. Examine the approach to planning for, acquiring and developing parkland;  
3. Evaluate the quality and functionality of established Neighbourhood parks – and 

identify priority Neighbourhood parks in need of rejuvenation;  
4. Examine access to Neighbourhood parkland - and identify areas of the City that 

have inadequate access;  
5. Evaluate the extensive inventory of City-owned (non-parkland) open space - and 

identify candidate sites to become parkland; and  
6. Assess Neighbourhood park equity by Planning Area - and recommend an area-

specific strategy for improvement. 
Chapter One of the report further describes the project objectives and structure of this 
report.  

Executive Summary 

Key	Findings	

The	Parks	and	Open	Space	System	

Peterborough has an above average number of providers of public and publicly available 
open space, as well as culture and recreation facilities.  Because of this and the City’s 
setting and natural features, the amount of public and publicly available open space is 
above the norm, although a good deal of the land is natural heritage in nature and as 
such, will not support a high level of public use and facility development.  
There is a good and improving network of linked open spaces and trails, mostly at the 
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city-wide level.  However, the connection between Neighbourhood parks and the city-
wide trail and active transportation networks is generally weak. 
There are many quality Regional and Community parks - although much of that land is 
comprised of natural heritage features.  As a result, there is a shortage of medium and 
large size tableland-quality Regional and Community parks that can accommodate the 
outdoor and indoor culture and recreation facilities that will be required as the City grows.  
An additional 50-75 hectares of this type of open space will be required to support 
resident needs when the City is fully developed (2-3 large sites would be ideal).  A 
strategy is required to address this challenge while opportunities still exist.  Refer to 
Appendix D for the calculation of required parkland. 
Refer to Chapter Two for more detail on the parks and open space system. 

Quantity	of	Neighbourhood	Parkland	by	Planning	Area	

The quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is below the recommended standard in 14 
Planning Areas, with 8 Planning Areas well below the recommended standard of 1 
hectare/1,000 population.  The current City-wide ratio is 0.75 hectares/1,000 population.  
As residential density increases, especially in built-up areas, the ratio will worsen unless 
more parkland is acquired.  Refer to Appendix B. 
Chapter Three discusses how planning for parks and open space has been undertaken 
since the first Parks and Recreation Master Plan was completed in 1978.  Also described 
are the various parkland acquisition techniques that have been utilized, and the way that 
parks have been designed and developed over the years. 

Quality	and	Functionality	of	Neighbourhood	Parks	

A key objective of this study was to evaluate the quality and functionality of 
Neighbourhood parks. 
To assist the evaluation, a list of ‘minimum’ and ‘variable’ design features and standards 
was prepared.  Those standards are the centerpiece of the Parks Development 
Standards document that will guide the design and development of new parks, as well 
as the rejuvenation of existing Neighbourhood parks. 
From that assessment, the following are the highest rated Neighbourhood parks in terms 
of quality and functionality.  The number in brackets is the score out of 66 that each park 
received. 

1. Rogers Cove (51/66) – a Community Park with an embedded Neighbourhood 
park 

2. Barnardo (48/66) 
3. Nicholls Oval (48/66) – a Community Park with an embedded Neighbourhood 

park 
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4. Stewart (40/66) 
5. Knights of Columbus (40/66) – a Community Park with an embedded 

Neighbourhood park 
The following are the lowest ranked Neighbourhood parks in terms of quality and 
functionality.  The number in brackets is the score out of 66 that each park received. 

1. Settlers Ridge (3/66) – one of the City’s newest parks 
2. Redwood (3/66) 
3. Barleson and Leighton (6/66) 
4. Earlwood (6/66) 
5. Oakwood (6/66) 
6. 1497 Ireland Ave. (8/66) 
7. Raymond and Cochrane (8/66) 

Refer to Tables 4-1 – 4-5 in Chapter 4 for the list of ‘minimum’ design features and the 
detailed assessment of each park. 

Access	to	Neighbourhood	Parkland	

Another important objective of the study was to evaluate the distribution of 
Neighbourhood parkland and resulting access to local parks by nearby residents.  
The analysis utilized a 400m service area from the center of each park (representing a 5-
10 minute walk), adjusted to account for physical barriers for walking and cycling to 
parks.   
The mapping revealed that many residential areas have gaps in access to 
Neighbourhood parkland, with Wards 2, 3 and 5 being the most serious.  Refer to Maps 
5-1 - 5-5 in Chapter 5. 

City-Owned	(non-parkland)	Open	Space	

Across the City, there are 250 hectares of City-owned (non-parkland) open space plus 
69 hectares in current draft-approved plans of subdivision – much of this land with 
potential to become parkland.   
149 properties were evaluated, utilizing 15 criteria.  All but 15 properties are 
recommended to become parkland, with 95 identified as high priority for consideration.  
Refer to Table 6-1 in Chapter 6 for the evaluation and identification of candidate 
properties. 
The aspects and features of recommended properties include some or all of the 
following: 

• Display culture and recreation attributes, 
• Contain natural heritage features, 
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• Are adjacent to other public open spaces, 
• Will improve distribution of and access to Neighbourhood parkland, 
• Will contribute to Regional and Community parkland, 
• Will provide linkage functions and/or are linear in nature, 
• Contain archeological and/or cultural resources, and 
• Contain a stormwater management facility. 

Neighbourhood	Park	Equity	

It was important to integrate all aspects of the assessment of parks and open space to 
see what was revealed about park equity, especially at the neighbourhood level – the 
focus of the study.  
Park Equity = Access (to parkland) + Quality (of parks) + Inclusivity (the degree to 
which ALL residents can access parks and open spaces). 
Utilizing the following criteria, it was determined that 18 Planning Areas (PAs) scored 
medium to low for Neighbourhood park equity, displaying at least two of the criteria. 

1. Inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland (16 PAs) 
2. Low quality/functionality of Neighbourhood parkland (14 PAs) 
3. The quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is below the recommended standard 

(14 PAs) 
4. Above average population density (5 PAs) 
5. Below average household income (10 PAs) 

Refer to Table 7-1 in Chapter 7 for the list of Planning Areas with medium to low 
Neighbourhood park equity. 

Key	Recommendations	

A	New	Parks	and	Open	Space	Classification	

In concert with the update of the City’s Official Plan, the parks and open space 
classification system was revised to reflect the future direction of the City, especially the 
trend toward increasing density of existing neighbourhoods and new residential 
development areas. 

1. Regional Parks and Other Open Spaces 
2. Community Parks and Other Open Spaces 
3. Neighbourhood Parks and Other Open Spaces 
4. Pocket Parks 
5. Urban Park Spaces - a second tier of parks and open spaces to be located 

within high density areas (including the downtown). 
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o Urban Community Parks,  
o Urban Squares,  
o Urban Pocket Parks,  
o Sliver Parks,  
o Courtyards and  
o Connecting Links.  

Priority	Neighbourhood	Parks	for	Rejuvenation	

Because financial resources are always finite and many parks have been identified, it is 
important to prioritize neighbourhood parks in need of rejuvenation.  It was decided that 
the factors comprising park equity be utilized to augment the quality/functionality 
assessment. 
So, the 43 Neighbourhood parks that scored in the bottom third of the 
‘quality/functionality’ assessment were further assessed based on the following criteria: 

1. quality/functionality score of each park, 
2. quantity (and ratio to population) of Neighbourhood parkland within each Planning 

Area, 
3. household income of the neighbourhood, 
4. population density of the neighbourhood, 
5. the relative importance of each park to the neighbourhood, and 
6. any development constraints. 

Refer to Table 4-6 in Chapter 4 where these 43 parks are evaluated, scored and 
prioritized. 
From that assessment, the following are the top 10 parks identified for rejuvenation: 

1. Cameron Tot Lot 
2. Earlwood 
3. Keith Wightman 
4. Dominion 
5. Hamilton (embedded Neighbourhood park portion) 
6. Glenn Pagett 
7. Whitefield 
8. Dainard 
9. Denne 
10. Queen Alexandra (+ Nichols Place Pocket Park) 

Before any improvements are made, it is recommended that a rejuvenation plan be 
prepared for each park – and that 5-10 parks be identified as the first group for 
rejuvenation. 
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It is recommended that incremental improvements be made to each park in the first 
group over two to three years to spread the benefit across the most neighbourhoods. 
Once rejuvenation of the first group of parks is completed, the next group would be 
rejuvenated utilizing the same implementation strategy.  

City-Owned	(non-parkland)	Open	Space	

All properties that are identified as candidates to become parkland should be officially 
designated as parkland.  Properties that are rated as ‘high-high’ and ‘high’ should be 
considered first. 
20 properties are recommended to become Neighbourhood parkland and each has 
been assigned a development priority.  Refer to Table 6-3 in Chapter 6.  Development 
of these properties will need to be integrated with the development of new parks and the 
rejuvenation of existing parks. 
It is recommended that City-owned (non-parkland) open space properties that contain 
high-value natural heritage features that are recommended to become parkland be 
further designated as ‘nature reserves’ or ‘nature preserves’.  Physical restrictions and 
policies should be implemented to limit or prohibit public use for the most sensitive 
properties or parts of properties.  In some instances, the park name could incorporate 
‘reserve’ or ‘preserve’ 

The	Strategy	to	Improve	Neighbourhood	Park	Equity	

Below are the seven elements of the strategy to improve Neighbourhood park equity 
across the City.  For each residential Planning Area (except lightly populated 
Coldspring), a specific strategy has been developed that combines various combinations 
of these elements. 

1. Through good design and adequate rejuvenation, improve the quality and 
functionality of Neighbourhood parks. 

2. Develop new Neighbourhood parks to the recommended standard. 
3. Within selected Regional and Community Parks, create new and enhance 

existing embedded Neighbourhood park features. 
4. Attempt to partner with school boards to provide quality Neighbourhood park 

features at selected elementary schools. 
5. Designate and develop a number of City-owned (non-parkland) open space 

properties into Neighbourhood parkland, access points and linkages (20 
properties have been identified). 

6. Acquire other properties to create new and enhance existing Neighbourhood 
parks. 

7. Plan the location, quantity and characteristics of future Neighbourhood parks to 

36



City of Peterborough 2019 

Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces 

	 vii	

meet the recommended planning and provision standards. 
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Introduction 
The Parks Development Standards document is prepared to assist City staff, Landscape 
Architects, the development industry, City Council members and the general public with 
understanding and moving forward with the planning and design of new or redeveloped 
existing parks and open spaces that contribute to the City’s overall park and open space 
system. The Park Development Standards represent current best practices for parkland 
planning and design and were vetted thorough a stakeholder and First Nations 
engagement process and guided by a Municipal Review Committee.  
The Parks Standards document is a living document that should be updated on a regular 
basis to keep pace with changes to Peterborough’s demographics, new recreation and 
park trends or to address changes to standards of practice within the broader realm of 
Park Planning and Design.  

Executive summary 
The Parks Development Standards are presented in three sections that include Section 
1 – Planning for Parks, Section 2 – Design for Parks and Section 3 – Construction 
Details for Parks. A summary of each section is provided below.  

Section	1	|	Planning	for	Parks		

This section combines current best practices around planning for parks with findings and 
planning recommendations from the Assessment of Parks and Open Space document 
(prepared in conjunction with these Standards). It was also coordinated with the City of 
Peterborough’s new 2019 Official Plan sections that pertain to Parkland and Open 
Space. Recommendations from the Vision 2025 Report (2016) were also used as a 
guiding document.  
Section 1 outlines the five-tiered park classification system consisting of: 

1. Regional Parks and Other Open Spaces 
2. Community Parks and Other Open Spaces 
3. Neighbourhood Parks and Other Open Spaces 
4. Pocket Parks 
5. Urban Park Spaces (ranging from Urban Community Parks to Connecting Links) 

The park classification system (in particular, the five types of Urban Park Spaces) 
responds to future park needs as future development intensifies in the Downtown and 
along mixed-use corridors beyond the City core.  
Within Section 1, the purpose of each park classification is generally described in terms 
of the use it serves and the type of typical activities and features within that type of park. 
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Typical size guidelines are provided along with provision standards that are reflected in 
ha/1000 of population. For Neighbourhood Parks and Pocket Parks, a service area 
radius is also identified based on a reasonable walking distance or time to reach a park 
from residential areas.  
The remainder of Section 1 provides planning guidance pertaining to the establishment 
of new parks within residential areas, using Secondary Plans as a tool for planning and 
integrating new development “around” predetermined parks, open space systems and 
natural heritage lands. Planning guidance is also provided in association with sharing 
park facilities with schools and institutions, green infrastructure, tree and woodlot 
preservation, parks and storm water ponds and open space management plans.         

Section	2	|	Design	for	Parks		

The Design and Development Standards section focuses on requirements and 
expectations under two important processes for parkland development. The first is 
developer requirements for the condition, pre-servicing and physical requirements of 
lands to be conveyed to the City for the establishment of new Neighbourhood parks. The 
second area of requirements is associated with types of park features, spatial needs for 
park features, design process and an implementation framework for design and 
construction of parks. The design features for each classification of park set out 
minimum requirements that will bring Peterborough parks to a level of standard that 
ensures that accessibility, recreational, environmental, community health, and social 
needs are met in each new or refurbished park. Since the requirements are minimum in 
nature, flexibility within the design process allows for the addition of other design features 
that may be deemed appropriate based on the community and/or physical context of a 
park.  
Some key aspects of the Design for Parks section include:  

a) The formulation of design features associated with each Park Classification as 
either anticipated typical features such as in Regional and Community Parks or 
minimum requirements as identified under the Neighbourhood Parks 
classification. 

b) Developer requirements prior to the conveyance of new parkland that include 
topsoil, fill and grading needs, storm water and/or sanitary sewer stubs, perimeter 
fencing, design and construction agreements, and sequencing and timing of 
construction. 

c) Requirements and responsibilities for development, a process for design and 
construction and established minimum requirements for park features will allow 
the City to better forecast, budget and manage parkland capital expenditures.  

d) The establishment of a design process to ensure that parks are suitably sized 
and located early in land development phases through to a series of facility fit, 
conceptual and detailed design plans.  

e) A defined community engagement opportunity within the design process. 
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f) A set of park design criteria and design strategies that will contribute to universal 
accessibility, crime prevention, sustainability and public health. Technical design 
criteria are also included for sport field sizes, orientation and setbacks, parking, 
playgrounds, water play, surface grading, provisions for shade, tree and shrub 
planting and walkways and pedestrian circulation.   

Section	3	|	Construction	Details	for	Parks		

The intent of Section 3 is to provide a library of standard details that can be used by 
developers, consultants and City staff during the preparation of tender drawings for new 
or renovated parks. It is expected that as individual park designs move forward, 
adaptations and modifications to these details will occur to serve site-specific conditions 
or expanded design expectations.   
There are 71 details that are numbered and labeled for easy access within the 
document. They may be copied and attached to construction drawings if modification of 
such details is not required. They are intended to set out the minimum requirements for 
construction of park features. Any modifications to the details that minimizes dimensions, 
use of materials, sizes or volumes and types of materials must be approved by the City 
prior to change.  
Examples of typical details include various sport field layouts and associated apparatus, 
multi-purpose courts, tennis courts, plantings, paving surfaces, curbs, fences and site 
furnishings. 
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Introduction 
This document and the Parks Development Standards document are the products of a 
comprehensive review of parks and open space in Peterborough (with a focus on Neighbourhood 
parkland), and of the planning, design and development of municipal parks and the open space 
system. 
The Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces document sets out to research, assess and inform 
Municipal staff of the current state of the existing Parks and Open Spaces in Peterborough. The 
results of the assessment were used to formulate recommended solutions that will improve 
access to and quality of the City’s existing and future parkland. The results of the assessment were 
also used to inform the Parks Development Standards document.  
   
The purpose of this Assessment of Parks and Open Space document is to  

1. Provide a high-level assessment of the parks and open space system, with a focus on 
Neighbourhood parkland;  

2. Examine the approach to planning for, acquiring and developing parkland;  
3. Evaluate the quality and functionality of established Neighbourhood parks – and identify 

priority Neighbourhood parks in need of rejuvenation;  
4. Examine access to Neighbourhood parkland - and identify areas of the City that have 

inadequate access;  
5. Evaluate the extensive inventory of City-owned (non-parkland) open space - and identify 

candidate sites to become parkland; and  
6. Assess Neighbourhood park equity by Planning Area - and recommend an area-specific 

strategy for improvement. 
Chapter One of the report further describes the project objectives and structure of this report.  

Executive Summary 

Key Findings 

The Parks and Open Space System 

Peterborough has an above average number of providers of public and publicly available open 
space, as well as culture and recreation facilities.  Because of this and the City’s setting and natural 
features, the amount of public and publicly available open space is above the norm, although a 
good deal of the land is natural heritage in nature and as such, will not support a high level of 
public use and facility development.  
There is a good and improving network of linked open spaces and trails, mostly at the city-wide 
level.  However, the connection between Neighbourhood parks and the city-wide trail and active 
transportation networks is generally weak. 
There are many quality Regional and Community parks - although much of that land is comprised 

43



 
 
 
 

 ii 

of natural heritage features.  As a result, there is a shortage of medium and large size tableland-
quality Regional and Community parks that can accommodate the outdoor and indoor culture and 
recreation facilities that will be required as the City grows.  An additional 50-75 hectares of this 
type of open space will be required to support resident needs when the City is fully developed (2-
3 large sites would be ideal).  A strategy is required to address this challenge while opportunities 
still exist.  Refer to Appendix D for the calculation of required parkland. 
Refer to Chapter Two for more detail on the parks and open space system. 

Quantity of Neighbourhood Parkland by Planning Area 

The quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is below the recommended standard in 14 Planning 
Areas, with 8 Planning Areas well below the recommended standard of 1 hectare/1,000 
population.  The current City-wide ratio is 0.75 hectares/1,000 population.  As residential density 
increases, especially in built-up areas, the ratio will worsen unless more parkland is acquired.  
Refer to Appendix B. 
Chapter Three discusses how planning for parks and open space has been undertaken since the 
first Parks and Recreation Master Plan was completed in 1978.  Also described are the various 
parkland acquisition techniques that have been utilized, and the way that parks have been 
designed and developed over the years. 

Quality and Functionality of Neighbourhood Parks 

A key objective of this study was to evaluate the quality and functionality of Neighbourhood parks. 
To assist the evaluation, a list of ‘minimum’ and ‘variable’ design features and standards was 
prepared.  Those standards are the centerpiece of the Parks Development Standards document 
that will guide the design and development of new parks, as well as the rejuvenation of existing 
Neighbourhood parks. 
From that assessment, the following are the highest rated Neighbourhood parks in terms of 
quality and functionality.  The number in brackets is the score out of 66 that each park received. 

1. Rogers Cove (51/66) – a Community Park with an embedded Neighbourhood park 
2. Barnardo (48/66) 
3. Nicholls Oval (48/66) – a Community Park with an embedded Neighbourhood park 
4. Stewart (40/66) 
5. Knights of Columbus (40/66) – a Community Park with an embedded Neighbourhood park 

The following are the lowest ranked Neighbourhood parks in terms of quality and functionality.  
The number in brackets is the score out of 66 that each park received. 

1. Settlers Ridge (3/66) – one of the City’s newest parks 
2. Redwood (3/66) 
3. Barleson and Leighton (6/66) 
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4. Earlwood (6/66) 
5. Oakwood (6/66) 
6. 1497 Ireland Ave. (8/66) 
7. Raymond and Cochrane (8/66) 

Refer to Tables 4-1 – 4-5 in Chapter 4 for the list of ‘minimum’ design features and the detailed 
assessment of each park. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 

Another important objective of the study was to evaluate the distribution of Neighbourhood 
parkland and resulting access to local parks by nearby residents.  
The analysis utilized a 400m service area from the center of each park (representing a 5-10 minute 
walk), adjusted to account for physical barriers for walking and cycling to parks.   
The mapping revealed that many residential areas have gaps in access to Neighbourhood 
parkland, with Wards 2, 3 and 5 being the most serious.  Refer to Maps 5-1 - 5-5 in Chapter 5. 

City-Owned (non-parkland) Open Space 

Across the City, there are 250 hectares of City-owned (non-parkland) open space plus 69 hectares 
in current draft-approved plans of subdivision – much of this land with potential to become 
parkland.   
149 properties were evaluated, utilizing 15 criteria.  All but 15 properties are recommended to 
become parkland, with 95 identified as high priority for consideration.  Refer to Table 6-1 in 
Chapter 6 for the evaluation and identification of candidate properties. 
The aspects and features of recommended properties include some or all of the following: 

• Display culture and recreation attributes, 
• Contain natural heritage features, 
• Are adjacent to other public open spaces, 
• Will improve distribution of and access to Neighbourhood parkland, 
• Will contribute to Regional and Community parkland, 
• Will provide linkage functions and/or are linear in nature, 
• Contain archeological and/or cultural resources, and 
• Contain a stormwater management facility. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity 

It was important to integrate all aspects of the assessment of parks and open space to see what 
was revealed about park equity, especially at the neighbourhood level – the focus of the study.  
Park Equity = Access (to parkland) + Quality (of parks) + Inclusivity (the degree to which ALL 
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residents can access parks and open spaces). 
Utilizing the following criteria, it was determined that 18 Planning Areas (PAs) scored medium to 
low for Neighbourhood park equity, displaying at least two of the criteria. 

1. Inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland (16 PAs) 
2. Low quality/functionality of Neighbourhood parkland (14 PAs) 
3. The quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is below the recommended standard (14 PAs) 
4. Above average population density (5 PAs) 
5. Below average household income (10 PAs) 

Refer to Table 7-1 in Chapter 7 for the list of Planning Areas with medium to low Neighbourhood 
park equity. 

Key Recommendations 

A New Parks and Open Space Classification 

In concert with the update of the City’s Official Plan, the parks and open space classification 
system was revised to reflect the future direction of the City, especially the trend toward 
increasing density of existing neighbourhoods and new residential development areas. 

1. Regional Parks and Other Open Spaces 
2. Community Parks and Other Open Spaces 
3. Neighbourhood Parks and Other Open Spaces 
4. Pocket Parks 
5. Urban Park Spaces - a second tier of parks and open spaces to be located within high 

density areas (including the downtown). 
o Urban Community Parks,  
o Urban Squares,  
o Urban Pocket Parks,  
o Sliver Parks,  
o Courtyards and  
o Connecting Links.  

Priority Neighbourhood Parks for Rejuvenation 

Because financial resources are always finite and many parks have been identified, it is important 
to prioritize neighbourhood parks in need of rejuvenation.  It was decided that the factors 
comprising park equity be utilized to augment the quality/functionality assessment. 
So, the 43 Neighbourhood parks that scored in the bottom third of the ‘quality/functionality’ 
assessment were further assessed based on the following criteria: 

1. quality/functionality score of each park, 
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2. quantity (and ratio to population) of Neighbourhood parkland within each Planning Area, 
3. household income of the neighbourhood, 
4. population density of the neighbourhood, 
5. the relative importance of each park to the neighbourhood, and 
6. any development constraints. 

Refer to Table 4-6 in Chapter 4 where these 43 parks are evaluated, scored and prioritized. 
From that assessment, the following are the top 10 parks identified for rejuvenation: 

1. Cameron Tot Lot 
2. Earlwood 
3. Keith Wightman 
4. Dominion 
5. Hamilton (embedded Neighbourhood park portion) 
6. Glenn Pagett 
7. Whitefield 
8. Dainard 
9. Denne 
10. Queen Alexandra (+ Nichols Place Pocket Park) 

Before any improvements are made, it is recommended that a rejuvenation plan be prepared for 
each park – and that 5-10 parks be identified as the first group for rejuvenation. 
It is recommended that incremental improvements be made to each park in the first group over 
two to three years to spread the benefit across the most neighbourhoods. 
Once rejuvenation of the first group of parks is completed, the next group would be rejuvenated 
utilizing the same implementation strategy.  

City-Owned (non-parkland) Open Space 

All properties that are identified as candidates to become parkland should be officially designated 
as parkland.  Properties that are rated as ‘high-high’ and ‘high’ should be considered first. 
20 properties are recommended to become Neighbourhood parkland and each has been assigned 
a development priority.  Refer to Table 6-3 in Chapter 6.  Development of these properties will 
need to be integrated with the development of new parks and the rejuvenation of existing parks. 
It is recommended that City-owned (non-parkland) open space properties that contain high-value 
natural heritage features that are recommended to become parkland be further designated as 
‘nature reserves’ or ‘nature preserves’.  Physical restrictions and policies should be implemented 
to limit or prohibit public use for the most sensitive properties or parts of properties.  In some 
instances, the park name could incorporate ‘reserve’ or ‘preserve’ 
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The Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 

Below are the seven elements of the strategy to improve Neighbourhood park equity across the 
City.  For each residential Planning Area (except lightly populated Coldspring), a specific strategy 
has been developed that combines various combinations of these elements. 

1. Through good design and adequate rejuvenation, improve the quality and functionality of 
Neighbourhood parks. 

2. Develop new Neighbourhood parks to the recommended standard. 
3. Within selected Regional and Community Parks, create new and enhance existing 

embedded Neighbourhood park features. 
4. Attempt to partner with school boards to provide quality Neighbourhood park features at 

selected elementary schools. 
5. Designate and develop a number of City-owned (non-parkland) open space properties 

into Neighbourhood parkland, access points and linkages (20 properties have been 
identified). 

6. Acquire other properties to create new and enhance existing Neighbourhood parks. 
7. Plan the location, quantity and characteristics of future Neighbourhood parks to meet the 

recommended planning and provision standards. 
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Project Objectives 
This assessment of parks and open space in Peterborough has the following objectives: 

1. Establish park planning, provision and design guidelines and standards – including: 
• a process for developing new parks (including City and developer responsibilities); 
• parks and other open space planning and design guidelines and standards to improve the 

appeal and functionality of parks (with a focus on Neighbourhood parkland)  (See the 
Parks Development Standards document.); 

• determine how accessibility to and within parks can be improved; 
• provide guidelines to increase linkages/connectivity within the open space system; 
• recommend sustainability measures; and 
• illustrate how to celebrate history and natural heritage. 
2. Evaluate Neighbourhood parks and identify high priority parks in need of rejuvenation. 
3. Identify gaps in access to Neighbourhood parkland and provide strategies to begin to 

address the gaps. Access will be measured by:  
• i) calculating if there is sufficient quantity of parkland in each planning area; 
• ii) examining location/distribution of parkland, accounting for barriers; and  
• iii) accounting for current and future residential density, as well as household income. 
4. Evaluate the inventory of City-owned (non-parkland) open space and recommend sites to 

be considered to officially become parkland. 
5. Assess Neighbourhood park equity and recommend a strategy for improvement. 
6. Determine the amount of tableland-quality Regional and Community parkland that the 

City will require (see Appendix D). 

Report Structure 
Informed by those objectives, the following is the framework for this Report. 

Chapter Two: The Parks and Open Space System 
This chapter describes the parks and open space system in Peterborough, including the providers, 
characteristics, connectivity, and categories of City of parkland and other open space.  

Chapter Three: Planning for, Acquiring and Developing Municipal Parkland  
The manner in which City parkland is planned for, acquired and developed is the subject of this 
chapter.  
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Chapter Four: Quality and Functionality of Existing Neighbourhood Parkland 
Since quality and functionality of Neighbourhood parkland is one measure of park equity, both 
have been assessed for this assignment. Evaluation criteria and a matrix were established so that 
each existing Neighbourhood park was assessed similarly and measured against the quality and 
functionality of proposed new parks. The criteria define minimum and variable requirements for 
Neighbourhood parks, with each park scored and ranked, based on how well they measure up to 
those requirements. Based on the scoring and other factors such as physical access, current and 
future residential density and the income characteristics of households and neighbourhoods, high 
priority parks are identified for rejuvenation.  

Chapter Five: Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Another element of Neighbourhood park equity is physical access to parkland. A service area of 
400 metres from the centre of each park was established. That distance represents a reasonable 
average walking distance and time to access a Neighbourhood park. Accounting for physical 
barriers to walk and/or cycle to a Neighbourhood park, the service area for each park was 
mapped. Residential areas that are outside of those service areas were determined to have 
inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland. 

Chapter Six: City-Owned (Non-Parkland) Open Space 
This chapter describes the process and results of the analysis of the 149 City-owned (non-
parkland) open space properties. Included are maps that locate the properties and Table 6-1 that 
captures the analysis, based on the criteria that were established for the analysis.  

Chapter Seven: Assessment for Neighbourhood Park Equity and a Strategy for 
Improvement  
The assessment of Neighbourhood park equity and the strategy for improvement is one of the key 
outcomes of the assignment. Park equity = access + quality + inclusivity. For this assessment, the 
29 Planning Areas that the City has utilized for many years for planning purposes were used as 
planning units. The assessment of park equity comprised integration of the following: current and 
anticipated future population and settlement pattern, current and anticipated future population 
density, median household income, an assessment of current parkland and other open space, and 
an assessment of access to Neighbourhood parkland (quantity, distribution, barriers and quality). 
For each Planning Area, a strategy to improve Neighbourhood park equity was prepared. 

Appendices 
The following four appendices are included: 

a) Parks and Open Space Inventory 
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b) Quantity of Neighbourhood Parkland by Planning Area 
c) Community Consultation 
d) Assessment of the Future Need for Tableland-Quality Regional and Community Parkland 
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Introduction 
This chapter provides an overview assessment of the parks and open space system in the City of 
Peterborough, keying on areas of priority for this assignment. 
Refer to Map 2-1 titled “Parks and Publicly Available Open Space, City of Peterborough, 2019” at 
the end of this Chapter which locates all types of parks and other open space, including City-
owned (non-parkland) open space (outlined in red and numbered). A wall-sized version of Map 2-
1 is available through the City or at: 
http://ptbo.maps.arcgis.com/sharing/rest/content/items/c67e2476c3f2451ebbadb8315e24a550
/data.  This map has also been utilized in Chapter 7 for the analysis of Neighbourhood park equity 
by Planning Area. 

Stakeholders 
The following are the key stakeholders and types of open space comprising the parks and open 
space system within the City of Peterborough: 

• City of Peterborough parkland, 
• other City-owned (non-parkland) open space, 
• education lands (elementary, secondary, post-secondary), 
• Trent-Severn Waterway/Environment Canada lands, 
• Otonabee Region Conservation Authority lands, 
• Peterborough Utilities Group (Riverview Park and Zoo), 
• County of Peterborough parkland, 
• cemeteries (3 active and 2 pioneer), 
• publicly available open space owned by non-profit entities (e.g. Maple Ridge Community 

Centre, Peterborough Lawn Bowling Club, Naval Association), and 
• publicly available open space owned by commercial entities (including 3 golf courses). 

This extensive number of contributors to the public open space system is rare for municipalities. 

Key Characteristics 
In Peterborough, the amount of parks and other public and publicly-available open space is above 
the norm for many municipalities, mostly due to the significant contributions made by providers 
such as Trent University, Fleming College, the Trent-Severn Waterway and the Otonabee Region 
Conservation Authority – as well as the positive impact of having a river and canal flow through 
the City (including tributaries and wetlands), and the existence of other notable natural heritage 
resources, including forests and the Peterborough drumlin field. 
The 364.8 hectares of City parkland represents a ratio of 4.3 hectares/1,000 population, which is 
close to the recommended ratio of 5.0 hectares/1,000 population.  However, a good deal of the 
public open space system is comprised of natural heritage resources, including waterways, 
wetlands, forested areas and drumlins – and therefore is not suitable to accommodate most 
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culture and recreation facilities, and to support a high level of public access.  
Although there are many attributes of the parks and open space system, including reasonable 
connectivity and the large amount of open space, the following shortcomings are noted: 

• There is a shortage of adequate-sized tableland-quality Regional and Community parkland 
that is suitable for the development of clusters of outdoor sport facilities, and multi-facility 
indoor culture and recreation complexes.  The current shortage will become more acute 
as residential density and population increases.  Refer to Appendix D. 

• There is insufficient quantity of Neighbourhood parkland in many areas of the City and 
distribution is uneven – leading to access inequity in many neighbourhoods, especially in 
Wards 2, 3 and 5. 

• 25 of 67 Neighbourhood parks are smaller than the recommended minimum size (less 
than 0.5 hectares) and 15 have little to no street frontage. 

• With a few exceptions, the quality and functionality of Neighbourhood parkland is only 
moderate, with over half of parks scoring well below the minimum standard.  Ten 
established parks remain undeveloped.  

Connectivity 
Although significant gaps remain, there are large stretches of linked open space throughout the 
City, especially along the waterways and incorporating former railway lines.  This is significantly 
aided by Trent-Severn Waterway lands and the new Peterborough Canal Trail that will extend 
from Lock 19 to Trent University.   
An untapped asset is the amount and location of 247.6 hectares of City-owned (non-parkland) 
open space.  If the high-value linear properties within that inventory are designated as parkland, 
that would significantly contribute to parkland connectivity.  Examples include the proposed 
Parkway corridor, former railway lands that have been acquired by the City but not designated as 
parkland, lands containing Jackson Creek and lesser watercourses, and lands along the Otonabee 
River.  Additionally, there are lands within draft plans of subdivision that will be conveyed to the 
City that will contribute to open space connectivity.  Similar lands within greenfield areas should 
be identified in Secondary Plans as open space to be conveyed at the time of development. 
Although the situation is improving, most Neighbourhood parks are not well linked to other open 
spaces or the City-wide trail network and active transportation system. 
Recent draft plans of subdivision are being better planned to incorporate natural heritage open 
space corridors/connectors and a better-connected park system. 

Categories of City Parkland  
City parkland has been organized into five categories that represent a hierarchy of open space.  
The hierarchy is based principally on the distance that most visitors travel to each category of 
parkland and the level of the facilities and uniqueness of assets associated with each category.  
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Another element of the classification system is whether parkland and other open space is located 
within suburban or urban areas of the City.  The ‘urban’ category reflects the types of parkland 
and other open space that will be characteristic of high-density residential and mixed-use zones 
throughout the City and especially within the downtown Central Area. 

1. Regional: a wide range of sizes and shapes of parks including linear configuration - 
accommodating high-level/intensively developed outdoor facilities, indoor specialized and 
multi-facility complexes, trails, unique features and the full array of natural heritage 
resources – appealing to residents from across the City and beyond. 

2. Community: predominantly medium-size parks accommodating mostly intermediate-and 
higher-level sport and other recreation facilities, with some parks entirely or partially 
comprising natural heritage features. 

3. Neighbourhood: generally small parks serving a neighbourhood or part of a 
neighbourhood – within a 5 to10 minute walk - predominately supporting less organized, 
passive activities for all age groups. 

4. Pocket Parks: very small, sometimes intensively developed parks within the suburban 
areas of the City. 

5. Urban Park Spaces: a second tier of parks and open space to be located within high 
density areas (including the downtown): 

o Urban Community Parks,  
o Urban Squares,  
o Urban Pocket Parks,  
o Sliver Parks,  
o Courtyards and  
o Connecting Links. 

Refer to the Parks Development Standards document (Section 1) for more detail about each of 
the categories of parkland (purpose, examples, other types of open space included in the 
category, provision standard for parks, size guidelines for parks, and planning guidelines for parks 
and other open space).  

Regional Parkland 
• The 12 Regional Parks comprise 121.8 hectares, representing a ratio of 1.43 

hectares/1,000 population – which is close to the recommended provision standard of 1.5 
hectares/1,000 population. If all of the City-owned (non-parkland) open space that is 
recommended to become Regional Parkland is included, the total increases to 135 
hectares (1.59 hectares / 1,000 population). 

• Although only four of the parks are 10 hectares or larger, three are over twenty hectares 
in size. 

• R.A Morrow, the site of the Peterborough Memorial Centre, the Evinrude Centre site, 
Kinsmen Park, Northcrest Arena site, the Pioneer Road site and Del Crary Park are entirely 
or largely table land. 
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• Ashburnham Memorial, Harper Park, Beavermead, Johnson Park and Millennium Park are 
entirely or largely comprised of natural heritage features. 

• Most of the Regional parkland is located within the eastern half of the City. 
• Current draft plans of subdivision will not generate any new Regional parkland.  Therefore, 

unless additional Regional parkland is acquired via other plans of subdivision and by other 
means, the current ratio will slip further below the recommended target as the population 
increases. 

• Currently, there is a shortage of large tableland-quality Regional (and Community) 
parkland to support clusters of high-level sports facilities and community centres to meet 
current and future requirements.  Unless sufficient suitable land is acquired, that situation 
will worsen as residential density and the population increases. 

• An assessment of the need for suitably sized tableland-quality Regional and Community 
parks has identified a shortfall of 50 - 75 hectares of parkland to accommodate a 
projected full build-out population of 135,000 to be contained within the current 
boundaries of the City.  See Appendix D. It is anticipated that about 50 hectares would be 
allocated to Regional Parkland. 

• A small amount of the inventory of City-owned (non-parkland) open space will be 
recommended to be designated as Regional parkland. 

• Although not City-owned, Riverview Park and Zoo is a very popular park.  It is owned by 
the Peterborough Utilities Group and comprises 20.7 hectares along the Otonabee River. 

 Community Parkland 
• The 38 Community Parks comprise 178.6 hectares, representing a ratio of 2.1 

hectares/1,000 population – which is close to the recommended provision standard of 2.5 
hectares/1,000 population. If all of the City-owned (non-parkland) open space that is 
recommended to become Community Parkland is included, the total increases to 387 
hectares (4.5 hectares / 1,000 population). 

• Community parkland is well distributed throughout the City. 
• Many Community Parks are under-sized to accommodate the types and number of 

facilities identified for this category of parkland.  Only six parks are 10 hectares or larger 
and most do not contain very much tableland.  This shortage of large tableland-quality 
Community (and Regional) parkland to support clusters of high-level sports facilities and 
community centres is a critical deficiency.  Unless sufficient suitable land is acquired, that 
situation will worsen as residential density and the population increases.  None of the 
parkland identified in current draft plans of subdivision are large tableland-quality 
properties. 

• An assessment of the need for suitably sized tableland-quality Community and Regional 
parks has identified a shortfall of 50 - 75 hectares of parkland to accommodate a 
projected full build-out population of 135,000 to be contained within the current 
boundaries of the City.  See Appendix D. It is anticipated that about 25 hectares would be 
allocated to Community Parkland. 
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• A significant amount of the inventory of City-owned (non-parkland) open space will be 
recommended to be designated as Community parkland, although very little is tableland. 

• Current draft plans of subdivision will only yield 5.64 additional hectares of Community 
parkland, all of which will be natural heritage lands. 

Neighbourhood Parkland 
• The 67 Neighbourhood parks total 63.3 hectares, which represents a ratio of 0.75 

hectares/1,000 population.  That is below the recommended standard of 1.0 hectare per 
1,000 population. 

• Of the 22 Planning Areas that are fully or largely developed, 14 are below the 
recommended target for quantity of Neighbourhood parkland – with eight being well 
below the recommended target of one hectare of parkland per 1,000 population.  Refer 
to Appendix B for details.  Refer also to Chapter Four for the analysis of physical access to 
Neighbourhood parkland, Chapter Five which assesses quality and functionality of 
Neighbourhood parkland and Chapter Seven where Park Equity is analyzed for each 
Planning Area. 

• 11 Community parks and 2 Regional parks contain what is considered to be an ‘embedded 
neighbourhood park’.  The facilities associated with this portion of each of these higher-
level parks meet some of the requirements of a neighbourhood park (at least a play 
structure).  An exception is Beavermead Park where the play structures within the park 
are too remote from residential areas to be considered to be an embedded 
Neighbourhood park.  These embedded Neighbourhood parks will be included in the 
analysis of access to Neighbourhood parkland, measuring 400 metres from the location of 
the facilities that are considered to be ‘neighbourhood’ (See Chapters Four and Seven). 

• Current draft approved plans of subdivision will yield 8 new Neighbourhood parks, 
totalling 4.98 hectares.  Six of the park sites are small (0.15 to 0.5 hectares), with five of 
the sites smaller than the recommended minimum of 0.5 hectares.  In addition, there 1.22 
hectares of land comprising linkages/walkways that, because of the intended function, can 
be considered Neighbourhood parkland.  That brings the total of new Neighbourhood 
parkland to 6.2 hectares.  Given the anticipated additional population that will be 
generated by these developments, it is likely that the City-wide ratio of Neighbourhood 
parkland to population will drop below the current ratio of 0.75 hectares/1,000 
population when these areas are fully populated. 

• Of serious concern is the impact of increasing residential density throughout the City.  As 
residential density increases through intensification of developed areas and higher 
residential density in new developments, the current ratio of Neighbourhood parkland to 
population will worsen, even if a few more hectares of parkland are provided in the form 
of new Neighbourhood parks in suburban areas and Urban Park Spaces in the high-density 
residential and mixed-use areas.  

• Many Neighbourhood parks are minimally developed, resulting in low functionality, some 
have insufficient street frontage, and others are of a shape that further reduces 
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functionality.  (See Chapter Four.) 
• For a good number of residential areas, there is inadequate access to Neighbourhood 

parkland (amount and distribution).  (See Chapter Five.) 
• Neighbourhood park equity is low in 18 of the 23 partially and fully developed residential 

Planning Areas, with inadequate access to parkland and quantity being the most critical 
criterion, due to the fact that those deficiencies are the most challenging to reduce.  

• In most neighbourhoods, local parks are not adequately connected into the city-wide and 
regional trail network and active transportation system. 

Pocket Parks 
• There are 14 Pocket parks in City ownership, totalling 1.1 hectares and ranging in size from 

under 0.1 to 0.3 hectares. 
• Some sites are land that was left over at road intersections (e.g., Clonsilla and Lansdowne, 

Romaine and Monaghan, Queen and Hunter, and Reid and McDonnel). 
• Some are traffic islands (e.g., Charlotte and Park, Oriole Crescent, Peace Crescent, Royal 

Crescent, Barnardo and Wolsley, Nicholl’s Place, Parkhill and Stewart, and the McCormick 
Property). 

• Most sites have a grass surface and some have been enhanced (e.g., display garden, trees 
and other plantings, an historic plaque). 

• The Tinker Property is a very small, unmarked and undeveloped site on Burnham Street. 
In the Parklands Community being built on Chemong Road, the developer has created four Pocket 
parks and a landscaped traffic island (inside a roundabout).  At this time, ownership of and public 
access to these sites is unclear.  It is likely that they will be developed as landscaped passive spaces 
with a walkway, benches, trees and other plantings to enhance the neighbourhood and create 
places of relaxation and visual relief. 

Urban Park Spaces 
• There are 15 Community and Pocket parks that may be reclassified as Urban Park Spaces, 

which is intended for high-density residential and mixed use areas (see below). 
• As new high-density residential and mixed-use developments are planned, the six sub-

categories of Urban Park Spaces will be incorporated into the urban fabric. 
• The following public and commercial non-parkland sites are examples of Urban Park 

Spaces that already exist within the Central Area (downtown) and other medium- and 
high-density parts of the City: 

o the new public square associated with the Peterborough Public Library on Aylmer 
Street, 

o the courtyard at the City Centre apartments (site of the Peterborough Regional 
Farmers Market), 

o the landscaped open space in front of the Salvation Army (intersection of Aylmer 
and Simcoe streets), 

o the small square associated with Peterborough Square (intersection of Charlotte 
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and Water streets), 
o the front entrance to Peterborough Square (intersection of George and Simcoe 

streets), 
o the new public space being created at the south end of Water Street adjacent to 

Millennium Park, 
o several small landscaped open spaces associated with the highest density portion 

of the Parkland Development between Chemong Road and Hilliard Street – north 
of Milroy Park (noted above), and 

o temporary widened sidewalks and ‘bump-outs’ to accommodate street-side 
restaurant patios within the downtown. 

• The following Community Parks may be reclassified as ‘Community’ Urban Parks - 
depending on their role and the boundaries of the Central Area and Mixed Use Corridors 
that will be established in the new City Official Plan: 

o Burnham Point, 
o Confederation Square, 
o Crescent Street boulevard, 
o Fleming, 
o The Goose Pond, 
o James Stevenson, 
o Knights of Columbus, 
o Louis Street, 
o Rotary, 
o Rubidge and Reid, and 
o Quaker. 

• The following Pocket Parks may be reclassified as ‘Urban’ Pocket Parks - depending on 
their role and the boundaries of the Central Area and Mixed Use Corridors that will be 
established in the new City Official Plan: 

o Park and Hunter, 
o Parkhill and Stewart/Smith Town Hill, 
o Queen and Hunter, and  
o McDonnel.  

Other City-Owned (non-parkland) Open Space 
There are currently 247.6 hectares of undeveloped open space land in City ownership, comprising 
149 properties.  A few of the sites have been designated for specific uses (e.g., road rights-of-way, 
underground utility corridors, surface drainage corridors, storm water areas, etc.) – including 
many hectares that have been acquired as the right-of-way for the Parkway.  However, most of 
the land has not been officially designated for any particular use, including parkland.  A good deal 
of the land has been acquired as ‘open space’ (often referred to as ‘environmental protection’ 
lands) through residential and industrial development.  Due of the naturalal heritage nature of 
some of the lands, most have not been officially designated as ‘parkland’.  Most of that land is 
zoned OS. 1.  Some of the properties comprise retired railway lines and, although they are 
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intended for trails, they have not yet been formally designated as parkland.  Some of the city-
owned open space lands parallel the Otonabee River and other properties contain other 
watercourses.   
Within current draft plans of subdivision, the City will acquire 91.67 additional hectares of open 
space, with 6.2 hectares designated as Neighbourhood parkland and 5.64 hectares as Community 
parkland.  The remaining 79.83 hectares comprises storm water management areas (10.79 
hectares) and other open space lands (69.04 hectares).  Future plans of subdivision will provide 
additional parkland and City-owned open space. 
Utilizing criteria established for this study, each City-owned (non-parkland) open space property 
has been evaluated to determine their suitability to be recommended for consideration to 
become parkland.  All candidate sites will be prioritized.  See Chapter Six. 

Other Open Space 
As noted at the beginning of this chapter, other stakeholders provide a large amount of public and 
publicly available open space throughout the City (1,132.9 hectares), as detailed below: 

• Peterborough County (Victoria Park, Heritage Jail Park – 1.5 hectares) 
• Otonabee Region Conservation Authority (5 principle sites and other lands – 55.0 

hectares) 
• Environment Canada/Trent-Severn Waterway (including Westclox Park – 108.8 hectares) 
• Peterborough Utilities Group (Riverview Park and Zoo – 20.7 hectares) 
• Kawartha Pine Ridge District School Board (5 secondary schools, 14 elementary schools 

and I undeveloped site – 72.6 hectares) 
• Peterborough, Victoria, Northumberland and Clarington Catholic District School Board (2 

secondary and 9 elementary schools – 37.9 hectares) 
• Conseil scholaire de district catholic Centre-Sud (one elementary school – 3.1 hectares) 
• Fleming College (Sutherland Campus – 80.9 hectares, including Bowers Park at 8.42 

hectares plus the site of the Peterborough Sport and Wellness Centre) 
• Trent University (556.4 hectares) 
• Golf courses (3 courses – 150.9 hectares) 
• Cemeteries (3 sites – 37.7 hectares) 
• Older adult centres (2 non-public sites – 1.4 hectares) 
• Canadian Canoe Museum (Monaghan Road site - 0.7 hectares) 
• A segment of the Crawford Rail Trail – from Hawley Street to Monaghan Road (owned by 

Lansdowne Mall – 1.1 hectares) 
• Land leased from the KPRDSB, located north of James Strath School (1.5 hectares) 
• Naval Association (the City is in the process of acquiring this property by 2023 – 2.7 

hectares) 
The inventory of parks and other open space is contained in Appendix A. 
The analysis of the quantity of Neighbourhood parkland by Planning Area comprises Appendix B. 
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Introduction 
This focus of this chapter is on planning for, acquiring and developing parkland and other open 
space.  

Planning for Municipal Parkland and Other Open Space 
Since the mid-1970s, many plans and studies have been completed that provided analysis and 
planning direction for the parks and open space system in Peterborough. 

The City of Peterborough Official Plan and Secondary Plans 
The Official Plan is one vehicle that is utilized for long range planning for the parks and open space 
system in Peterborough. The new Official Plan will contain policies under the headings of: Vision 
and Guiding Principles, Planning for Future Growth, Land Use Designations (including the natural 
heritage system), Community Development Policies (including cultural heritage, and parkland and 
open space), Infrastructure Policies, and Implementation (including land acquisition, securement 
of lands within the natural heritage system, parkland dedication and development charges).  More 
detail about the intended parks and open space system will be included in secondary plans.  

Long-Range Culture, Recreation and Parks Plans 
Since 1978, three long-range recreation, parks and culture plans have been prepared for the City 
(1978, 2000 and 2016). In 2007, a scoped update of the 2000 plan was prepared. Those plans 
examined the strengths and challenges of the parks and open space system; current and future 
demand for culture and recreation; leisure and other relevant trends; and the implications for the 
current and future parks and open space system. Plans and strategies were recommended to 
guide decision making about parks and open space - and inform planning and provision policy, 
including the City’s Official Plan. Goals, objectives, broad strategies and specific recommendations 
were provided for the nature of the parks and open space system, parkland acquisition, parkland 
and outdoor facility development, the role and interrelationship of open space providers, planning 
and provision guidelines and standards, and strategies to alleviate parkland shortfalls. 

Municipal Parks and Open Space Comprehensive Review 
This current parks and open space study and plan is the most detailed analysis of the parks and 
open space system, with a focus on a new parkland classification system, planning and provision 
guidelines and strategies for all types of parkland, an analysis of Neighbourhood parkland equity 
and provision of a strategy to improve equity, planning and design standards for Neighbourhood 
parkland, identification and prioritization of Neighbourhood parks most in need of rejuvenation, 

81



Chapter 3 | Planning For, Acquiring and Developing Neighbourhood 
Parkland 

  City of Peterborough Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces |20 

an analysis of open space linkages and connectivity, a process for developing new parks, 
identification of sustainability measures, and illustrations of how to celebrate history and natural 
heritage throughout the parks and open space system.  

Other Plans 
Over the years, other plans have been completed that relate to parks, open space, recreation and 
culture, including: 

• Major Sport and Event Centre Study (2018); 
• Urban Park at Louis Street (2016); 
• Class Environmental Assessment: Otonabee River Trail Extension Around Little Lake 

(2015); 
• Municipal Cultural Plan (2012); 
• Urban Forest Strategic Plan (2011); 
• Morrow Park Master Plan (2011); 
• Beavermead Campground Study (2011); 
• Little Lake Master Plan (2010); 
• Functional Review of Del Crary Park (2007); 
• Sport Field Strategy (2006); 
• Otonabee Region Conservation Authority, Watershed 2000 Strategic Plan (1999); 
• Recreational Use of Little Lake and Environs Study (1986); and 
• Otonabee Region Conservation Authority, Outdoor Recreation Role, Policies and 

Strategies re: Public Use of Authority Lands (1986). 

Planning for the Waterfront 
A component of each of the comprehensive parks, open space and facility plans has been the 
waterfront, including Little Lake and the portion of the Otonabee River and Trent-Severn 
Waterway that flows through the City. One ambitious long-term goal is to create a continuous 
parks and open space network along both sides of the river and canal, as well as around Little Lake 
– via public lands and, as necessary, via easements through commercial open space (e.g., golf 
courses, cemeteries and commercial tourist establishments).  
A great deal has been accomplished toward this goal with most of the lands along the Trent-
Severn Waterway, the shore of Little Lake, significant stretches of the Otonabee River shoreline 
(both sides), as well as many smaller isolated properties along the river in public ownership. The 
most significant impediments include waterfront residential, commercial and industrial 
properties, especially south of Lansdowne Street on both sides and along the central west bank of 
the Otonabee River. Views of the water are afforded from streets that parallel the water (Crescent 
Street, north Water Street, north Armour Road, Ashburnham Drive and Edgewater Boulevard). In 
some cases, there are narrow ribbons of parkland, other City-owned open space and Trent-Severn 
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Waterway lands between the street and the shoreline.  

Planning for a Linked Open Space System  
For decades, there have been numerous initiatives undertaken to improve connectivity within the 
parks and open space system, create natural heritage corridors/greenways, extend the trail 
network and enhance the active transportation system throughout the City - including: 

• acquiring Otonabee River waterfront and lands along Jackson Creek and other lesser 
watercourses; 

• acquiring abandoned railway lines to be developed into trails; 
• creating trails and sidewalks along new and rebuilt roadways and establishing on-street 

bike lanes; and 
• locating walkways, local trails and sidewalks to create neighbourhood networks, some of 

which link to the city-wide trail network and active transportation system.  
It is important to continue to acquire these and other properties/linkages via the development 
approval process, with direction provided by the Official Plan, Secondary Plans and other plans 
and policies. 
Although a few gaps remain, most unused rail lines have been acquired to extend the trail 
network. Through public walkways and local trails, sidewalks, and other linear open spaces and 
linkages (both existing and potential), there are now and will be additional opportunities to 
augment connectivity. Part of the strategy to improve access to Neighbourhood parkland is to 
improve physical connectivity between public open spaces, and between residences and public 
open spaces. 

Acquiring Land for Municipal Parks 
Over the years, most municipal parkland has been acquired by one of the following means. 

Dedication/Conveyance of Land for Parkland and Other Public Recreational 
Purposes 
Land for parkland and other public recreational purposes is conveyed at the time of residential, 
industrial and commercial development - based on the requirements of the Ontario Planning Act 
(RSO 1990). For commercial or industrial purposes, 2% of the land included in the plan of 
subdivision is conveyed for parkland. In all other cases, parkland is conveyed at a rate of 5% of the 
land included in the plan of subdivision, or at a rate of one hectare for each 300 residential 
dwelling units.  
Under certain circumstances, a municipality may require a payment in lieu of parkland, to the 
value of the land otherwise required to be conveyed - calculated by using a rate of one hectare for 
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each 500 dwelling units proposed or such lesser rate as may be determined by the municipality. 
The value of the land shall be determined as of the day before the date of the approval of the 
draft plan of subdivision. In the case of high density residential and mixed-use developments, the 
parkland calculations can be pro-rated to account for the proportions of residential and non-
residential lands within the net land area. 
Reasons for taking cash-in-lieu of parkland include, but are not limited to the following: 

• The size, shape and/or quality of the land to be conveyed is unsuitable for parkland, 
especially Neighbourhood parkland; 

• Sufficient Neighbourhood parkland already exists or will be provided within the 
Neighbourhood; 

• A suitable neighbourhood park is being assembled from various convergent plans of 
subdivision and/or the best park site is located in one of the other adjacent or nearby 
plans of subdivision; and 

• There is a plan to purchase land to enlarge an existing nearby Neighbourhood park or 
purchase a new park nearby.  

Parkland acquired by conveyance is usually sufficient to only meet the needs of Neighbourhood 
parkland and local connecting links to support walkways and local trails, as well as to protect 
minor watercourses within suburban residential developments. Sometimes, part of the parkland 
conveyance can be allocated to Community and Regional parkland. However, purchase of 
additional land by the municipality or other acquisition techniques is usually required to establish 
new or enlarge existing Community and Regional parks.  
Open space that is hazardous for development (e.g., steep and/or unstable slopes) and lands 
designated Core Natural Areas can be acquired through the development approval process, as 
permitted by the Planning Act and in accordance with the City of Peterborough Official Plan. The 
majority of this type of open space should be designated Community or Regional parkland. Very 
sensitive areas can be further designated ‘nature reserves or preserves’ within these parkland 
categories. 

Other Means of Long-Term Protection of Hazard and Natural Heritage Lands 
Where public ownership cannot be achieved through conveyance, the City may secure the long-
term protection of hazard lands, open space lands and lands designated as Core Nature Areas 
through other means including, but not limited to easement agreements, land exchange, long-
term lease, land trusts and land protection under the Planning process.  

Parkland and Stormwater Management  
Increasingly, stormwater management facilities are being engineered to create attractive, nature-
oriented properties that can also provide passive recreation attributes. An example is the 
stormwater management area adjacent to Roundabout Park in the Parklands development. 
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Another is the stormwater management area at the intersection of Carnegie and Cumberland 
Avenues. Sometimes, these stormwater management areas later become parkland. An example 
of this is what is now called Cedargrove Park, a stormwater management facility located on 
Sherbrooke Street. There is potential for other similar properties to become parkland. 
 
Policies in the new Official Plan recommend that stormwater management facilities be considered 
a resource rather than a waste product of development, be designed to maintain or improve the 
ecological integrity of the environment, and be designed where possible to provide community 
amenities.  Stormwater management facilities shall not be generally accepted as parkland 
dedication.    

Purchase 
Occasionally, land is purchased by the City for park and recreation purposes and usually for the 
creation or expansion of Community and Regional parkland. Examples include many properties 
along the Otonabee River, land to accommodate a major indoor culture or recreation facility or an 
outdoor sport field complex, land to protect and/or buffer a high-value natural heritage property, 
and land to accommodate a recreational trail. It is particularly important to consider and plan for 
such purchases to augment parkland conveyed by development, which is usually allocated to 
Neighbourhood parkland purposes. Additional tableland-quality parkland is required to 
accommodate community- and regional-scale indoor and outdoor culture and recreation venues. 
See Appendix D. 

Donation/Bequeath 
From time to time, properties are donated or bequeathed to the City, the Otonabee Region 
Conservation Authority, the Kawartha Land Trust or other similar entity. The requirements of the 
donation or bequeath are typically that the land be dedicated to some form of culture or 
recreation purpose or the property remain in its natural state, which may include low impact 
public uses.  

Transfer from Another Public Entity 
Occasionally, a property is transferred from a public or non-profit entity (e.g., a conservation 
authority, the Province of Ontario, Ontario Federation of Angers and Hunters) to the City for park 
purposes. 
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Joint Venture/Partnership 
The City has entered into a number of very successful joint ventures/partnerships to develop 
public or publicly available recreation facilities on lands not owned by the City. One example is 
sports fields, ball diamonds and the Peterborough Sport and Wellness Centre located on Fleming 
College land. Another is a ball diamond and soccer field developed on Trent University land. 
Others include artificial turf fields jointly developed on secondary school lands. 
Within future areas of intensive residential and mixed-use development, there will likely be 
opportunities for the City to partner with the commercial sector to create public and publicly 
available outdoor spaces, including urban squares, urban pocket parks, courtyards, sliver parks 
and pedestrian connecting links. 

Developing Municipal Parkland 
Peterborough has a wide variety of parkland types throughout the City that represent Regional, 
Community, Neighbourhood and Pocket park categories. Aside from parks that comprise a 
dedicated single use activity such as sports fields, many other parks have sizes and uses that have 
evolved through various processes. Historically, some large and notable parkland areas such as 
Jackson’s Park were established through the Charlotte Nicholls Trust, in which case the land areas 
had definable limits associated with the purchased lands from the trust fund. The Trust was also 
used to purchase lands for smaller parks within the City such as Dixon Park. After the 1930’s the 
Nicholls Trust ran out of money and the City used a range of approaches to acquire parkland as 
noted above. 
The development of many Neighbourhood parks has been driven by the City’s available capital 
resources and funds raised by community interest groups. For large parks with community and 
sports facilities, studies of facility demand are often undertaken prior to final decisions about the 
size, quantity and type of park features. For existing neighbourhood parks, upgrades and changes 
are most often driven by required safety and accessibility upgrades or requests form community 
and sports groups for alternative uses or features. Community groups that are local to the park 
will sometimes contribute funds towards park feature and facility upgrades.  
Neighbourhood parks associated with new residential development do not have a set of minimum 
requirements for park features and activities. Often construction of new parks follows the 
residential development creating a local pent-up demand for completion of the park. As with 
existing park upgrades, the City’s available capital funds and community input determine the 
facilities and activities included in the park.  
A consistent community engagement process to gather input into either upgrading of existing or 
establishment of new neighbourhood parks should be built into the park planning process. It 
should also be recognized that not all neighbourhoods have the financial capacity to raise funds 
for park development or upgrade due to socio-economic variability from one neighbourhood to 
the next. For this reason, the past process of community input for determining park features and 
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raising funds for such features has contributed to inequitable solutions to neighbourhood park 
development or redevelopment (refer to Chapter 7 – Assessment of Neighbourhood Park Equity 
and a Strategy for Improvement). 
The Parks Development Standards (the companion document to this report) outlines a process for 
designing Neighbourhood parks with the inclusion of public engagement. It also sets out the 
minimum requirements for both new and upgraded Neighbourhood parks with an effort to close 
the equity gap that can occur under the current park development and upgrading approaches.
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Introduction 
This chapter involves the assessment of the quality and functionality of the City’s 79 existing 
Neighbourhood parks (including 12 embedded Neighbourhood parks within higher level parks). 
For the purposes of this study, quality and functionality will refer to how well existing 
Neighbourhood parks meet (or not) the standards required for developing new and future Parks 
(see Section 2.1 of the Parks Development Standards document). The results of this assessment 
will assist the City with prioritizing and systematically improving existing Neighbourhood parks.  

Assessment of Existing Neighbourhood Parks 
Prior to assessing the quality and functionality of existing Neighbourhood parks, a list of minimum 
standards was prepared for Neighbourhood park features and facilities. The list was developed 
with input from the Municipal Steering Committee, First Nations representatives, stakeholders 
and the general public. The list of minimum park features is: a) the requirement for new parks and 
b) the template for upgrading existing parks. The minimum standard for types of features and 
facilities within Neighbourhood parks are:  

• Park Pathway Linkages  
• Park Pathway Linkages with Accessibility Features 
• Junior / Senior Play Area  
• Junior / Senior Play Area with Accessibility Features 
• Nature Inspired Play Areas 
• Unstructured Turfed Play Area 
• Low Impact Design Infrastructure 
• Preservation of Natural Heritage Features 
• Shade Tree and Low Shrub Planting 
• Shaded Play and Seating Areas 
• Sitting / Socializing Area 
• Sitting / Socializing Area with Accessibility Features 
• Seating / Benches 
• Seating / Benches with Accessibility Features 
• Park Sign 
• Municipal Fence Between Park and Residential Properties 
• Garbage / Recycling Containers 
• Shade Shelter 
• Min. 25% Street Frontage 
• 50mm Diameter Water Service Stub 
• Single-Phase Electric Supply Source 
• Sub-Surface Storm and Sanitary Sewer System Stub 

Each Neighbourhood park was either visited or assessed through current air photo interpretation 
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to determine if features and facilities from the minimum standards list existed and if so, how well 
they meet the minimum standards (see the Qualitative Evaluation Criteria list at the end of this 
section). Park features were assessed as either non-existent, poor, acceptable or good condition.  
They were given a numerical ranking from 0 - 3 (see Tables 4.1 - 4.5 for evaluation matrices). From 
the assessment scores, a list of the City’s Neighbourhood parks was generated with high priority 
parks that are most in need of upgrading receiving the lowest numeric score out of a possible 66.  

High Priority Parks (evaluated 0-22 out of 66)  
1. Settler’s Ridge Park (3 / 66) 
2. Redwood Park (3 / 66) 
3. Barlesan and Leighton Park (6 / 66) 
4. Earlwood Park (6 / 66) 
5. Oakwood Park (6 / 66 ) 
6. 1497 Ireland Drive (8 / 66) 
7. Raymond and Cochrane Park (8 / 66) 
8. Keith Wightman (9 / 66) 
9. Bears Creek Common (10 / 66) 
10. Corrigan Park (11 / 66) 
11. Dainard Park (12 / 66) 
12. Nevin Park (13 / 66) 
13. Vinette Park (13 / 66) 
14. Blodgett Park (14 / 66) 
15. Meadowvale Park (14 / 66) 
16. Hamilton Park (14 / 66) 
17. Bridlewood Park (15 / 66) 
18. Cameron Tot Lot Park (15 / 66) 
19. Edmison Heights Park (15 / 66) 
20. Rideau Park (15 / 66) 
21. Bears Creek Gardens (16 / 66) 
22. Brinton Carpet Park (16 / 66) 
23. Dixon Park (16 / 66) 
24. Manor Heights Park (16 / 66) 
25. Denne Park (17 / 66) 
26. Queen Alexandra Park (17 / 66) 
27. Valleymore Park (17 / 66) 
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28. Centennial Park (18 / 66) 
29. Fairbairn and Poplar Park (18 / 66) 
30. Giles Park (18 / 66) 
31. Kawartha Heights Park (18 / 66) – Community park with embedded neighbourhood park 

features 
32. Mapleridge Park (18 / 66) 
33. Collison Park (19 / 66) 
34. Dominion Park (19 / 66)  
35. Glenn Paget Park (19 / 66) 
36. Humber Park (19 / 66) 
37. Wallis Heights Park (19 / 66) 
38. Ashburnham Memorial (formerly Rube Brady) (20 / 66) – Regional park with embedded 

neighbourhood park features 
39. Hastings Park (20 / 66) 
40. Roland Glover Park (20 / 66) 
41. Stacey Green Park (21 / 66) 
42. Stillman Park (21 / 66) 
43. Whitefield Park (21 / 66) 

Medium Priority Parks (evaluated 23-44 out of 66)  
44. Newhall Park (23 / 66) 
45. Grove (24 / 66) 
46. Northland Park (24 / 66)  
47. Roper Park (24 / 66) 
48. Waverley Heights Park (24 / 66) 
49. Turner Park (25 / 66) 
50. Wentworth Park (25 / 66) 
51. Stenson Park (26 / 66) 
52. Weller Park (26 / 66) 
53. Chelsea Gardens (27 / 66) 
54. Inverlea Park (27 / 66) – Community park with embedded neighbourhood park features 
55. James Stevenson Park (27 / 66) – Community park with embedded neighbourhood park 

features 
56. John Taylor Memorial Park (27 / 66) 
57. Applewood Park (28 / 66) 
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58. Kiwanis Park (28 / 66) 
59. Marsh Avenue (29 / 66) 
60. Walker Park (29 / 66) 
61. Jackson Park (30 / 66) – Community park with embedded neighbourhood park features 
62. Chandler Cres. & Goodwin Terrace (31 / 66) 
63. Union Park (32 / 66) 
64. Sherbrooke Park (33 / 66) 
65. University Heights Park (33 / 66) – Community park with embedded neighbourhood park 

features 
66. Wedgewood Park (33 / 66) 
67. Golfview Heights Park (36 / 66) 
68. Simcoe and Bethune Park (36 / 66) 
69. King Edward Park (37 / 66) – Community park with embedded neighbourhood park 

features 
70. Kinsmen (38 / 66) – Regional park with embedded neighbourhood park features 
71. Knights of Columbus Park (40 / 66) – Community park with embedded neighbourhood 

park features  
72. Stewart Park (40 / 66) 

Low Priority Parks (evaluated 45-66 out of 66)  
73. Barnardo Park (48 / 66) 
74. Nicholls Oval Park (48 / 66) – Community park with embedded neighbourhood park 

features 
75. Rogers Cove Park (51 / 66) – Community park with embedded neighbourhood park 

features 
57% of parks scored in the low range (0-22/66), 38% scored in the mid-range (23-44) and only 5% 
scored in the high range, with none scoring higher than 51/66. 
A high standard of parkland quality and functionality across the full spectrum of Neighbourhood 
parks in Peterborough will contribute to the social, cultural, economic and environmental 
wellbeing of the community. Parks planned and designed with safety, accessibility and good 
quality features contribute to community pride, sense of place, social wellbeing and human health 
- which in turn helps to market the City as a desirable place to live, work and play. When existing 
Neighbourhood parks are upgraded to meet the minimum design standards of new and future 
parks, the City is contributing to access, quality and inclusivity that are all markers for an equitable 
Neighbourhood park system. For more on the assessment of park equity, refer to Chapter Seven.    
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Qualitative Evaluation Criteria for Neighbourhood Park Features and 
Facilities 

Pathways 
• Hard Surface Path to Park Features 
• Hard Surface Path to Park Features with Accessibility Features 
• Park Pathway Linked to City Trail System (where trail exists) 
• Park Pathway Linked to City Trail System (where trail exists) with Accessibility Features 
• Park Pathway Linked to Parking (where parking exists) 
• Park Pathway Linked to Parking (where parking exists) with Accessibility Features 
• Park Pathway Linked to Sidewalk System 
• Park Pathway Linked to Sidewalk System with Accessibility Features 

Assessment Ranking: 

 Non-Accessible Features: 
• Good Condition: No cracks, clear of obstacles 
• Acceptable Condition: Beginning to wear, uneven surface 
• Poor Condition: Extended wear, cracks, uneven surface 

Accessible Features:  
• Good Condition: No cracks, clear of obstacles, meets all accessibility requirements 
• Acceptable Condition: Beginning to wear, uneven surface, meets 2 of 3 accessibility 

requirements 
• Poor Condition: Extended wear, cracks, uneven surface, meets 1 of 3 accessibility 

requirements 
o 1500mm wide 
o Max 5% slope  
o Handrails where applicable 

Playground 
• Junior / Senior Play Area  
• Junior / Senior Play Area with Accessibility Features 
• Nature Inspired Play Areas 

Assessment Ranking: 

Non-Accessible Features: 
• Good Condition: Clear of obstacles, no deterioration / damage / graffiti on structures, 

consistent play surface coverage (full of mulch, sand, etc.) 
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• Acceptable Condition: Close to some obstacles, beginning to show deterioration / damage 
/ graffiti on structures, fairly consistent play surface coverage 

• Poor Condition: Close to many obstacles, showing significant deterioration / damage / 
graffiti on structures, not consistent play surface coverage 

Accessible Features:  
• Good Condition: Clear of obstacles, no deterioration / damage / graffiti on structures, 

consistent play surface coverage (full of mulch, sand, etc.), meets all accessibility 
requirements 

• Acceptable Condition: Close to some obstacles, beginning to show deterioration / damage 
/ graffiti on structures, fairly consistent play surface coverage, meets 1 of 2 accessibility 
requirements 

• Poor Condition: Close to many obstacles, showing significant deterioration / damage / 
graffiti on structures, not consistent play surface coverage, meets 1 of 2 accessibility 
requirements 

o Accessible play surfacing 
o Accessible play structures 
o Complies with CSA 22614-14 including Annex H 

Landscape 
• Unstructured Turfed Play Area 
• Low Impact Design Infrastructure 
• Preservation of Natural Heritage Features 
• Shade Tree and Low Shrub Planting 
• Well Shaded Play and Seating Areas 

Assessment Ranking: 

Non-Accessible Features: 
• Good Condition: Grass and plantings in healthy condition, multiple plantings, preservation 

of natural heritage features, provides shade for large portion of sunlight 
• Acceptable Condition: Large portion of grass and plantings in healthy condition, some 

plantings, provides shade for portion of sunlight 
• Poor Condition: Grass and plantings in poor health, little plantings, provides shade for 

small portion of sunlight 

Accessible Features (not applicable)  

Furnishings 
• Sitting / Socializing Area 
• Sitting / Socializing Area with Accessibility Features 
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• Seating / Benches 
• Seating / Benches with Accessibility Features 
• Park Sign 
• Fence Between Park and Residential Properties 
• Garbage / Recycling Containers 
• Shade Shelter 

Assessment Ranking: 

Non-Accessible Features: 
• Good Condition: Clear of obstacles, no deterioration / damage / graffiti on furnishings 
• Acceptable Condition: Close to some obstacles, beginning to show deterioration / damage 

/ graffiti on furnishings 
• Poor Condition: Close to many obstacles, showing significant deterioration / damage / 

graffiti on furnishings 
Accessible Features:  

• Good Condition: Clear of obstacles, no deterioration / damage / graffiti on furnishings, 
meets all accessibility requirements 

• Acceptable Condition: Close to some obstacles, beginning to show deterioration / damage 
/ graffiti on furnishings, 3 of 4 accessibility requirements 

• Poor Condition: Close to many obstacles, showing significant deterioration / damage / 
graffiti on furnishings, meets 1-2 of 4 all accessibility requirements  

o Hard surface under furnishings 
o Accessible path connecting to furnishings 
o Adequate space for a wheelchair at seating / bench areas (1015mm x 1220mm) 
o Signage complies with AODA requirements 

Services  
(assumed to not exist unless otherwise stated) 

• Min. 25% Street Frontage 
• 50mm Diameter Water Service Stub 
• Single-Phase Electric Supply Source 
• Sub-Surface Storm and Sanitary Sewer System Stub 
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Table 4-1: Evaluation of Neighbourhood Parks within Otonabee Ward 1, City of Peterborough, 2019  
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Park Pathway Linkages  0 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 3 0 
Park Pathway Linkages with Accessibility Features 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
Junior / Senior Play Area  3 0 3 1 3 3 2 0 3 3 0 2 3 2 3 0 2 
Junior / Senior Play Area with Accessibility Features 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Nature Inspired Play Areas 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unstructured Turfed Play Area 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 1 2 2 3 2 0 3 2 3 
Low Impact Design Infrastructure 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mature Vegetation on Site (individual or groupings) 3 3 0 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 3 3 
Shade Tree and Low Shrub Planting 1 0 0 1 2 2 2 0 1 3 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 
Shaded Play and Seating Areas 1 0 0 1 2 2 2 0 1 3 0 1 1 2 0 1 2 
Sitting / Socializing Area 0 0 0 0 2 0 0  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Sitting / Socializing Area with Accessibility Features 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Seating / Benches 2 0 0 2 3 2 2  3 2 0 2 2 1 2 3 2 
Seating / Benches with Accessibility Features 0 0 0 0 03 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Park Sign 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 3 0 3 0 
Municipal Fence Between Park and Residential Properties 0 0 2 2 0 3 3  0 0 0 1 3 3 2 2 2 
Garbage / Recycling Containers 0 1 1 1 1 0 1  3 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 
Shade Shelter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Min. 25% Street Frontage 0 3 3 3 3 0 3 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 3 
50mm Diameter Water Service Stub 0 0 0 0 3 3 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 
Single-Phase Electric Supply Source 3 3 0 3 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 
Sub-Surface Storm and Sanitary Sewer System Stub 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total Evaluation (out of 66) 15 16 15 19 36 24 27 9 38 23 13 21 26 25 17 25 21 

 Good Condition: Meets or exceeds relevant design standards; serves the intention well with no need for improvement. Numerical Ranking: 3  
 Acceptable Condition: Meets relevant design standards; serves the intention but could be improved or upgraded. Numerical Ranking: 2 
 Poor Condition: Does not meet relevant design standards; does not serve the intention; should be upgraded or replaced. Numerical Ranking: 1  
 Non-Existent Numerical Ranking: 0  
 *Parks that are in other Parks Categories with a Neighbourhood Park feature / use.  
 General Note: Neighborhood Parks have been assumed to have no servicing unless otherwise noted.  
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Table 4-2: Evaluation of Neighbourhood Parks within Monaghan Ward 2, City of Peterborough, 2019  
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Park Pathway Linkages  3 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
Park Pathway Linkages with Accessibility Features 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
Junior / Senior Play Area  3 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 3 2 3 2 
Junior / Senior Play Area with Accessibility Features 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
Nature Inspired Play Areas 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unstructured Turfed Play Area 1 3 3 2 3 1 0 3 3 0 0 2 0 3 3 
Low Impact Design Infrastructure 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mature Vegetation on Site (individual or groupings) 3 0 3 3 3 3 00 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Shade Tree and Low Shrub Planting 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 0 1 
Shaded Play and Seating Areas 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 
Sitting / Socializing Area 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sitting / Socializing Area with Accessibility Features 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Seating / Benches 3 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 3 2 3 2 
Seating / Benches with Accessibility Features 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 
Park Sign 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Municipal Fence Between Park and Residential Properties 2 3 3 3 0 2 2 3 3 0 0 2 2 2 3 
Garbage / Recycling Containers 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 2 1 1 1 
Shade Shelter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Min. 25% Street Frontage 0 0 3 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 3 3 3 
50mm Diameter Water Service Stub 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
Single-Phase Electric Supply Source 3 0 3 0 0 3 3 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 3 
Sub-Surface Storm and Sanitary Sewer System Stub 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total Evaluation (out of 66) 28 14 31 12 6 18 8 18 18 6 3 24 19 33 26 

 Good Condition: Meets or exceeds relevant design standards; serves the intention well with no need for improvement. Numerical Ranking: 3  
 Acceptable Condition: Meets relevant design standards; serves the intention but could be improved or upgraded. Numerical Ranking: 2 
 Poor Condition: Does not meet relevant design standards; does not serve the intention; should be upgraded or replaced. Numerical Ranking: 1  
 Non-Existent Numerical Ranking: 0  
 *Parks that are in other Parks Categories with a Neighbourhood Park feature / use.  
 General Note: Neighborhood Parks have been assumed to have no servicing unless otherwise noted.  
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Table 4-3: Evaluation of Neighbourhood Parks within Town Ward 3, City of Peterborough, 2019  
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Park Pathway Linkages  0 0 3 2 0 3 3 3 3 
Park Pathway Linkages with Accessibility Features 0 0 3 2 0 3 3 3 3 
Junior / Senior Play Area  2 1 3 3 1 2 2 2 3 
Junior / Senior Play Area with Accessibility Features 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 
Nature Inspired Play Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unstructured Turfed Play Area 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 0 0 
Low Impact Design Infrastructure 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mature Vegetation on Site (individual or groupings) 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Shade Tree and Low Shrub Planting 0 0 0 3 2 2 1 2 2 
Shaded Play and Seating Areas 1 0 1 3 2 3 3 3 3 
Sitting / Socializing Area 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
Sitting / Socializing Area with Accessibility Features 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
Seating / Benches 1 1 3 2 1 3 3 3 3 
Seating / Benches with Accessibility Features 0 0 3 0 0 3 3 3 3 
Park Sign 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Municipal Fence Between Park and Residential Properties 0 0 3 2 0 1 3 3 3 
Garbage / Recycling Containers 1 1 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 
Shade Shelter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Min. 25% Street Frontage 3 3 3 3 0 3 3 3 3 
50mm Diameter Water Service Stub 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 
Single-Phase Electric Supply Source 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 
Sub-Surface Storm and Sanitary Sewer System Stub 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 
Total Evaluation (out of 66) 14 20 40 37 16 33 36 40 32 

 Good Condition: Meets or exceeds relevant design standards; serves the intention well with no need for improvement. Numerical Ranking: 3  
 Acceptable Condition: Meets relevant design standards; serves the intention but could be improved or upgraded. Numerical Ranking: 2 
 Poor Condition: Does not meet relevant design standards; does not serve the intention; should be upgraded or replaced. Numerical Ranking: 1  
 Non-Existent Numerical Ranking: 0  
 *Parks that are in other Parks Categories with a Neighbourhood Park feature / use.  
 General Note: Neighborhood Parks have been assumed to have no servicing unless otherwise noted.  
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Table 4-4: Evaluation of Neighbourhood Parks within Ashburnham Ward 4, City of Peterborough, 2019  
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Park Pathway Linkages  1 0 0 1 2 2 2 0 2 2 3 0 0 0 2 2 
Park Pathway Linkages with Accessibility Features 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 3 0 0 0 2 1 
Junior / Senior Play Area  2 2 0 0 0 1 3 0 3 1 3 2 1 0 2 2 
Junior / Senior Play Area with Accessibility Features 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 0 
Nature Inspired Play Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Unstructured Turfed Play Area 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 0 2 3 
Low Impact Design Infrastructure 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mature Vegetation on Site (individual or groupings) 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 3 3 3 
Shade Tree and Low Shrub Planting 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 1 2 1 3 3 1 1 
Shaded Play and Seating Areas 3 2 0 0 0 2 1 3 3 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 
Sitting / Socializing Area 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 
Sitting / Socializing Area with Accessibility Features 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 
Seating / Benches 2 1 0 0 0 2 2 2 3 1 2 1 1 0 2 2 
Seating / Benches with Accessibility Features 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 2 1 0 0 2 0 
Park Sign 3 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 
Municipal Fence Between Park and Residential Properties 1 0 0 2 3 0 2 0 3 0 2 2 3 0 3 3 
Garbage / Recycling Containers 1 1 0 0 1 3 1 1 3 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 
Shade Shelter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 
Min. 25% Street Frontage 3 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 
50mm Diameter Water Service Stub 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 
Single-Phase Electric Supply Source 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 3 
Sub-Surface Storm and Sanitary Sewer System Stub 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 
Total Evaluation (out of 66) 27 19 11 17 19 27 28 14 48 15 51 20 20 13 29 24 

 

 Good Condition: Meets or exceeds relevant design standards; serves the intention well with no need for improvement. Numerical Ranking: 3  
 Acceptable Condition: Meets relevant design standards; serves the intention but could be improved or upgraded. Numerical Ranking: 2 
 Poor Condition: Does not meet relevant design standards; does not serve the intention; should be upgraded or replaced. Numerical Ranking: 1  
 Non-Existent Numerical Ranking: 0  
 *Parks that are in other Parks Categories with a Neighbourhood Park feature / use.  
 General Note: Neighborhood Parks have been assumed to have no servicing unless otherwise noted.  
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Table 4-5: Evaluation of Neighbourhood Parks within Northcrest Ward 5, City of Peterborough, 2019  
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Park Pathway Linkages  0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 3 
Park Pathway Linkages with Accessibility Features 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 
Junior / Senior Play Area  2 3 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 0 0 0 2 2 
Junior / Senior Play Area with Accessibility Features 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Nature Inspired Play Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unstructured Turfed Play Area 1 0 3 2 2 0 2 2 3 1 2 3 3 2 0 0 3 3 
Low Impact Design Infrastructure 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mature Vegetation on Site (individual or groupings) 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Shade Tree and Low Shrub Planting 0 3 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 3 1 1 1 3 3 0 2 1 
Shaded Play and Seating Areas 0 3 0 1 1 0 0 1 3 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 
Sitting / Socializing Area 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Sitting / Socializing Area with Accessibility Features 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Seating / Benches 0 3 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 2 0 0 0 1 3 
Seating / Benches with Accessibility Features 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
Park Sign 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Municipal Fence Between Park and Residential Properties 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 1 0 2 0 2 0 2 3 
Garbage / Recycling Containers 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 0 0 1 1 
Shade Shelter 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Min. 25% Street Frontage 0 3 3 3 0 3 3 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 
50mm Diameter Water Service Stub 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 
Single-Phase Electric Supply Source 3 0 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 0 3 0 
Sub-Surface Storm and Sanitary Sewer System Stub 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total Evaluation (out of 66) 6 48 10 16 16 16 19 15 27 30 18 29 24 17 8 3 21 33 

 
  

 Good Condition: Meets or exceeds relevant design standards; serves the intention well with no need for improvement. Numerical Ranking: 3  
 Acceptable Condition: Meets relevant design standards; serves the intention but could be improved or upgraded. Numerical Ranking: 2 
 Poor Condition: Does not meet relevant design standards; does not serve the intention; should be upgraded or replaced. Numerical Ranking: 1  
 Non-Existent Numerical Ranking: 0  
 *Parks that are in other Parks Categories with a Neighbourhood Park feature / use.  
 General Note: Neighborhood Parks have been assumed to have no servicing unless otherwise noted.  
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Prioritizing Neighbourhood Parks in Need of Rejuvenation 
Since park equity = quality + quantity + inclusivity, determining the priority of Neighbourhood parks in need of rejuvenation includes more than the evaluation of quality and functionality.  Also factored into the analysis is 
quantity of parkland and the associated ratio of parkland to population, household income, residential density, the relative importance of the park to the neighbourhood and any constraints to development.  These factors 
became the evaluation criteria as described below. 
Beginning with the quality/functionality evaluation presented in this chapter, the 43 parks that scored in the bottom third of the 79 Neighbourhood parks and embedded parks (22/66 and lower) were further evaluated by 
these additional criteria.  The higher the score received for a park, the higher the priority for rejuvenation.  Total scores ranged from 4 - 12, one park scoring 12, four scoring 11, seven scoring 10, six scoring 9, and six scoring 8.  
Two additional parks that scored below eight were noted because they scored 3/3 in the ‘relative importance of the park to the neighbourhood’ criteria (Roland Glover, 1497 Ireland Drive, and Centennial).  These 26 parks 
represent of the highest priority for rejuvenation, based on current conditions and the other criterion factoring into the evaluation.  Refer to Table 4-6 for details. The prioritized list of parks follows Table 4-6. 

Criteria to Prioritize Neighbourhood Parks for Rejuvenation 

Quality of Parkland Points 

Value of 0-5 5 

Value of 6-9 4 

Value of 10-15 3 

Value of 16-19 2 

Value of 20-22 1 

 

The Quantity Ratio of Neighbourhood Parkland (NP) within the Planning Area (PA) is Below the Standard of 1 ha./1,000 pop. Points 

If the park is within a PA where the ratio of NP is less than 0.5 hectares/1,000 population 3 

If the park is within a PA where the ratio of NP is 0.5 to 0.99 hectares/1,000 population 2 

 

Neighbourhood Household Income (2015) Points 

If the park is within/adjacent to an area of the lowest median household income ($24,512 - $40,000)  3 

If the park is within/adjacent to an area of the 2nd lowest median household income ($40,001 - $58,127) 2 

If the park is within/adjacent to an area of the 3rd lowest median household income ($58,128 - $80,000) 1 

  

Neighbourhood Population Density Points 

If the park is within or very nearby an area of highest density 3 

If the park is within or very nearby an area of second highest density 2 

If the park is within or very nearby an area of third highest density 1 
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Relative Importance of the Park to the Neighbourhood Points 

High (few, if any other options to meet neighbourhood parkland requirements within the neighbourhood*) 3 

Medium (some options available to meet neighbourhood parkland requirements within the neighbourhood) 2 

Low (numerous options available to meet neighbourhood parkland requirements within the neighbourhood)  1 

*especially within an area with inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland 
 

Development Constraints (e.g. difficult to access, challenging topography, heavily wooded, ecologically sensitive) Points 

Major constraint(s) -2 

Lesser constraint(s) -1 
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Table 4-6, Prioritizing Neighbourhood Parkland for Rejuvenation 

Park Quality Quantity Household 
Income 

Population 
Density 

Relative 
Importance 
of the Park 

Development 
Constraints Score Potential/Constraints/Comments 

Ashburnham Memorial (embedded 
NP) 1 3 2 1 3 0 10 NP functions embedded in CP, partially developed, recent accessibility upgrade  

Barlesan & Leighton 4 0 0 0 1 0 5 Undersize, lightly developed, no frontage 
Bears Creek Common 3 0 1 1 1 0 6 Minimal development, small, adjacent to Northcrest Arena 
Bears Creek Gardens 2 0 2 1 1 0 6 Minimally developed, oversize  
Blodgett 3 0 0 1 2 0 6 Undeveloped, minimal frontage 
Bridlewood 3 0 1 0 1 0 5 Lightly developed, mostly wooded, limited frontage, oversize 
Brinton Carpet 2 2 1 1 3 0 9 Dominated by ball diamond, no other development  
Cameron Tot Lot 3 2 2 2 3 0 12 Lightly developed, undersize  
Centennial 2 0 0 1 3 0 6 Minimally developed, minimal frontage, small 
Collison 1 0 2 2 2 0 7 Minimally developed, undersize 
Corrigan 3 0 0 0 1 0 4 No frontage, undersize 
Dainard 3 2 1 1 3 0 10 Undeveloped, small, good site characteristics 
Denne 2 0 2 3 3 0 10 Undeveloped, small   
Dixon 2 2 2 1 2 0 9 Minimally developed, small  
Dominion 2 3 2 1 3 0 11 Partially developed, undersize  
Earlwood 4 2 0 0 3 0 11 Undeveloped, undersize, very limited frontage 
Edmison Heights 3 0 2 0 1 0 6 Partially developed, no frontage, undersize  
Fairburn & Poplar 2 3 1 1 3 0 10 Focus is on ball diamond, small, minimal other development  
Giles 2 0 0 1 2 0 5 Largely wooded  
Glenn Pagett 1 2 1 3 3 0 10 Minimally developed, undersize 
Hamilton (embedded NP) 3 3 2 2 1 0 11 NP functions embedded in CP 
Hastings 1 3 1 1 2 0 8 Minimally developed, small  
Humber 2 0 1 0 1 0 6 Undeveloped, limited access, abuts school, undersize  
1497 Ireland Drive 4 0 0 0 3 0 7 Undeveloped, undersize 

Kawartha Heights (embedded NP) 1 2 1 0 2 0 6 NP functions embedded in CP, minimally developed, partially wooded, limited 
frontage 

Keith Wightman 4 0 2 2 3 0 11 Abuts Keith Wightman elem. school, minimally developed in assoc. with school, 
access only via school yard 
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Park Quality Quantity Household 
Income 

Population 
Density 

Relative 
Importance 
of the Park 

Development 
Constraints Score Potential/Constraints/Comments 

Manor Heights 2 3 0 0 2 0 7 Partially developed, limited frontage, small  
Mapleridge 2 2 0 1 1 0 6 Largely wooded, minimal frontage, oversize  
Meadowvale 3 0 0 0 2 0 5 Undeveloped, undersize 
Nevin 3 0 2 0 2 0 9 Undeveloped except for pathway, undersize 
Oakwood 4 2 0 1 2 0 9 Undeveloped, small, limited frontage 
Queen Alexandra 2 2 2 1 3 0 10 Minimally developed, small, abuts Nicholls Place & Queen Alex Com. Ctr. 
Raymond & Cochrane 4 3 2 1 1 -2 9 Undeveloped, no frontage, small, challenging to develop 
Redwood 5 2 1 1 1 -2 8 Undeveloped, entirely wooded, minimal frontage 
Rideau 3 0 1 0 1 0 5 Partially developed, undersize, no frontage  
Roland Glover 1 0 2 1 3 0 7 Minimally developed  
Settlers Ridge 5 2 1 0 2 -1 9 New, undeveloped, quickly slopes off to valley from street, good frontage 
Stacey Green 1 2 1 2 2 0 8 Moderately developed, abuts Crawford Rail Trail 
Stillman 1 0 1 1 2 0 5 No frontage, oversize 
Valleymore 2 0 1 2 2 0 7 Partially developed 
Vinette 3 0 2 1 2 0 8 Lightly developed, undersize  
Wallis Heights 2 2 0 1 2 0 7 Minimally developed, limited frontage from Bridle Dr., largely wooded  
Wedgewood 1 2 1 1 3 0 8 Dominated by 2 soccer fields, lightly developed, abuts two schools 
Whitefield 1 0 3 3 3 0 10 Minimally developed  

Prioritized List of Neighbourhood Parks for Rejuvenation 
 
Based on the above criteria and scoring (see Table 4-6), the following Neighbourhood parks have been identified as the highest priority for rejuvenation.  The higher the score, the higher the priority.  Within each grouping of 
parks that received the same score, the order of priority is based on a final assessment of relative need. 
Of the 43 Neighbourhood parks evaluated, the top 26 are listed below in priority order.  As it turns out, those 26 parks are well distributed across mostly well-established neighbourhoods. 
The recommended strategy for implementing the Neighbourhood parkland rejuvenation initiative is to: 

1. Identify the first group of parks in which to invest (e.g., 5-10, depending on available funding and grants). 
2. Prepare a rejuvenation plan for each of the parks. 
3. Over two or three years, incrementally upgrade all of the parks in the first group – rather than completing the rejuvenation of two or three parks before moving on the next two or three.  That will spread available 

resources across more parks and provide benefit to a greater number of neighbourhoods each year. 
4. Then, select the next group of parks to incrementally rejuvenate over the subsequent two or three years, and so on.  
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Scored 12 
1. Cameron Tot Lot 

Scored 11 
2. Earlwood 
3. Keith Wightman 
4. Dominion 
5. Hamilton (embedded Neighbourhood park portion) 

Scored 10 
6.  Glenn Pagett 
7.  Whitefield 
8.  Dainard 
9.  Denne 
10.  Queen Alexandra (+ Nichols Place Suburban Pocket Park) 
11.  Ashburnham Memorial (embedded Neighbourhood park portion) 
12.  Fairburn and Poplar 

Scored 9 
13.  Oakwood 
14.  Nevin 
15.  Brinton Carpet 
16.  Dixon 
17.  Settlers Ridge 
18.  Raymond and Cochrane (+ the adjacent City-owned non-parkland open space Site 88) 

Scored 8 
19. 1497 Ireland Drive 
20. Hastings 
21.  Wedgewood 
22.  Vinette 
23.  Stacey Green 
24.  Redwood 

Parks of ‘High Relative Importance’ that Scored Lower Than 8 
25.  Roland Glover (7) 
26.  Centennial (6) 

Note: Other properties will simultaneously also be identified as high priority to develop.  That would include City-owned (non-parkland) open space properties that are identified as high priority to become Neighbourhood parks 
(see Table 6-3 in Chapter 6) and new Neighbourhood parks within new neighbourhoods.     
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Gap Analysis Mapping 

Introduction 
 
A key objective of this study was to identify areas of the City where physical access to 
Neighbourhood parkland is inadequate.  That analysis also assesses the distribution of 
Neighbourhood parkland.  Ideally, residents should be within a 5-10 minute walk of a 
Neighbourhood park, accounting for barriers such as difficult topography, streams and rivers, 
industrial and commercial areas, active rail lines, busy streets, highways and fences. 

Analysis of Physical Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
To measure physical access to Neighbourhood parkland, a 400m circle was drawn around each 
park - from the centre of each property. That represented the park’s service area (5-10 minute 
walking distance).  The barriers described above were applied to each service area which reduced 
that area for a good number of parks. 
Refer to Maps 5-1 to 5-5 (Ward maps).  The red shading on each map represents residential areas 
with inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland.  The circles represent the service area of 
each Neighbourhood park, accounting for barriers.  Neighbourhood parks are shaded in medium 
green and embedded parks are shaded in dark green.  City-owned (non-parkland) open space is 
shaded in light green. 

Analysis 
Although there are pockets of inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland in all wards, Wards 
2, 3 and 5 are the most deficient. In neighbourhoods where the quantity of Neighbourhood 
parkland is below the recommended standard, residential density is high and household income is 
below average, the deficiency is compounded.  However, as described in Chapter 7, various 
means have been identified to help reduce the inequity of Neighbourhood parkland in many 
neighbourhoods (e.g., improve the quality of parkland to increase appeal and functionality, 
improve the quality of school yards, create more embedded neighbourhood parks within higher 
level parks, develop some of the City-owned (non-parkland) open space sites into neighbourhood 
parks, improve linkage to Neighbourhood parks, acquire additional parkland, and reduce the 
negative impact of some of the barriers). 
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Map 5-1: Otonabee Ward 1 Neighbourhood Parks Gap Analysis  
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Map 5-2: Monaghan Ward 2 Neighbourhood Parks Gap Analysis  

 
  

113



Chapter 5 | Access to Neighbourhood Parks 

  City of Peterborough Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces |52 

Map 5-3: Town Ward 3 Neighbourhood Parks Gap Analysis  
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Map 5-4: Ashburnham Ward 4 Neighbourhood Parks Gap Analysis  
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Map 5-5: Northcrest Ward 5 Neighbourhood Parks Gap Analysis  
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Introduction 

There are currently 247.6 hectares of undeveloped open space land in City ownership, comprising 
149 properties.  A few of the sites have been designated for specific uses (e.g., road rights-of-way, 
underground utility corridors, surface drainage corridors, stormwater management areas, etc.) – 
including many hectares that have been acquired as the right-of-way for the Parkway.  However, 
most of the land has not been officially designated for any particular use, including parkland.  A 
good deal of the land has been acquired as ‘open space’ (often referred to as ‘environmental 
protection’ lands) through residential, commercial and industrial development.  However, due to 
the natural heritage nature of many of the properties, most have not been designated as 
‘parkland’.  Most of that land is zoned OS. 1 (see below).  Some of the City-owned open space 
comprises retired railway lines and, although they are intended for trails, they have not yet been 
formally designated as parkland.  Some of the open space lands that have been acquired over the 
years parallel the Otonabee River and other properties contain other watercourses.   
Within current draft plans of subdivision, the City will acquire 91.67 additional hectares of open 
space, with 6.2 hectares designated as Neighbourhood parkland and 5.64 hectares as Community 
parkland.  The remaining 79.83 hectares comprise storm water management areas (10.79 
hectares) and other open space lands (69.04 hectares).  Future plans of subdivision will provide 
additional parkland and other City-owned open space. 

Open Space Zoning (OS. 1, OS. 2 and OS. 3) 
OS. 1 zoning states that “No person shall within any OS. 1 District use any land for any purpose 
other than a conservation area.”  “No building shall be permitted.”  “The OS. 1 District is hereby 
designated as an open space district.” 
OS. 2 zoning states that “No person shall within any OS. 2 District use any land for any purpose 
other than uses such as a conservation area, a park, an outdoor pool, a golf course or a botanical 
garden.”  “The OS. 2 District is hereby designated as an open space district.” 
OS. 3 zoning states that “No person shall within any OS. 3 District use any land for any purpose 
other than uses such as a purpose permitted under OS. 2, a campground, a fairground or a 
cemetery.”  “The OS. 3 District is hereby designated as an open space district.” 

Evaluating City-Owned (Non-Parkland) Open Space 
In order to identify candidate sites to be considered as parkland, the 149 properties were 
evaluated using criteria developed by the consulting team and the Project Steering Committee.  
Ten positive attributes and five constraints were established as described below.  Each site was 
evaluated and prioritized ‘high-high’, ‘high’, ‘’medium and ‘low’ – or was not recommended as a 
candidate site.  Table 6-1 reports on the evaluation of all 149 properties. 
The following are criteria that support a City-owned (non-parkland) open space property to be 
recommended for consideration to become parkland:  

1. The site has recreation and culture attributes that will add value to the parks and open 
space system. 
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2. The site has natural heritage value that will contribute to the parks and open space system 
(e.g., a waterfront site and/or contains a stream, river, pond or lake; a wetland, an ANSI, a 
wildlife refuge, an area of undisturbed flora and fauna, a seed bank, a wooded area, a 
drumlin, an area of natural regeneration, an area that will support increased tree canopy, 
an area containing at-risk species, etc.). 

3. The site is adjacent or linked to a City park or other compatible public open space (e.g., 
education lands, Conservation Authority lands, Trent-Severn Waterway lands). 

4. The site is a candidate to help alleviate a current or future gap in access to Neighbourhood 
parkland. 

5. The site will contribute to the amount and equitable distribution of Regional parkland, 
either by enlarging an existing park or supporting a new one. 

6. The site will contribute to the amount and equitable distribution of Community parkland, 
either by enlarging an existing park or supporting a new one. 

7. The site will provide useful public open space in high-density residential, mixed use, retail, 
service or employment areas – and/or will contribute to green streets. 

8. The site will add to or create an open space linkage between compatible land uses and 
contribute to the active transportation network.  The site is linear in shape and contains or 
has the potential to contain a trail or walkway link.  The site will create or contribute to a 
natural heritage/greenway corridor. 

9. It has been identified that the site contains or is likely to contain significant archeological, 
historical, cultural and/or First Nation resources – providing the opportunity to protect 
historic and cultural resources and celebrate European and First Nation settlement in the 
Peterborough area. 

10. The site contains a stormwater management pond/feature and has potential to be 
developed into a passive recreation area and/or enhance an adjacent park and/or other 
public open space.  A risk assessment may be required before determining if the site 
should become parkland. 

The following considerations may preclude a City-owned (non-parkland) open space property 
from being recommended for consideration to become parkland:  

1. There is another use(s) identified and/or anticipated for the site that would preclude 
consideration of the site for parkland. 

2. The site is too small to be of value as a stand-alone park.  Note: Very small sites that can 
be linked or added to larger open space lands may have value as parkland. 

3. The site is not of suitable shape for a stand-alone park, one of the six sub-categories of 
Urban Park Spaces or an open space connector. 

4. The site is adjacent to an incompatible land use which degrades its public use, natural 
heritage and aesthetic value. 

5. The site has insufficient attributes to contribute to the parks and open space system.    
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PSW (Provincially Significant Wetland); TCT (Trans Canada Trail); ROW (Right-of-Way); NP (Neighbourhood Park); RR (Railroad); TSW (Trent-Severn Waterway); ORCA (Otonabee Region Conservation Authority); Arch. (Archeological Resources/Potential);  
Cult. (Cultural Resources/Potential) 
 
Archeological, Cultural Resources/Potential 
LPC (Lee Pioneer Cemetery/Site 88); JAM (Former Estate of Sir John A. MacDonald/Site 133); Ra (Railway Cultural Landscape); Ri (River/Canal Cultural Landscape); JP (Jackson Park Valley Cultural Heritage Landscape) 
Archeological Prediction Model - indicators of medium or higher potential – sufficient to trigger a Stage1 or Stage 2 Archeological Assessment prior to development or site alteration: M (medium potential); H (high potential); VH (very high potential) 
 
Candidates for Parkland - Recommended Priority for Action 
HH (highest), H (high); M (medium); L (low) 
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Table 6-1: Evaluation of City-Owned (Non-Parkland) Open Space, City of Peterborough, 2019  
Site Size Positive Attributes Constraints Evaluation Results 
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P = Positive Attributes 

 
C = Constraints 

 
(Notes) 

 
Candida

te for 
Parklan

d 
+ 

Priority 
 

Arch. 
 

Cult. 

1 C11 0.0 0.0            H        5 P (extension of 
Settlers Ridge Pk.) HH 

2 C-11 7.3 2.9              H        6 P (OS.1, wetland, 
Riverview Ck. valley) H 

3 C-10 53.9 21.8              H         7 P (OS.1, PSW, 
wooded, SWM ponds) H 

4 C-10 3.7 1.5              VH        6 P (turf, trees, creek, 
maintained) HH 

 
5 

 
C-1 

 
0.3 

 
0.1   

        
     

  
 
      

2 P/1 C (SWM site, 
walkway between 
Cahill & Spillsbury 

drives 

L 

6 C-2 2.0 0.8             H Ra        6 P/1 C (Byersville Ck.) M 

7 C-2 0.1 0.1              VH         7 P/1 C (sml. portion of 
Byersville Ck./drain) L 

 
8 

 
C-5 

 
2.1 

 
0.8 

  
  

 
  

 
    

 
  
     

  H        
6 P (OS.1, PSW, 

Loggerhead Marsh 
outlet creek) 

H 

9 C-5 6.5 2.6              H         7 P (OS.1, wetland) H 
10 C-11 0.2 0.1             H Ri       6 P (waterfront) HH 
11 C-7 0.3 0.1                     4 P (Crawford Trail) HH 

12 C-7 0.1 0.0                     5 P (T Wharf structure, 
not land) H 

13 C-6 0.2 0.1               H         7P/1 C (Parkway ROW) M 

14 C-2 24.6 10.0            H         4 P/1 C (PSW, wooded, 
creek) L 
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PSW (Provincially Significant Wetland); TCT (Trans Canada Trail); ROW (Right-of-Way); NP (Neighbourhood Park); RR (Railroad); TSW (Trent-Severn Waterway); ORCA (Otonabee Region Conservation Authority); Arch. (Archeological Resources/Potential);  
Cult. (Cultural Resources/Potential) 
 
Archeological, Cultural Resources/Potential 
LPC (Lee Pioneer Cemetery/Site 88); JAM (Former Estate of Sir John A. MacDonald/Site 133); Ra (Railway Cultural Landscape); Ri (River/Canal Cultural Landscape); JP (Jackson Park Valley Cultural Heritage Landscape) 
Archeological Prediction Model - indicators of medium or higher potential – sufficient to trigger a Stage1 or Stage 2 Archeological Assessment prior to development or site alteration: M (medium potential); H (high potential); VH (very high potential) 
 
Candidates for Parkland - Recommended Priority for Action 
HH (highest), H (high); M (medium); L (low) 
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Site Size Positive Attributes Constraints Evaluation Results 
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P = Positive Attributes 

 
C = Constraints 

 
(Notes) 

 
Candida

te for 
Parklan

d 
+ 

Priority 
 

Arch. 
 

Cult. 

15 C-1 
C-2 10.7 4.3           H          4 P/1 C (stormwater 

outlet for res. area) L 

16 C-1 
C-2 3.1 1.3            VH Ra        

5 P/1 C (planted, 
fenced buffer to RR 

line) 
L 

17 C-2 2.7 1.1              M Ra       6 P (abuts PSW/ORCA 
site, former RR ROW) M 

18 C-2 1.1 0.4              H         7 P/1C (Byersville 
Ck./drain) L 

19 C-2 4.2 1.7            M        4 P (OS.1, woodland, 
wetland) M 

20 C-1 0.2 0.1             H        5 P (walkway, access to 
Stenson Pk.) HH 

 
21 

 
C-2 

 
29.0 

 
11.7 

 
  

 
  

 
    

  
 
   H       

   

5 P/1 C (OS.1, 
woodland, former 

landfill & composting 
site to be removed, 

adjacent to Harper Pk.) 

M 

 
22 

C-1 
C-2 

 
0.1 

 
0.0 

 
    

  
 
      

  H    
  

 
  

 
   

5 P/2 C (park access, 
servicing corridor, 
stormwater outlet) 

H 

23 C-2 5.6 2.3              H         6 P/1C (OS.1, creek, 
woodland) M 

24 C-1 1.5 0.6  
  

 
  

 
  

 
      

  H        
6 P (OS. 1, walkway, 
pollinator garden, 

Harper Creek) 
HH 

25 C-2 
C-3 6.3 2.6              VH         6 P/1C (Byersville 

Ck./drain) L 
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PSW (Provincially Significant Wetland); TCT (Trans Canada Trail); ROW (Right-of-Way); NP (Neighbourhood Park); RR (Railroad); TSW (Trent-Severn Waterway); ORCA (Otonabee Region Conservation Authority); Arch. (Archeological Resources/Potential);  
Cult. (Cultural Resources/Potential) 
 
Archeological, Cultural Resources/Potential 
LPC (Lee Pioneer Cemetery/Site 88); JAM (Former Estate of Sir John A. MacDonald/Site 133); Ra (Railway Cultural Landscape); Ri (River/Canal Cultural Landscape); JP (Jackson Park Valley Cultural Heritage Landscape) 
Archeological Prediction Model - indicators of medium or higher potential – sufficient to trigger a Stage1 or Stage 2 Archeological Assessment prior to development or site alteration: M (medium potential); H (high potential); VH (very high potential) 
 
Candidates for Parkland - Recommended Priority for Action 
HH (highest), H (high); M (medium); L (low) 
 
 

City of Peterborough Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces 

 
 

|61 

Site Size Positive Attributes Constraints Evaluation Results 

 
 

# 

 
 

Map 

 
 

Ac. 

 
 

Ha. Di
sp

la
ys

 C
ul

tu
re

 &
 

Re
cr

ea
tio

n 
At

tr
ib

ut
es

 

N
at

ur
al

 H
er

ita
ge

 
Va

lu
e 

(O
S.

1 
Zo

ni
ng

, 
ot

he
r a

tt
rib

ut
es

) 

Ad
ja

ce
nt

 to
 P

ar
kl

an
d 

&
 O

th
er

 P
ub

lic
 O

pe
n 

Sp
ac

e 

Po
te

nt
ia

l t
o 

In
cr

ea
se

 
Ac

ce
ss

 to
 

N
ei

gh
bo

ur
ho

od
 

Pa
rk

la
nd

 

Co
nt

rib
ut

es
 to

 
Re

gi
on

al
 P

ar
kl

an
d 

Co
nt

rib
ut

es
 to

 
Co

m
m

un
ity

 P
ar

kl
an

d 

Pr
ov

id
es

 U
se

fu
l 

Pu
bl

ic
 O

pe
n 

Sp
ac

e 
in

 
Cu

rr
en

t o
r F

ut
ur

e 
H

ig
h-

De
ns

ity
 A

re
a 

Li
nk

ag
e 

Fu
nc

tio
n/

 
Li

ne
ar

 in
 N

at
ur

e 

Ar
ch

eo
lo

gi
ca

l 
&

 C
ul

tu
ra

l 
Re

so
ur

ce
s/

 
Po

te
nt

ia
l 

SW
M

 A
re

a 
w

ith
 

Re
cr

ea
tio

n 
Po

te
nt

ia
l 

An
ot

he
r U

se
(s

) 
De

fin
ed

/ 
An

tic
ip

at
ed

 
fo

r t
he

 S
ite

 

Si
te

 is
 T

oo
 S

m
al

l f
or

 a
 

St
an

d-
al

on
e 

Pa
rk

 

Si
te

 is
 N

ot
 o

f S
ui

ta
bl

e 
Sh

ap
e 

Ad
ja

ce
nt

 to
 

In
co

m
pa

tib
le

 L
an

d 
U

se
 

In
su

ff
ic

ie
nt

 
Pa

rk
/O

pe
n 

Sp
ac

e 
At

tr
ib

ut
es

 

 
P = Positive Attributes 

 
C = Constraints 

 
(Notes) 

 
Candida

te for 
Parklan

d 
+ 

Priority 
 

Arch. 
 

Cult. 

26 C-2 1.0 0.4             VH Ra        6 P/1 C (Harper Ck., 
buffer to RR line) M 

 
27 

 
C-4 

 
0.4 

 
0.2   

      
    H        

3 P (OS. 1, PSW, 
woodland, isolated site, 
City has agreement to 

re-purchase from 
developer) 

 
L 

28 C-2 3.0 1.2              M         6 P/1 C (OS. 1, 
Byersville Ck.) M 

29 C-4 1.0 0.4           H         4P/1C (OS. 1, PSW, 
isolated site) L 

30 C-2 0.6 0.2            H         4 P/1 C (OS.1) L 

31 C-3 0.1 0.0             H        5 P (steep river bank, 
‘window’ to water) H 

32 C-3 0.0 0.0           H           3 P/3 C (sewage 
pumping station)  

33 C-1 0.1 0.5                    3 P (walkway to 
Bridlewood Pk.) H 

34 C-3 0.2 0.1                       
2 P/4 C (landlocked, 

part of minor drainage 
system) 

 

 
35 

 
C-2 

 
8.3 

 
3.3              M Ra       

5 P (OS.1, floodplain, 
component of 

Crawford Rail Trail, 
potential for trail head 

at Crawford Dr.) 

HH 
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Chapter 6 | City-Owned Open Space 

 
PSW (Provincially Significant Wetland); TCT (Trans Canada Trail); ROW (Right-of-Way); NP (Neighbourhood Park); RR (Railroad); TSW (Trent-Severn Waterway); ORCA (Otonabee Region Conservation Authority); Arch. (Archeological Resources/Potential);  
Cult. (Cultural Resources/Potential) 
 
Archeological, Cultural Resources/Potential 
LPC (Lee Pioneer Cemetery/Site 88); JAM (Former Estate of Sir John A. MacDonald/Site 133); Ra (Railway Cultural Landscape); Ri (River/Canal Cultural Landscape); JP (Jackson Park Valley Cultural Heritage Landscape) 
Archeological Prediction Model - indicators of medium or higher potential – sufficient to trigger a Stage1 or Stage 2 Archeological Assessment prior to development or site alteration: M (medium potential); H (high potential); VH (very high potential) 
 
Candidates for Parkland - Recommended Priority for Action 
HH (highest), H (high); M (medium); L (low) 
 
 

  City of Peterborough Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces 
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P = Positive Attributes 

 
C = Constraints 

 
(Notes) 

 
Candida

te for 
Parklan

d 
+ 

Priority 
 

Arch. 
 

Cult. 

36 C-3 0.1 0.1          H            
2 P/4 C (provides view 

of, but no access to 
river) 

 

 
37 

 
C-2 

 
0.2 

 
0.1        

      M          

5 P/2 C (adjacent to 
non-City-owned 

segment of Crawford 
Rail Trail, split by access 

road) 

L 

38 C-3 0.0 0.0                     2 P/2 C (walkway to 
cemetery) M 

39 C-1 0.5 0.2              H        6 P (walkway between 
streets, creek) H 

40 C-3 
C-7 0.3 0.1            H         6 P/1 C (widened 

boulevard, visual relief) M 

41 C-1 
C-5 0.0 0.0         H            1 P/4 C (half-block, 

servicing corridor)  

 
42 

C-2 
C-6 

 
5.3 

 
2.1               H          

8 P/1 C (walkway along 
west side of Parkway, 
SWM pond at south 

end) 

M 

43 C-6 0.1 0.0              H         6 P/1 C (walkway along 
west side of Parkway) M 

44 C-8 3.2 1.3              H Ra       7 P (OS.1 wetland, 
woodland, abuts TCT) H 

45 C-6 0.1 0.0             H        5 P (existing walkway 
to Golfview Hts. Pk.) HH 
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Chapter 6 | City-Owned Open Space 

 
PSW (Provincially Significant Wetland); TCT (Trans Canada Trail); ROW (Right-of-Way); NP (Neighbourhood Park); RR (Railroad); TSW (Trent-Severn Waterway); ORCA (Otonabee Region Conservation Authority); Arch. (Archeological Resources/Potential);  
Cult. (Cultural Resources/Potential) 
 
Archeological, Cultural Resources/Potential 
LPC (Lee Pioneer Cemetery/Site 88); JAM (Former Estate of Sir John A. MacDonald/Site 133); Ra (Railway Cultural Landscape); Ri (River/Canal Cultural Landscape); JP (Jackson Park Valley Cultural Heritage Landscape) 
Archeological Prediction Model - indicators of medium or higher potential – sufficient to trigger a Stage1 or Stage 2 Archeological Assessment prior to development or site alteration: M (medium potential); H (high potential); VH (very high potential) 
 
Candidates for Parkland - Recommended Priority for Action 
HH (highest), H (high); M (medium); L (low) 
 
 

City of Peterborough Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces 
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P = Positive Attributes 

 
C = Constraints 

 
(Notes) 

 
Candida

te for 
Parklan

d 
+ 

Priority 
 

Arch. 
 

Cult. 

46 C-7 1.7 0.7              H Ri       
7 P (waterfront, 

pathway, access to 
TSW lands) 

HH 

47 C-7 0.1 0.1              H Ri       7 P (adjacent TSW 
lands) H 

 
48 

 
C-8 

 
6.0 

 
2.4         

      H        

6 P (OS.1, drainage 
channel, abuts TCT – 

strip paralleling TCT has 
most rec. value) 

H 

49 C-7 0.2 0.1              H        6 P (adjacent TSW 
lands) HH 

 
50 

 
C-6 

 
11.1 

 
4.5         

      H          

6 P/2 C (Parkway ROW, 
wooded, informal 

pathways, consider 
left-over land for 

parkland) 

L 

 
51 

C-7 
C-8 

 
0.3 

 
0.1         

    
   H        

6 P (OS.1, access to 
Farmcrest Pk., existing 
parking for community 

garden) 

HH 

 
52 

 
C-8 

 
0.2 

 
0.1         

              
5 P (OS.1, road stub, 
access to Farmcrest 

Pk.) 
HH 

53 C-8 0.0 0.0             H        5 P (OS.1, PSW. 
landlocked parcel.) HH 
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Chapter 6 | City-Owned Open Space 

 
PSW (Provincially Significant Wetland); TCT (Trans Canada Trail); ROW (Right-of-Way); NP (Neighbourhood Park); RR (Railroad); TSW (Trent-Severn Waterway); ORCA (Otonabee Region Conservation Authority); Arch. (Archeological Resources/Potential);  
Cult. (Cultural Resources/Potential) 
 
Archeological, Cultural Resources/Potential 
LPC (Lee Pioneer Cemetery/Site 88); JAM (Former Estate of Sir John A. MacDonald/Site 133); Ra (Railway Cultural Landscape); Ri (River/Canal Cultural Landscape); JP (Jackson Park Valley Cultural Heritage Landscape) 
Archeological Prediction Model - indicators of medium or higher potential – sufficient to trigger a Stage1 or Stage 2 Archeological Assessment prior to development or site alteration: M (medium potential); H (high potential); VH (very high potential) 
 
Candidates for Parkland - Recommended Priority for Action 
HH (highest), H (high); M (medium); L (low) 
 
 

  City of Peterborough Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces 
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P = Positive Attributes 

 
C = Constraints 

 
(Notes) 

 
Candida

te for 
Parklan

d 
+ 

Priority 
 

Arch. 
 

Cult. 

 
54 

 
C-5 

 
30.8 

 
12.5         

      H         
7 P (OS.1 & 2, PSW, 

Loggerhead March + 
buffer) 

H 

 
55 

 
C-7 

 
0.7 

 
0.3        

    
   H Ra 

Ri        

6 P/1 C (adjacent to RR, 
south of unused 

section of Dalhousie 
St., links to Millennium 

Pk.) 

HH 

 
56 

 
C-6 

 
10.0 

 
4.1        

 
 

    
   H           

8 P/2 C (boulevard on 
both sides of Medical 
Dr., pathway on west 

side) 

M 

 
57 

 
C-7 

 
0.5 

 
0.2        

      H Ra        

6 P/1 C (TCT, 
waterfront, access to 

pedestrian bridge over 
river) 

HH 

58 C-7 0.5 0.2    
          H Ra 

Ri       
6 P (boat launch & 
access to Mark St. 

Wharf, TCT) 
HH 

 
59 

 
C-6 

 
1.6 

 
0.6        

      H          
 

2 P /3C (boulevard on 
both sides of Medical 
Dr., pathway on west 

side) 
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Chapter 6 | City-Owned Open Space 

 
PSW (Provincially Significant Wetland); TCT (Trans Canada Trail); ROW (Right-of-Way); NP (Neighbourhood Park); RR (Railroad); TSW (Trent-Severn Waterway); ORCA (Otonabee Region Conservation Authority); Arch. (Archeological Resources/Potential);  
Cult. (Cultural Resources/Potential) 
 
Archeological, Cultural Resources/Potential 
LPC (Lee Pioneer Cemetery/Site 88); JAM (Former Estate of Sir John A. MacDonald/Site 133); Ra (Railway Cultural Landscape); Ri (River/Canal Cultural Landscape); JP (Jackson Park Valley Cultural Heritage Landscape) 
Archeological Prediction Model - indicators of medium or higher potential – sufficient to trigger a Stage1 or Stage 2 Archeological Assessment prior to development or site alteration: M (medium potential); H (high potential); VH (very high potential) 
 
Candidates for Parkland - Recommended Priority for Action 
HH (highest), H (high); M (medium); L (low) 
 
 

City of Peterborough Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces 
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P = Positive Attributes 

 
C = Constraints 

 
(Notes) 

 
Candida

te for 
Parklan

d 
+ 

Priority 
 

Arch. 
 

Cult. 

60 C-7 0.4 0.1            H Ra         

5 P/2 C (underground 
sanitary & storm water 
sewer, lower value due 
to proximity of Rogers 

Cove) 

 
L 

61 C-7 1.1 0.4              H         6 P/1C (adjacent to 
Millennium Pk.) HH 

62 C-7 0.8 0.3           
    H Ri        

7 P/1 C (adjacent to 
Millennium Pk., 
riverbank, trail) 

HH 

63 C-7 0.1 0.0  
      

 
 

   
  Ra        

   

2 P/3 C (non-delineated 
narrow strip that dead 
ends south of Sophia 

St.) 

 
 

64 C-5 1.0 0.4              H        6 P (OS.1, creek, 
wooded) H 

65 C-7 0.7 0.3              Ra       5 P (Rotary Trail) HH 

66 C-5 1.0 0.4              H        
6 P (access to ORCA 

land & TCT from 
Parkhill Rd.) 

HH 

67 C-7 1.2 0.5              Ra        5 P/1 C (Rotary Trail) HH 
68 C-5 9.2 3.7              H        6 P (OS.1, PSW) H 

69 C-6 0.2 0.1              H         6 P/1C (former pk., part 
of Jackson Ck. complex) H 
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Chapter 6 | City-Owned Open Space 

 
PSW (Provincially Significant Wetland); TCT (Trans Canada Trail); ROW (Right-of-Way); NP (Neighbourhood Park); RR (Railroad); TSW (Trent-Severn Waterway); ORCA (Otonabee Region Conservation Authority); Arch. (Archeological Resources/Potential);  
Cult. (Cultural Resources/Potential) 
 
Archeological, Cultural Resources/Potential 
LPC (Lee Pioneer Cemetery/Site 88); JAM (Former Estate of Sir John A. MacDonald/Site 133); Ra (Railway Cultural Landscape); Ri (River/Canal Cultural Landscape); JP (Jackson Park Valley Cultural Heritage Landscape) 
Archeological Prediction Model - indicators of medium or higher potential – sufficient to trigger a Stage1 or Stage 2 Archeological Assessment prior to development or site alteration: M (medium potential); H (high potential); VH (very high potential) 
 
Candidates for Parkland - Recommended Priority for Action 
HH (highest), H (high); M (medium); L (low) 
 
 

  City of Peterborough Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces 
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P = Positive Attributes 

 
C = Constraints 

 
(Notes) 

 
Candida

te for 
Parklan

d 
+ 

Priority 
 

Arch. 
 

Cult. 

 
70 

 
C-5 
C-6 

 
12.2 

 
5.0 

 
  

 
  

 
    

 
 
    

  VH JP   
      

7 P/I C (OS.1, TCTrail 
head, sewage pumping 

station, woodland, 
valley land, part of 

Jackson Ck. complex) 

H 

 
71 

 
C-6 

 
12.6 

 
5.1 

 
  

 
  

 
    

 
 
    

      
     

   

5 P/2 C (boulevard & 
pathway on west side 

of Medical Dr., 
pathway between 

Westbrook & Medical 
Dr.) 

 
M 

72 C-7 1.2 0.5              Ra       5 P (Rotary Trail) HH 

73 C-7 8.4 3.4           H Ri       
4 P (OS.1, sensitive 
islands in Otonabee 

River) 
L 

74 C-7 0.1 0.0              Ra       5 P (Rotary Trail) HH 
75 C-7 0.1 0.0              Ra       5 P (Rotary Trail) HH 
76 C-7 0.2 0.1              Ra       5 P (Rotary Trail) HH 

 
77 

 
C-6 

 
10.7 

 
4.3 

 
  

 
  

 
    

 
 
    

  M JP   
     

   
7 P/2 C (Parkway ROW, 
consider left-over land 

for parkland) 

 
L 

 
78 

 
C-7 
C-8 

 
0.4 

 
0.2       

    VH Ri   
     

  
 
  

3 P/ 3 C (Intersection of 
Old Norwood Rd. & 
Ashburnham Dr. - 

creates visual relief) 

 
L 

 
79 

 
C-7 

 
0.2 

 
0.1 

 
  

 
    

      
 H    

  
 
     

3 P/2 C (Curtis Ck., 
(channelized, frontage 

on Armour Rd.) 

 
L 

128



Chapter 6 | City-Owned Open Space 

 
PSW (Provincially Significant Wetland); TCT (Trans Canada Trail); ROW (Right-of-Way); NP (Neighbourhood Park); RR (Railroad); TSW (Trent-Severn Waterway); ORCA (Otonabee Region Conservation Authority); Arch. (Archeological Resources/Potential);  
Cult. (Cultural Resources/Potential) 
 
Archeological, Cultural Resources/Potential 
LPC (Lee Pioneer Cemetery/Site 88); JAM (Former Estate of Sir John A. MacDonald/Site 133); Ra (Railway Cultural Landscape); Ri (River/Canal Cultural Landscape); JP (Jackson Park Valley Cultural Heritage Landscape) 
Archeological Prediction Model - indicators of medium or higher potential – sufficient to trigger a Stage1 or Stage 2 Archeological Assessment prior to development or site alteration: M (medium potential); H (high potential); VH (very high potential) 
 
Candidates for Parkland - Recommended Priority for Action 
HH (highest), H (high); M (medium); L (low) 
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P = Positive Attributes 

 
C = Constraints 

 
(Notes) 

 
Candida

te for 
Parklan

d 
+ 

Priority 
 

Arch. 
 

Cult. 

80 C-7 0.3 0.1             H Ra       6 P (Rotary Trail) HH 

 
81 

 
C-7 

 
0.2 

 
0.1 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
      H         

4 P/1C (Curtis Ck., 
frontage on Caddy & 

Centre streets) 

 
L 

82 C-7 0.2 0.1             H Ra       6 P (Rotary Trail) HH 

83 C-6 0.2 0.1             H        5 P (storm water outlet, 
walkway to Jackson Pk.) H 

84 C-7 0.2 0.1             H         4 P/1C (Curtis Ck., 
frontage on Caddy St.) L 

85 C-7 0.6 0.2             H        
5 P (Curtis Ck., table 

land, high potential for 
NP) 

HH 

 
86 

 
C-7 

 
0.1 

 
0.0        

      H        
 

 
 

 
 

4 P/2 C (underground 
storm sewer outlet, 

informal turfed access 
to TSW lands) 

L 

87 C-7 0.1 0.0         H             1 P/5 C (sewage 
pumping fac.)  

 
88 

 
C-6 

C-10 

 
17.1 

 
6.9          

    
 

 
  H LPC  

         

9 P/2 C (Parkway Trail 
& ROW, linkage to 

Raymond & Cochrane 
Pk., consider left-over 

land for parkland) 

M 

89 C-11 0.0 0.0                     4 C (service corridor, 
landlocked)  

129



Chapter 6 | City-Owned Open Space 

 
PSW (Provincially Significant Wetland); TCT (Trans Canada Trail); ROW (Right-of-Way); NP (Neighbourhood Park); RR (Railroad); TSW (Trent-Severn Waterway); ORCA (Otonabee Region Conservation Authority); Arch. (Archeological Resources/Potential);  
Cult. (Cultural Resources/Potential) 
 
Archeological, Cultural Resources/Potential 
LPC (Lee Pioneer Cemetery/Site 88); JAM (Former Estate of Sir John A. MacDonald/Site 133); Ra (Railway Cultural Landscape); Ri (River/Canal Cultural Landscape); JP (Jackson Park Valley Cultural Heritage Landscape) 
Archeological Prediction Model - indicators of medium or higher potential – sufficient to trigger a Stage1 or Stage 2 Archeological Assessment prior to development or site alteration: M (medium potential); H (high potential); VH (very high potential) 
 
Candidates for Parkland - Recommended Priority for Action 
HH (highest), H (high); M (medium); L (low) 
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P = Positive Attributes 

 
C = Constraints 

 
(Notes) 

 
Candida

te for 
Parklan

d 
+ 

Priority 
 

Arch. 
 

Cult. 

90 C-11 0.1 0.0                     4 C (storm sewer, 
landlocked)  

91 C-11 1.0 0.0                     4 C (storm sewer, 
landlocked)  

92 C-11 1.0 0.4             H Ri       6 P (island adjacent 
Auburn Reach Pk.) H 

93 C-11 0.4 0.1              VH Ri       7 P (waterfront, 
adjacent ORCA site) HH 

94 C-11 0.2 0.1              VH Ri       
7 P (waterfront, 

adjacent unnamed 
parkland) 

HH 

 
95 

C-10 
C-11 

 
40.9 

 
16.5 

 
  

 
  

 
    

 
 
    

  VH Ra  
         

8 P/2 C (Parkway ROW 
& Trail, consider left-

over land for parkland) 

 
L 

 
96 

 
C-11 

 
0.1 

 
0.1         H           

1 P/3 C (servicing 
access – watermain, no 

public access) 
 

 
97 

 
C-11 

 
0.0 

 
0.0         H         

   

1 P/3 C (servicing 
access - watermain, 

does not access Bears 
Ck. Gardens) 

 

98 C-11 0.4 0.2              H Ri       7 P (waterfront, 
adjacent ORCA site) HH 

99 C-11 0.1 0.0              H Ri       7 P (waterfront, 
adjacent ORCA site) HH 

100 C-11 0.2 0.1             H Ri       6 P (waterfront) HH 
 

101 
 

C-10 
 

0.1 
 

0.0 
 

 
   

 
     H        3 P (Hudson Crt. traffic 

island, paved surface HH 

130



Chapter 6 | City-Owned Open Space 

 
PSW (Provincially Significant Wetland); TCT (Trans Canada Trail); ROW (Right-of-Way); NP (Neighbourhood Park); RR (Railroad); TSW (Trent-Severn Waterway); ORCA (Otonabee Region Conservation Authority); Arch. (Archeological Resources/Potential);  
Cult. (Cultural Resources/Potential) 
 
Archeological, Cultural Resources/Potential 
LPC (Lee Pioneer Cemetery/Site 88); JAM (Former Estate of Sir John A. MacDonald/Site 133); Ra (Railway Cultural Landscape); Ri (River/Canal Cultural Landscape); JP (Jackson Park Valley Cultural Heritage Landscape) 
Archeological Prediction Model - indicators of medium or higher potential – sufficient to trigger a Stage1 or Stage 2 Archeological Assessment prior to development or site alteration: M (medium potential); H (high potential); VH (very high potential) 
 
Candidates for Parkland - Recommended Priority for Action 
HH (highest), H (high); M (medium); L (low) 
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P = Positive Attributes 

 
C = Constraints 

 
(Notes) 

 
Candida

te for 
Parklan

d 
+ 

Priority 
 

Arch. 
 

Cult. 

with 2 trees – remove 
pavement) 

 
102 

 
C-11 

 
8.7 

 
3.5 

 
 

 
 

 
 

   
 

  
 

H Ra         

6 P/2 C (Parkway ROW 
& Trail – convert to 

parkland if Parkway is 
cancelled) 

L 

103 C-11 0.7 0.3         H          1 P/2 C (planned 
Parkway roundabout)  

 
104 

 
C-11 

 
7.6 

 
3.1 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

    
 

M   
 

     
7 P (park-like SWM 

area, maintained, trail, 
gazebo, pond) 

HH 

105 C-11 15.2 6.2              H        6 P (OS.1, wetland, 
Riverview Ck valley) H 

 
106 

C-11 
C-15 

 
6.2 

 
2.5 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

VH Ri       

8 P (abuts Zoo at north, 
maintained, 

waterfront, trail, high 
profile corner 

HH 

107 C-15 8.7 3.5           VH        3 P (OS.1, drumlin) L 

 
108 

 
C-7 

 
0.3 

 
0.1 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

    
 

   
 

 
 

    
2 P (excess table land 

purchased for road 
widening) 

L 

109 C-10 0.1 0.0         H             1 P/4 C (traffic island)  

 
110 

 
C-3 

 
0.2 

 
0.1 

 
 

     
 

  H    
  

    
3 P/1 C, (pumping 

station & Monaghan 
Rd. boat ramp) 

HH 

 
111 

C-7 
C-11 

 
29.8 

 
12.0 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

H Ra 
Ri       9 P (waterfront, Rotary 

Trail – north from HH 

131



Chapter 6 | City-Owned Open Space 

 
PSW (Provincially Significant Wetland); TCT (Trans Canada Trail); ROW (Right-of-Way); NP (Neighbourhood Park); RR (Railroad); TSW (Trent-Severn Waterway); ORCA (Otonabee Region Conservation Authority); Arch. (Archeological Resources/Potential);  
Cult. (Cultural Resources/Potential) 
 
Archeological, Cultural Resources/Potential 
LPC (Lee Pioneer Cemetery/Site 88); JAM (Former Estate of Sir John A. MacDonald/Site 133); Ra (Railway Cultural Landscape); Ri (River/Canal Cultural Landscape); JP (Jackson Park Valley Cultural Heritage Landscape) 
Archeological Prediction Model - indicators of medium or higher potential – sufficient to trigger a Stage1 or Stage 2 Archeological Assessment prior to development or site alteration: M (medium potential); H (high potential); VH (very high potential) 
 
Candidates for Parkland - Recommended Priority for Action 
HH (highest), H (high); M (medium); L (low) 
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P = Positive Attributes 

 
C = Constraints 

 
(Notes) 

 
Candida

te for 
Parklan

d 
+ 

Priority 
 

Arch. 
 

Cult. 

Parkhill Rd. to 
Cunningham Blvd.) 

112 C-11 0.5 0.2           M         3 P/1C (Peterborough 
Housing Corp. site)  

113 C-3 1.7 0.7             H Ri       6 P (waterfront) H 
114 C-7 0.9 0.4             M Ra       6 P (Crawford Trail) HH 
115 C-7 2.4 1.0             H Ra       6 P (Crawford Trail) HH 
116 C-7 0.6 0.2             H Ra       6 P (Crawford Trail) HH 
117 C-7 0.5 0.2             H Ra       6 P (Crawford Trail) HH 
118 C-7 0.6 0.3             H Ra       6 P (Crawford Trail) HH 
119 C-7 0.4 0.2               H Ra       7 P (trail ROW) HH 

120 C-7 0.9 0.3               H Ra       7 P (trail ROW, 
potential for NP) HH 

121 C-7 0.3 0.1             H Ra       6 P (TCT, waterfront) HH 
122 C-7 0.9 0.4               H Ra       7 P (trail ROW) HH 
123 C-7 1.8 0.7              H Ra       7 P (trail ROW) HH 
124 C-7 0.6 0.2              H Ra       7 P (trail ROW) HH 
125 C-7 0.5 0.2              H Ra       7 P (trail ROW) HH 
126 C-7 0.5 0.2              H Ra       7 P (trail ROW) HH 

127 C-4 
C-8 4.8 2.0              H Ra       7 P (wetland, TCT) HH 

128 C-8 9.3 3.8               M Ra       8 P (wetland, TCT) HH 
129 C-7 3.2 1.1                     4 P (Rotary Trail) HH 

130 C-7 
C-8 4.2 1.7               H Ra       8 P (trail ROW) HH 

131 C-11 0.3 0.1             M        6 P (Parkway Trail) HH 

132



Chapter 6 | City-Owned Open Space 

 
PSW (Provincially Significant Wetland); TCT (Trans Canada Trail); ROW (Right-of-Way); NP (Neighbourhood Park); RR (Railroad); TSW (Trent-Severn Waterway); ORCA (Otonabee Region Conservation Authority); Arch. (Archeological Resources/Potential);  
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132 

 
C-11 

 
1.0 

 
0.4 

 
 

  
 

  
 

 
 

  
 

H        
5 P (Parkway Trail, 

extension of 
Cumberland Greenbelt) 

HH 

 
133 

 
C-8 

 
84.3 

 
34.1 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

  H JAM  
 

     
7 P (PSW, Downers 
Corners Wetland, 
South Mead Ck.) 

H 

 
134 

 
C-8 

 
2.5 

 
1.0 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

  H Ra      
  

 

5 P/1 C (creek, 
woodland, currently 
used as private yard, 
RR creates south-side 

barrier) 

H 

135 C-10 0.3 0.1                      5 P (Parklands BL. 237, 
OS. 1) HH 

136 C-10 0.2 0.1                      5 P (Parklands BL. 236, 
OS. 1) HH 

137 C-11 1.3 0.5                      5 P (OS 1, Thompson 
Ck.) HH 

138 C-11 8.6 3.5                       6 P (OS 1, Thompson 
Ck.) HH 

139 C-11 13.0 5.2                       6 P (OS 1, Thompson 
Ck.) HH 

140 C-11 0.9 0.4                     4 P (Rotary Trail) HH 
141 C-11 0.8 0.3                     4 P (Rotary Trail) HH 

142 C-11 
C-7 2.1 0.8                     4 P (Rotary Trail) HH 

143 C-6 3.4 1.4                      6 P (TCT & Jackson Ck., 
OS. 1) HH 
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C = Constraints 

 
(Notes) 
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Priority 
 

Arch. 
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144 C-6 0.1 0.03                      5 P (TCT & Jackson Ck., 
OS. 1) HH 

145 C-6 0.1 0.05                      5 P (TCT & Jackson Ck., 
OS. 1) HH 

146 C-6 0.1 0.03                      5 P (TCT & Jackson Ck., 
OS. 1) HH 

147 C-6 0.3 0.1                      5 P (TCT & Jackson Ck., 
OS. 1) HH 

148 C-6 
C-7 0.4 0.16                      5 P (TCT & Jackson Ck., 

OS. 1) HH 

149 C-7 0.4 0.16                      5 P (TCT & Jackson Ck., 
OS. 1) HH 

  611.
5 

246.
73 124 88 121 20 3 114 11 110 115 59 14        
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Summary of the Evaluation 
Fifteen of the 149 properties are not recommended as candidates to be considered for parkland.  
24 properties are rated ‘low’ priority, 15 properties are rated ‘medium’ priority and 95 properties 
are rated ‘high’ priority, with 72 identified as ‘high-high’. 
Table 6-1 lists and numbers each property, identifies the number of positive attributes and 
constraints, as well as a few pertinent notes.  Refer to Map 2-1 (and the wall-sized version) titled 
“Parks and Publicly Available Open Space, City of Peterborough, 2019” which locates all types of 
parks and other open space, including City-owned (non-parkland) open space (outlined in red and 
numbered to correspond to Table 6-1). 
A ‘high-high’ and ‘high’ rating was achieved for properties that met some of the following 
parameters.  No property that scored ‘high’ or ‘high-high’ received less than three positive 
attributes, and a few received eight. 

• displays culture and recreation attributes. 
• has natural heritage attributes. 
• has the potential to reduce the gap in access to Neighbourhood parkland. 
• is already unofficially serving as a park, garden or formal walkway. 
• contains or will contain a recreational trail. 
• creates a pedestrian link between residential streets. 
• contributes to or is a natural heritage corridor/greenway. 
• is adjacent to an existing park, either enlarging the park and/or improving access to it. 
• is adjacent to another public open space (e.g., education lands, ORCA lands, TSW lands, 

Riverview Park and Zoo). 
• is located on the Otonabee River. 
• comprises part of the Jackson Creek complex or other notable watercourses. 
• is a traffic island, especially in a residential area (e.g., Hudson Court). 
• is a stormwater management facility with park-like features/potential, especially if 

adjacent to a park and/or is in an area that is deficient in Neighbourhood parkland.  

Properties Displaying Positive Attributes 
The following are a few observations re: how the ten positive attributes were reflected in the 
properties.  

Properties Displaying Culture and Recreation Attributes 
123 candidate properties displayed sufficient culture and recreation attributes to be considered in 
this category.  Given that 15 properties were not recommended as candidates for parkland, that 
leaves 11 properties that are identified as candidates for parkland but display insufficient culture 
and recreation qualities to qualify for that attribute.  In most cases, they are included as candidate 
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properties because they comprise other notable attributes such as natural heritage features or 
they provide a utilitarian function such as potential for a walkway link.  Several are currently 
isolated properties that may in future assume recreational value. 

Properties with Natural Heritage Features 
88 candidate properties are entirely or partially comprised of one or more natural heritage feature 
(e.g., tree cover, a watercourse, waterfront, a wetland, a drumlin, a meadow, a natural heritage 
corridor, etc.).  Eight properties contain a provincially significant wetland and many of these 
properties are zoned OS. 1. 

Properties That Are Adjacent to Another Public Open Space 
121 candidate properties are adjacent to a park or other public or publicly available open space. 

Properties with Potential to Reduce the Gap in Neighbourhood Park Access 
20 candidate properties, totaling approximately 13 hectares display potential to increase access to 
Neighbourhood parkland.  Sites 56, 88 and 111 are shared between Neighbourhood and 
Community parkland attributes. Refer to Table 6-3 where the properties that are recommended 
to become Neighbourhood parkland are listed and their development priority is noted. 

Properties That Contribute to Regional Parkland 
Only 3 candidate properties, totaling 12.4 hectares will contribute to Regional parkland, the 
largest (11.7 hectares) of which is Site 21.  It is adjacent to Harper Park on the southwest and 
currently contains the municipal composting facility, which is slated to be decommissioned.  As a 
largely tableland-quality site, it has the potential to accommodate a complementary facility such 
as a nature interpretation/outdoor education centre.  The other two properties are adjacent to 
Millennium Park on the south.  They have the potential to extend Millennium Park along the 
Otonabee River shoreline. 

Properties That Contribute to Community Parkland 
Even though 113 candidate properties, totaling 209.6 hectares could be allocated to Community 
parkland, only a small portion of those lands are tableland in quality.  In addition, most of the sites 
with tableland features are not of sufficient size to accommodate multiple ball diamonds and/or 
playing fields, or a major multi-facility community complex.  The only exceptions are sites 50 and 
77 which contain part of the Parkway ROW.  Site 50 is 4.2 hectares in size and Site 77 is 4.3 
hectares. Sites 56, 88 and 111 are shared between Community and Neighbourhood parkland 
attributes. 
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Properties That May Provide Useful Public Open Space in Current and Future High-
Density Areas 
Eleven candidate properties, totaling 11.6 hectares have the potential to contribute public open 
space to areas of current and future high-density development. 

Properties with a Linkage Function or That Are Linear in Nature 
110 candidate properties provide a linkage function and/or are linear in nature.  Some are 
contiguous to other City-owned (non-parkland) open spaces (e.g., waterfront properties, water 
courses, existing trails and former rail lines to be developed as trails).  Many properties will be able 
to provide walkway access to existing parkland and some already contain formal walkways. 

Properties with Archeological and/or Cultural Resources or Potential 
115 candidate properties contain archeological resources or display potential to do so, and 85 
properties display cultural resources or potential to do so.  Fifty properties contain both 
archeological and cultural resources or display potential to do so.  

Properties That Contain a Stormwater Management Facility 
Fourteen candidate properties contain a stormwater management facility, 11 of which display 
high potential to be developed in such a way as to create a park-like setting or contribute 
positively to an adjacent park (e.g., Sites 3, 9, 42, 54, 56, 88, 95, 104, 106, 138, and 139).  The 
stormwater feature(s) in Sites 3 and 104 have already been developed into park-like settings. 

Recommendations 
It is recommended that all properties that have been identified as candidates for parkland be 
considered to officially become parkland.  As an implementation strategy, properties that are 
ranked ‘high-high’ and ‘high’ should be considered first.   
Properties that are identified in the evaluation matrix as ‘neighbourhood’, ‘community’ and 
‘regional’ in significance, should be classified as Neighbourhood, Community and Regional parks.  
If all of the candidate properties become parkland, the following will be the new totals and ratios. 
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Table 6-2: Impact of Incorporating All Candidate Properties into the Park Inventory 

Parkland 
Category 

Current 
Supply 

(ha.) 

Candidate 
Properties 

(ha.) 

Revised 
Totals 
(ha.) 

Revised Ratios 
(Provision Standards) 

Regional Parks 121.8 12.4 134.2 

1.58 hectares/1,000 
population 
(1.5 hectares/1,000 
population) 

Community 
Parks 178.6 209.3 387.9 

4.56 hectares/1,000 
population 
(2.5 hectares/1,000 
population) 

Neighbourhood 
Parks 63.7 13.0 76.7 

0.9 hectares/1,000 
population 
(1.0 hectares/1,000 
population) 

Suburban 
Pocket Parks 1.1 0 1.1 

0.013 hectares/1,000 
population 
(no specific provision 
standard) 

Total Suburban 
Parks 365.2 234.7 599.9 

7.06 hectares/1,000 
population 
(5.0 hectares/1,000 
population) 

High-Value Natural Heritage Properties 
During the consultation with stakeholders and discussions with the Project Steering Committee, 
some concern was expressed about including properties with high natural heritage attributes into 
any category of ‘parkland’.  Most international and generic definitions and descriptions of 
‘parkland’ include lands that contain natural heritage resources and features.  Being called a ‘park’ 
does mean that a property automatically becomes even moderately used by the public.  Through 
zoning and policies, restrictions on the type and level of use of sensitive parkland can be defined 
for any property that contains or is entirely comprised of high value natural heritage features.  If 
necessary, physical restrictions can be established to prohibit and/or limit the type and level of 
public use.   
A number of City parks contain or are entirely comprised of natural heritage features of various 
characteristics and sensitivity (e.g., Harper, Bridlewood, Jackson, Eastgate Memorial, Ashburnham 
Memorial, Beavermead, Johnson, Farmcrest, Kawartha Heights, Sherbrooke Woods, Rotary, 
University Heights and Stenson). 
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The Case for Nature Preserves or Reserves 
With that in mind, current and future parkland that is classified ‘Regional’ and ‘Community’ that is 
entirely or partially comprised or a Provincially Significant Wetland and/or other ‘high-value’ 
natural heritage resources and features, particularly properties that are zoned OS. 1, could be 
designated as parkland and called a ‘nature preserve’, ‘nature reserve’ or other similar 
name/description.  With that designation would come public use limitations/restrictions – 
reflected in zoning and other policy.  Current City-owned open space properties that could fall into 
this category of parkland include: 

• Loggerhead Marsh (Site 54); 
• Site 3 in the Parklands Community; 
• Site 68 in the Jackson Creek Meadows development; 
• Site 70, part of Site 77 and other lands within the Jackson Creek complex, as well as similar 

future lands within the Lily Lake developments; 
• The islands in the Otonabee River (Site 73) and the island off Auburn Reach Park (Site 92); 
• Downers Corners Wetland (Sites 33 and 134 comprise the northern half of this sensitive 

natural area, and Blocks 45 and 47 of the John Body subdivision comprise the remaining 
lands within the City of Peterborough); 

• Riverview Creek lands (Sites 2 and 105); and 
• Thompson Creek lands (Sites 137, 138 and 139). 

Harper Park could be renamed Harper Creek Nature Preserve.  The Riverview Creek lands could 
be named Riverview Creek Nature Preserve.  Similarly, the Thompson Creek lands could be named 
Thompson Creek Nature Preserve.  The Jackson Creek lands west of Jackson Park could be named 
Jackson Creek Nature Preserve.  Loggerhead Marsh and Downers Corners Wetland should likely 
retain their current names. 
Additional similar properties will soon be acquired through current draft plans of subdivision.  To 
date, parkland and other City-owned open space in those plans of subdivision comprise 91.67 
hectares, allocated as follows: 

Neighbourhood Parkland 6.20 ha. (including 1.22 ha. of walkways and linkages) 
Community Parkland 5.64 ha. 
City-Owned Open Space 69.04 ha. (mostly comprising natural heritage features) 
Stormwater Management Sites 10.79 ha. 

Total 91.67 ha. 
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Table 6-3: City-Owned (Non-Parkland) Open Space That is Recommended to 
Become Neighbourhood Parkland (including walkways/improved access to parks 
and sites containing watercourses) 

Site # Planning Area (#) Details 
Development 

Priority 

4 Downey (3) Property between Milroy Dr. & Evans 
Dr. – to become a Neighbourhood pk. H 

101 Downey (3) Traffic island to be de-paved M 

88 Highland (6) Northern part of this site that is 
adjacent to undeveloped Raymond & 
Cochrane Pk. (on the east) – 
remainder of the site to become 
Community parkland 

L 

108 Highland (6) Remnant land likely that will likely be 
left over after road widening – may 
have potential to become a small 
Neighbourhood pk. 

L 

111 Auburn (8) Strip along the Otonabee River – 
create one or more Neighbourhood 
parks – remainder to become 
Community parkland 

M 

143 Bonnerworth (11) Consider the norther portion of this 
site to become a Neighbourhood pk. 
– remainder to become Community 
parkland 

H 

56 Bonnerworth (11) A small portion of this site north of 
the intersection of Dubbin Ave. & 
Hospital Dr. to become a 
Neighbourhood pk. 

M 

85 Ashburnham (13) This small site on the south side of 
Euclid Ave. to become a 
Neighbourhood pk. 

H 
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Site # Planning Area (#) Details 
Development 

Priority 

57 Ashburnham (13) Although it is recommended that this 
site be designated as Community 
parkland, the shortage of 
Neighbourhood parkland in the area 
supports creation of an embedded 
Neighbourhood pk. 

M 

39 Kawartha (15) Walkway between Kawartha Hts. 
Blvd. & Beachwood Dr. H 

45 Greenhill (16) Walkway to Golfview Pk. from 
Golfview Rd. H 

42 Greenhill (16) Southernmost portion of this site 
(with a natural water feature) to 
enhance Wentworth Pk. – remainder 
to become Community parkland 

H 

120 South Central (18) Part of the recently acquired rail line 
fronting onto Ware St. – become a 
Neighbourhood pk. 

H 

20 Sir Sandford Fleming (20) Walkway/access to Stenson Pk. H 

24 Sir Sandford Fleming (20) Strip of land fronting onto Pinewood 
Dr. that contains a watercourse H 

22 Lansdowne (21) Access point to Bridlewood Pk. H 

33 Lansdowne (21) Access point to Bridlewood Pk. 
(between Spillsburry Dr. & 
Ramblewood Dr. 

H 

1 Carnegie (29) Add to Settlers Ridge Pk. H 

104 Carnegie (29) Enhanced SWM site already serving 
as a large Neighbourhood park H 
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Introduction 
Around the turn of the last century, parks began to be introduced into many North American 
cities, mainly to provide a refuge from the difficult living conditions experienced by the working 
class.  The motivation was what we might today call the principle of ‘equity’ – to provide public 
open space, amenities and recreational opportunities especially for low income citizens.  Although 
quality of life has increased for most people living in cities, new challenges are emerging that are 
making equitable access to parkland for all residents an increasingly elusive goal.  The new 
challenges include: 

• rapid densification (especially in large cities and downtown areas); 
• scarcity and high cost of land to expand parkland; 
• increasing cost of parkland development and rejuvenation; and 
• increasing cost of urban living, income disparity, physical inactivity and social isolation.   

For this study, the following three integrated measures are being used to assess park equity: 
1. access to parkland, 
2. quality of parks and 
3. inclusivity - equitable access to culture, recreation and open spaces for all residents. 

Although the focus of this study is on Neighbourhood parkland, the concept of ‘park equity’ 
applies to all categories of parkland and other publicly available open spaces. 

Access to Parkland 
Access to Neighbourhood parkland is measured by the amount and spatial distribution of 
parkland within each community.  For this study, the recommended standard for an adequate 
quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is 1.0 hectare per 1,000 population.  The ease with which 
residents can get to parks (or access to parks) is measured by examining the spatial distribution of 
parks within each community in relation to where people live.  This analysis utilizes a service area 
of 400 metres from the center of each Neighbourhood park (representing reasonable walking 
distance for most people).  The analysis also accounts for significant barriers to non-motorized 
travel such as busy streets, active railway lines, waterways and other natural features, steep 
slopes, incompatible land uses, and other physical barriers (e.g., fences), etc. 

Parkland Quality and Functionality 
The second measure is quality and functionality of parkland, which comprises the degree to which 
a park functions well, has aesthetic value, and is resilient to change (including deterioration 
through public use and climate change).  Other factors include physical characteristics such as the 
amount of tableland comprising the park, natural features, size, shape, amount of street frontage 
and the degree of connectivity to other open spaces and residential areas.  For this study, the 
quality of Neighbourhood park development, functionality and resilience to change is measured 
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against a list of minimum and variable design features and requirements.  Other characteristics 
are measured against the planning and provision standards and guidelines recommended for 
Neighbourhood parkland.  Refer to Chapter Four and the Parks Development Standards 
document (under a separate cover. 

Inclusivity 
The third measure of park equity is ‘inclusivity’, which means the degree to which people from all 
socio-economic backgrounds and cultures, including vulnerable populations, have access to 
parkland, and culture and recreation programming.  Lower income neighbourhoods require more 
public resources than higher income neighbourhoods to provide similar access to at least basic 
parks and recreation opportunities.  This acknowledges the importance of ‘equitable’ access, 
compared to ‘equal’ access.  Although equitable access is not easy to quantify, two readily 
available and effective measures are used in this analysis: i) median household income and ii) 
population density.  Satellite photographs and data from the 2016 national census have been 
used to identify areas of low income and high density throughout the City - to highlight areas of 
highest need for parkland and recreation resources.  

Quantity of Neighbourhood Parkland 
25 of the 29 Planning Areas are (or will be) residential or mixed use in nature.  Currently, Lift Lock, 
Lily Lake and Coldsprings Planning Areas are very lightly populated - but will be fully developed.  
Jackson Creek, Chemong and Carnegie Planning Areas are partially developed. 
As directed by the Province through the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2017), 
residential density will continue to increase within the City of Peterborough through greenfield 
developments and intensification within built-up areas.  Much of the intensification will be 
encouraged within the designated Urban Growth Centre and Central Area (downtown) and 
various road-based corridors.  See the discussion of ‘density’ and how and where development 
can take place later in this chapter and Appendix E.  See also Map 7-1 (page 71) for a graphic 
illustration of the likely planned areas of intensification.   
As residential density increases within existing built-up areas, and if little or no additional 
Neighbourhood parkland is provided, the Neighbourhood parkland deficit will increase and 
parkland equity will decline. 
Currently, there is a City-wide shortfall of approximately 22 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland - 
based on the recommended standard of one hectare per 1,000 population.  In only eight Planning 
Areas is the ratio of Neighbourhood parkland to population close to or in excess of the 
recommended standard.  In the other 14 Planning Areas that are developed or partially 
developed, the ratio of Neighbourhood parkland to population is below the recommended 
standard – with eight Planning Areas well below (at half or less than half of the recommended 
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target).  The ratio of Neighbourhood parkland to population is below the recommended standard 
in Kawartha, Beavermead and Westmount Planning Areas plus a contiguous group of 11 Planning 
Areas that extends up the middle of the City from south to north.  This corridor includes the oldest 
parts of the City, as well as some of the most recently developed neighbourhoods. 
Refer to Appendix B for more detail (Table B-1 and Map B-1). 

Distribution of Neighbourhood Parkland 
The analysis of the distribution of and physical access to Neighbourhood parkland was 
documented in Chapter Five.  In addition to the 67 Neighbourhood parks are 12 Regional and 
Community parks that contain what are referred to as ‘embedded Neighbourhood park features’ 
that allow these higher-level parks to also function as Neighbourhood parks.  A service area of 400 
metres from the center within each park was established to represent reasonable walking 
distance to parks.  The park service areas were mapped, with adjustments made for major 
barriers to walking to a park.  The five municipal electoral wards were used to map the 
Neighbourhood park gap analysis.  The analysis identified many residential areas that have gaps in 
access to Neighbourhood parks, with Wards 2, 3 and 5 being the most serious. 

Barriers 
Barriers that prohibit or significantly restrict easy and safe access to Neighbourhood parkland, 
especially for children and older adults include natural features, built structures and incompatible 
land uses.  More specifically, barriers include: 

• a heavily-traveled road to cross - especially where there is no traffic light or signalized 
cross walk (see definition of ‘heavily-traveled road’ below); 

• a watercourse (creek, river, lake, canal) that creates a sufficient barrier to pedestrian 
travel, and especially in absence of a nearby pedestrian bridge; 

• other physical features such as a wetland or a steep slope; 
• an active rail line to cross; 
• an incompatible/unappealing land use to walk or bicycle through to access a nearby park 

(e.g., industrial and commercial properties, large parking lots); and 
• a physical barrier such as a fence or similar structure that prohibits access between a 

residential area and a nearby park. 
For this analysis, ‘heavily-traveled road’ has been defined as a freeway and a road categorized in 
the Official Plan as ‘high capacity arterial’ (based on volume of traffic, speed of travel and width of 
the roadway).  Although it is recognized that medium and low capacity arterial roads, as well as 
high capacity collector roads pose a barrier to park access, it would be too restrictive to also 
consider those roads to be a barrier that is a significant deterrent.  If there is a signalized 
pedestrian crossing to provide safe passage across a high capacity arterial road within the service 
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area of a Neighbourhood park, the barrier effect of that road is considered to be sufficiently 
reduced to remove the road (in that area) as a significant barrier. 

Population Density and Where and How Growth Will be Encouraged 
Utilizing 2016 Census data, a map of residential density was produced.  Refer to Map 7-2.  The 
following five levels of density were utilized – representing population per square kilometre, with 
the largest numbers representing the highest residential density: 

• 0 - 1,000 
• 1,001 – 2,500 
• 2,501 – 5,000 
• 5,001 – 10,000 
• 10,001 – 33,000 
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Places to Grow and the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe Region 
(2017) 
Residential density has been gradually increasing in the City of Peterborough and will continue to 
do so as directed by the provincial Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2017).  That 
initiative seeks to plan for growth and development in a way that supports economic prosperity, 
protects the environment, and helps communities achieve a high quality of life.  The Plan 
encourages compact and complete communities with growth directed to settlement areas and 
prioritized intensification – with a focus on Strategic Growth Areas, including urban growth 
centres and major transit station areas, as well as brownfield sites and greyfields.  The Plan also 
provides direction for intensification in delineated built-up areas and development of greenfield 
areas.  The new Peterborough Official Plan reflects this approach to intensification and higher 
residential density in greenfield areas. Refer to Appendix E for relevant excerpts from this 
document.  

Median Household Income 
Utilizing 2016 Census data, a map of median household income was produced.  See Map 7-3.  The 
following five levels of median household income were utilized. 

• $24,512 - $39,999 
• $40,000 - $58,127 
• $58,128 - $79,999 
• $80,000 – $99,999 
• $100,000 - $135,168 

The following are a few city-wide observations: 
• Planning Areas 12, 13 and 18, representing some of the oldest parts of the City (the 

Downtown and East City/Ashburnham), contain large areas of the lowest median 
household income.   

• Other areas of lowest household income include: 
o the high-density area south of Parkhill Road and east of Medical Drive, 
o Sherbrooke Street and Medical Drive, 
o between Crawford and Johnston Drive, 
o the area north of Parkhill Road and west of the Otonabee River, and 
o the area east of Hilliard Street to the Otonabee River, south of Langdon Street. 

• The areas of highest median household income include: 
o the northern two-thirds of Auburn Planning Area, 
o most of the residential area within University Heights Planning Area, 
o the central portion of Jackson Creek Planning Area extending into the northeast 

half of Westmount Planning Area, 
o the central portion of Bonnerworth Planning Area, and 
o two small pockets within Sir Sandford Fleming Planning Area. 
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Analysis of Neighbourhood Parkland Equity by Planning Area 
The current Peterborough Official Plan divides the City into 29 Planning Areas.  Major roads 
(current and planned), the Otonabee River and Trent Canal comprise most of the boundaries.  The 
size, shape and extent of each Planning Area is influenced by population, historical settlement 
patterns and place names (e.g., Ashburnham, Edmison Heights and Otonabee), areas of new and 
future development (e.g., Lily Lake, Coldspring and Lift Lock).  Ques for the name associated with 
each Planning Area utilize history, a key street, a significant landmark, an important feature, the 
name of an industrial area, etc.).   
Although they will not be utilized in the new Official Plan, these 29 Planning Areas have been used 
as the planning units for the assessment of Neighbourhood park equity.  Map 7-4 outlines the 
Planning Areas and notes the 2016 census and estimated 2018 population for each.  Table 7-1 
notes the 18 Planning Areas that scored medium to low in Neighbourhood park equity, with 
inadequate access to parkland considered the most important measure, followed by quantity of 
parkland to population and park quality. 

General Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
The following are seven strategies that can be employed to improve Neighbourhood park equity.  
Not all strategies can be employed in each Planning Area and the combination varies by Planning 
Area, depending on available opportunities. 

1. Through good design and adequate rejuvenation, improve the quality and functionality of 
existing Neighbourhood parks. 

2. Develop new Neighbourhood parks to the recommended standard. 
3. Within selected Regional and Community Parks, create new and enhance existing 

embedded neighbourhood park features. 
4. Especially in areas where there is little or no parkland and insufficient opportunity to 

expand parkland, attempt to partner with school boards to provide quality 
Neighbourhood park features at elementary schools. 

5. Designate and develop a number of City-owned (non-parkland) open space properties 
into Neighbourhood parkland, access points and linkages (20 candidate properties were 
identified in Chapter Six). 

6. Acquire other properties to create new and enhance existing Neighbourhood parks. 
7. Plan the location, quantity and characteristics of future Neighbourhood parks to meet 

recommended planning and provision standards (Refer to the Parks Development 
Standards document under a separate cover). 

Table 7-1: Planning Areas with Medium to Low Neighbourhood Park Equity 
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Planning Areas 

Inadequate 
Access to 

Neighbourhood 
Parkland 

Quantity of 
Neighbourhood 

Parkland 
Below 

Standard 

Low Quality / 
Functionality 

of  
Neighbourhood 

Parkland 

Above 
Average 

Population 
Density 

Below 
Average  

Household 
Income 

1. North 
Central           

2. Downey        
3. Sunset 

         
4. Highland 

         
5. Bonnerworth           
6. Kawartha         
7. Westmount         
8. University 

Heights         
9. Carnegie 

         
10. Kenner 

         
11. South 

Central           
12. Jackson 

Creek        
13. Beavermead         
14. Ashburnham         
15. Fleming 

       
16. Auburn 

       
17. Monaghan        
18. Greenhill         
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Planning Area 1: University Heights 
Location: Bounded by Water Street, the northern boundary of the City and the western boundary 
of University Heights Park.  Refer to Map 7-5. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 1,068 

Population Density 
This is a low-density area of single-family homes, with some larger lots.  There is one medium 
density pocket of housing located in the southwest corner of the Planning Area, off Champlain 
Crescent. 
The new Official Plan promotes intensification along the Water Street Mixed Use Corridor.  
Intensification in this area may increase residential density and population. 

Median Household Income 
Median household income is above average, with a pocket of highest income households located 
in the center of the Planning Area. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There is only one park within the University Heights Planning Area. 

• 1 Community park (University Heights) 
Although this planning area does not have any Neighbourhood parkland, a play structure has been 
embedded within a small portion (about 1 hectare) of University Heights Park where it fronts onto 
Hetherington Drive in the north central part of this community.  This is one of two points of access 
into the 10.8 hectare Community park – and is providing a Neighbourhood park function within a 
higher level park.  The level of development of the embedded Neighbourhood park is very 
minimal - with a children’s play structure and a few benches comprising the only features.  
Although a few trees have been planted, there is little shade provided within the turfed area. 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 1.07 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  Although the University Heights community does not 
have any Neighbourhood parkland, the embedded Neighbourhood park within University 
Heights Park helps to fulfill this requirement. 

With intensification planned within the Water Street Mixed Use Corridor, there is potential for this 
Planning Area to increase in density and population, which, if additional Neighbourhood parkland 
is not provided, will exacerbate the already park-deficient situation and further reduce park 
equity. 
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Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
As illustrated in Map 7-5 and described in Chapter Five, approximately half of the residential area 
within University Heights Planning Area does not have adequate access to Neighbourhood 
parkland.  The substandard quality of the embedded neighbourhood park function within 
University Heights park further reduces access to Neighbourhood parkland and park equity.  
However, high income and low density improves park equity and general access to recreation 
form most residents. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
University Heights is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, 
scoring poorly in three of five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, 
• the quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is well below the target of 1 hectare:1,000 

residents, and 
• low quality Neighbourhood parkland. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
There are two opportunities to improve Neighbourhood park equity within this Planning Area. 

1. University Heights Park: With no obvious opportunity to provide a Neighbourhood park, 
no elementary school within the Planning Area and no suitable City-owned (non-parkland) 
open space that could be developed as Neighbourhood parkland, the only option is to 
improve the quality of the Neighbourhood park functions that are embedded within 
University Heights Park.  Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

2. Water Street Mixed Use Corridor: When this corridor is planned, ensure adequate 
parkland (in the form of Urban Park Spaces), based on the recommended Parks and Open 
Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and Standards. 
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Planning Area 3: Downey 
Location: Bounded by Cumberland Avenue and the new Parklands Community on the north, the 
Parkway ROW on the south and Chemong Road on the west.  Refer to Map 7-6. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 2,989 

Population Density 
Although most of the Planning Area is a low-density area of single-family homes, there are two 
pockets of medium density housing.  The most extensive areas are located west of Hilliard Street 
(including a small pocket on the west side of the street).  A second and smaller concentration is 
south of Milroy Park, north of Ferguson Place. 
The new Official Plan promotes intensification along the Chemong Road Mixed Use Corridor.  
Intensification in this area may increase residential density and population. 

Median Household Income 
In 2015, household income was slightly above the median of $58,127.  Median household income 
east of Hilliard Street was lower that the area to the west. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are five parks within the Downey Planning Area, representing two parkland categories. 

• 4 Community parks (Milroy, Bears Creek Woods, Franklin and Hilliard, and the Cabot and 
Keewatin Greenbelt) 

• 1 Neighbourhood park (Northland) 
Northland Park is within the recommended size for a Neighbourhood park.  The quality and 
usability rating for this park is just over the minimum standard at 24/66. 
R.F. Downey Elementary School is also located within this Planning Area, located adjacent to 
Milroy Park on the east. 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 3.0 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With only 1.2 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, 
there is a serious current shortfall of 1.8 hectares. 

With intensification planned within the Chemong Road Mixed Use Corridor, residential density 
and the population of the Planning Area may increase.  If so, the ratio of parkland to population, 
along with park equity could be further eroded, if no additional Neighbourhood parkland is 
provided. 
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Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Given that the only Neighbourhood Park (Northland) is located in the eastern half of the Planning 
Area, the western half of this community has inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland.  To 
further reduce park equity, this portion of the Planning Area has the highest residential density 
and the lowest household income.  As noted earlier, the well below target of Neighbourhood 
parkland quantity also contributes to low park equity. 
Although Milroy Park is located in the northwestern portion of the community, it has been 
developed as a Community sports park with soccer fields, a cricket pitch and a ball diamond – and 
does not provide any neighbourhood parkland functions.  Bears Creek Woods and Franklin and 
Hilliard Community parks are largely nature-oriented and undeveloped for active recreation, as is 
Cabot and Keewatin Greenbelt that parallels part of the Parkway ROW.  R.F Downey school is 
located adjacent to Milroy Park on the east side, but with only a minimal children’s play structure, 
it does not provide much neighbourhood park function.  Although Hilliard Street is not considered 
a major barrier to park access, it is classified as a low capacity arterial road and is likely to carry 
more traffic as the areas to the north develop. 
Refer to Map 7-6 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  The large portion of this Planning Area with inadequate 
access to Neighbourhood parkland is clearly delineated. 
Within the Planning Area, there is considerable City-owned (non-parkland) open space, as note 
below: 

• Site 4: A 1.5 hectare property located between Milroy Drive and Evans Drive, with 
frontage on both streets.  The site is about 60% treed and contains a drainage feature that 
flows south into Site 95 (see below).  The two sections of street frontage and the physical 
features of the site are reasonably suited to be developed into a Neighbourhood park.  A 
trail through the site would improve access within the property, especially given the 
north-south slope, and would create a link from the north to the Parkway Trail.   

• Site 95: A 16.5 hectare property extending from Chemong and Sunset Park northeast to 
Hilliard Street.  The property contains the Parkway Trail, two storm water management 
ponds and the Parkway ROW.  The site can be accessed from Milroy Drive, Evans Drive 
and Hilliard Street. 

• Site 101: A paved traffic island with two trees within Hudson Court. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Downey is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, scoring poorly 
in two of five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, and 
• the quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is well below the target of 1 hectare:1,000 

residents. 
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Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
There are numerous options and opportunities to improve Neighbourhood park equity within this 
Planning Area. 

1. Site 4 (City-owned open space): Designate this site as parkland and develop it into a 
quality Neighbourhood park, based on at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality.  The 
location is roughly central to the large portion of this Planning Area that has inadequate 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  Its 1.5 hectares would bring the Neighbourhood 
parkland total to 2.7 hectares which is close to the 3.0 hectare target.  The property is 
located just to the west of the portion of the Planning Area with the highest residential 
density, thus increasing park equity and the recreation value of this site.  Although the 
frontage along Milroy Drive is relatively narrow and the land drops off fairly quickly to the 
east and then south, there is sufficient space to locate playground equipment and other 
minimum Neighbourhood park features on the relatively level land adjacent to the road.  
This access point is the most central to the portion of the Planning Area with poor access 
to Neighbourhood parkland.  A paved trail should be routed through the site.  That trail 
would align with the existing point of access to the large and appealing City-owned open 
space block to the south (Site 95) – and the Parkway Trail, and also link to Barnardo Park 
that abuts Site 95 on the south.  Although the frontage of Site 4 along Evans Drive is 
relatively narrow (especially with the tree cover), there is an excellent view from this 
vantage point north into the park.  An attractive entrance feature on Evans Drive would 
highlight the park.  Investment in this property is considered to be the preferred solution. 

2. Milroy Park:  An alternative option would be to imbed a Neighbourhood park function 
within Milroy Park.  However, this location would not be central to the portion of the 
Planning Area that has inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland and no additional 
Neighbourhood parkland would be created.  Since Milroy Park is classified as a Community 
park that contains high-level sports facilities and parking, that location would not be as 
compatible with the purpose of a neighbourhood park.  The southern portion of Milroy 
Park is treed and may be an adequate site for a Neighbourhood park; however, there is no 
direct access to this area from the residential community to the south. 

3. R. F. Downey Elementary School: Although this school property is not as well located as 
Site 4 (see above), a partnership with the School Board to upgrade the play equipment 
and to make the school yard more appealing and useful would improve access to 
Neighbourhood parkland features.  Improvements would be most beneficial to the 
community if focused in the southeast corner of the property, closest to Neptune Street.    

4. Northland Neighbourhood Park: Another opportunity to increase access to 
Neighbourhood parkland, especially for the residents in the northeastern quarter of the 
community is to upgrade Northland Park to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality.  The 
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evaluation of the quality of Northland Park produced a score of 24/66, which places it 
within the list of medium priority parks in need of rejuvenation.  

5. Site 101 (City-owned open space): A paved traffic island with two trees within Hudson 
Court.  Replace the pavement with turf and add plant material to improve the appeal of 
the site.   

6. Franklin and Hilliard Community Park: A portion of this park could be developed to provide 
a Neighbourhood park function.  However, due to its close proximity to Northland 
Neighbourhood Park, investment in Northland Park and other options for the western 
portion of the Planning Area are better choices. 

7. Site 95 (City-owned open space): Designate as Community parkland, the portion of this 
property that will be excess to the Parkway (if constructed). 

8. Chemong Road Mix Use Corridor: As this corridor is planned, ensure adequate parkland 
(in the form of Urban Park Spaces), based on the recommended Parks and Open Space 
Planning and Provision Guidelines and Standards. 
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Planning Area 4: Edmison Heights 

Location: Bounded by Cumberland Avenue on the north, the Parkway ROW and Hilliard Street on 
the west, and the Otonabee River on the East.  Refer to Map 7-7. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 3,691 

Population Density 
This is largely a low-density area of single-family homes.  However, there are five small pockets of 
medium density housing; one in the northeast corner, two just south of Marina Boulevard and 
two south and east of Adam Scott Secondary School.   
The new Official Plan promotes intensification along the Water Street Mixed Use Corridor.  
Intensification in this area may increase residential density and population. 

Median Household Income 
Median household income is mixed, with higher income households located in the northern and 
western parts of the Planning Area, transitioning to the lowest median household income in the 
southern portion of the area in the vicinity of Hilliard and Water streets. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are 11 parks within the Edmison Heights Planning Area, representing all four categories of 
suburban parkland. 

• 1 Regional park (Northcrest Arena site) 
• 1 Community park (Cumberland Park) 
• 6 Neighbourhood parks (Centennial, Barleson and Leighton, Stillman, Bears Creek 

Common, Bears Creek Gardens and Edmison Heights) 
• 2 Pocket parks (Royal Crescent and Oriole Crescent)  

Barleson and Leighton and Edmison Heights parks are below the recommended size, while 
Stillman Park is above.  Centennial Park and Bears Creek Common are within the recommended 
size range. 
There are two schools with this Planning Area: 

• Edmison Heights Elementary and 
• Adam Scott Secondary. 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 3.7 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With 6.1 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, there is a 
current surplus of 2.4 hectares.  However, this situation is worsened by the poor quality of 
Neighbourhood parks (see below). 
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Although there is ample quantity of Neighbourhood parkland, the quality of most parks is 
considerably below what is recommended (refer to Chapter Four).  The most serious shortfall is 
the lack of street frontage and visibility that characterizes Centennial, Barleson and Leighton, 
Stillman and Edmison Heights parks.  Cumberland Community Park also suffers from poor access 
from Edmison Drive and Olympus Avenue.  And the quality of development and functionality of all 
of the Neighbourhood parks is well below the minimum standard, as noted by the scores below. 

• Centennial (18/66) 
• Barleson and Leighton (6/66) 
• Stillman (21/66) 
• Bears Creek Common (10/66) 
• Bears Creek Gardens (16/66) 
• Edmison Heights (15/66) 

With the Water Street Mixed Use Corridor potentially increasing residential density and the 
population of the Planning Area, the ratio of parkland to population, along with park equity could 
be eroded, if no additional Neighbourhood parkland is provided. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-7 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  What is illustrated is that most of this Planning Area has 
adequate physical access to Neighbourhood parkland.  However, as noted above, the poor quality 
of the Neighbourhood parkland significantly reduces park equity. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Edmison Heights is not one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity.  
However, the low quality of Neighbourhood parkland is a detriment. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
For this Planning Area, the most impactful strategy to improve Neighbourhood park equity will be 
to improve the appeal and functionality of existing parkland (in the following order of priority - 
based on the assessment of quality and functionality). 

1. Barleson and Leighton Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

2. Bears Creek Common: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

3. Edmison Heights Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

4. Bears Creek Gardens: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
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recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 
5. Centennial Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended 

for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 
6. Stillman Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended 

for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 
7. Water Street Mixed Use Corridor: When this corridor is planned, ensure adequate 

parkland (in the form of Urban Park Spaces), based on the recommended Parks and Open 
Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and Standards. 

8. Sites 10, 92, 93, 94, 98, 99, and 100 (City-owned open space): Designate as Community 
parkland (to increase access to and along the Otonabee River). 

9. Site 140 (City-owned open space): Designate as Community parkland (Rotary Trail). 
10. Site 132 (City-owned open space): Designate as Community parkland (Cumberland 

Walkway) 
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Planning Area 6: Highland 
Location: Bounded by Towerhill Road on the north, Chemong Road on the east, Parkhill Road on 
the south and Fairbairn Street and Jackson Park on the west.  Refer to Map 7-8. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 3,166 

Population Density 
This is largely a low-density area of single-family homes.  There are two small blocks of medium 
density housing at the southwest corner of Fairbairn and Raymond Streets, as well as at Chemong 
Road and Simons Avenue. 
The northern third of the Planning Area is very low density with large residential lots and 
significant areas of undeveloped land.   
The new Official Plan promotes intensification along the Chemong Road Mixed Use Corridor.  
Intensification in this area may increase residential density and population. 

Median Household Income 
The median household income is slightly below average, with the southern portion of the Planning 
Area comprising the second lowest and middle-income cohorts.  The lightly settled northern 
portion reflects the middle and second highest income cohort. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are four parks within the Highland Planning Area, representing two categories of parkland. 

• 1 Community park (Jackson) 
• 3 Neighbourhood parks (Raymond and Cochrane, Fairbairn and Poplar, and Dominion) 

Raymond and Cochrane and Fairbairn and Poplar parks fall within the recommended size range, 
while Dominion Park is considerably smaller than recommended. 
Because Jackson Park contains facilities that mirror what some Neighbourhood parks contain, it is 
considered to contain an embedded Neighbourhood park – and as such, contributes to 
Neighbourhood park equity. 
Highland Heights Elementary School is located within this Planning Area.  
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Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 3.17 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With only 1.3 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, 
there is a current serious shortfall of 1.87 hectares.  This situation is worsened by the poor 
quality of Neighbourhood parks (see below). 

The quality of development and functionality of all of the Neighbourhood parks is well below the 
minimum standard, as noted by the scores below. 

• Raymond and Cochrane (8/66) 
• Fairbairn and Poplar (18/66) 
• Dominion (19/66) 

Raymond and Cochrane Park is extremely inadequate.  Street access to this park is limited to two 
narrow strips of land that have been assumed by adjacent homeowners.  The park is heavily treed 
and is devoid of municipal facilities.  It is possible that nearby residents do not know that the park 
exists.  The best park within the Planning Area is Fairbairn and Poplar with a children’s play 
structure, a minor ball diamond and excellent street frontage on three sides.  Dominion Park is 
very small (0.3 hectares) and contains a children’s play structure, a few benches and a treed edge 
along the northern and eastern sides of the park.  A positive feature of Dominion Park is full street 
frontage along the western and southern edges that makes the park feel larger. 
Given the shortage of parkland in the southern portion of the Planning Area, another important 
public resource is Highland Heights Elementary School.  At 2.1 hectares and having a large yard 
backing onto the Parkway ROW and trail, this school provides the opportunity to imbed the 
features of a Neighbourhood park within the school yard – to augment the shortage of parkland. 
With the Chemong Road Mixed Use Corridor potentially increasing residential density and the 
population of the Planning Area, the ratio of parkland to population, along with park equity could 
be further eroded, if no additional Neighbourhood parkland is provided. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-8 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  What is illustrated is that most of this Planning Area has 
adequate physical access to Neighbourhood parkland.  However, as noted above, the well below 
standard of the quality of the Neighbourhood parkland, as well as the shortfall in quantity of 
parkland significantly reduces park equity.  

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Highland is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, scoring poorly 
in four of five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, 
• the quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is well below the target of 1 hectare:1,000 
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residents, 
• low quality Neighbourhood parkland and 
• household income is below average. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
For this Planning Area, the most impactful strategy to improve Neighbourhood park equity will be 
to improve the appeal and functionality of existing parkland. 

6. Raymond and Cochrane Park and the Adjacent City-owned Open Space Property: Site 108 
is a City-owned (non-parkland) open space site that abuts undeveloped Raymond and 
Cochrane Neighbourhood park on the east side and links to a linear strip of land that ties 
into the Parkway ROW and trail to the south and east.  Potential physical access to the 
park and Site 108 is limited to two narrow inaccessible strips into the park and one narrow 
strip into Site 108.  The points of access are not visible from Raymond Street or Cochrane 
Crescent.  Access to Site 88 (Parkway ROW) is better defined and contains a paved 
walkway between Raymond Street and Simons Avenue to the north.  It may be possible to 
widen the access to Site 108 off Hillside Street.  Even though these two sites create an 
undesirable park setting due to inadequate access and visibility, there is currently no 
alternative to create a Neighbourhood park to serve the increasing population within this 
part of the Highland Planning Area.  Expand and develop this park to at least the minimum 
design features that are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal 
and functionality. 

7. Dominion Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended 
for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality.  Due to its location 
within the southern portion of the Planning Area, the priority to rejuvenate this park is 
higher than Fairbairn and Poplar Park.  Peterborough Greenup, through the 
NeighbourPLAN project has prepared a design for this park.  The design concept will have 
to be evaluated against the minimum design features that are recommended for 
Neighbourhood parkland. 

8. Fairbairn and Poplar Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

9. Highland Heights Elementary School: The location of this large elementary school site 
within the southern half of the Planning Area and backing onto the Parkway ROW and trail 
makes it a valuable public asset.  Consider a partnership with the School Board to imbed 
some of the functions of a Neighbourhood park into the school yard.  If the Parkway is not 
built, residents to the north can access this property via the Parkway Trail and walkways 
from both Hemlock and Raymond Streets.   

10. Northern Portion of the Highland Planning Area: As this area is planned and developed, 
ensure an adequate number, distribution and size of linked Neighbourhood parks, based 
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on the recommended Parks and Open Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and 
Standards. 

11. Site 108 (City-owned open space): Designate what remains after road widening as 
Neighbourhood parkland. 

12. Chemong Road Mixed Use Corridor: When this corridor is planned, ensure adequate 
parkland (in the form of Urban Park Spaces), based on the recommended Parks and Open 
Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and Standards. 
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Planning Area 7: Sunset 
Location: Bounded by the Parkway ROW on the north, Hilliard Street on the east, Parkhill Road on 
the south and Chemong Road on the west.  Refer to Map 7-9. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 4,341 

Population Density 
This is mostly a low-density area of single-family homes.  However, there are two small pockets of 
medium density housing (east of Chemong and Sunset Park on Sunset Boulevard, and Hilliard 
Street between Marina Boulevard and Oriole Drive).   
In the new Official Plan, Chemong Road, Water Street and George Street have been identified as 
high density Mixed Use Corridors which could increase residential density and the population of 
this Planning Area. 

Median Household Income 
Overall, the median household income is below average.  Most of the eastern and southern 
portion of the Planning Area comprises the second lowest household income category, while the 
remainder of the Area represents the middle-income cohort.  The area south of George Street 
comprises the lowest household income cohort. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are 10 parks within the Sunset Planning Area, representing three categories of suburban 
parkland. 

• 4 Community parks (Inverlea, Pioneer Memorial Cemetery, Queen Alexandra Community 
Centre, and Chemong and Sunset) 

• 3 Neighbourhood parks (Barnardo, Queen Alexandra and Dixon) 
• 3 Pocket Parks (Nicholls Place, Barnardo and Wolsley and the McCormick Property) 

At 3.1 hectares, Inverlea Park is the largest within the Planning Area – and is a park with high 
visibility and value fronting onto the Otonabee River and Parkhill Road.  Pioneer Memorial 
Cemetery is a passive site with the Rotary Greenway Trail traversing it along the southern border.  
Queen Alexandra Community Centre and parking lot consumes its site and provides little open 
space.  The Parkway Trail traverses Chemong and Sunset Park along its norther edge.  The 
remainder of the park is comprised of trees and turf. 
Of the four Neighbourhood parks, Barnardo is the largest at 1.2 hectares and best developed.  It 
contains a tennis court, minor ball diamond, play court, waterplay area and playground.  Dixon 
Park is small and contains a playground.  Queen Alexandra Park is also small, well treed, but 
contains no facilities.  All three parks fall within the recommended size range for Neighbourhood 

173



Chapter 7 | Assessment of Neighbourhood Park Equity and a Strategy for 
Improvement 

 
 
 
  City of Peterborough Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces |112 

parks.  The quality and usability rating for these parks is as follows, with two of three rated well 
below the minimum standard: 

• Barnardo (48/66) 
• Queen Alexandra (17/66) 
• Dixon (16/66) 

Of the three Pocket parks, Nicholls Place is the most valuable to improve access to 
Neighbourhood parkland, especially given that it abuts Queen Alexandra Neighbourhood Park to 
create a larger combined site to rejuvenate. 
Two elementary schools are located within this Planning Area (St. Anne’s and Queen Elizabeth). 
Because Inverlea Park contains facilities that mirror what some Neighbourhood parks contain, it is 
considered to contain an embedded Neighbourhood park – and as such, contributes to 
Neighbourhood park equity. 
There are no City-owned (non-parkland) open spaces of value within this Planning Area. 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 4.34 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With only 2.3 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, 
there is a current significant shortfall of 2.04 hectares.  This situation is worsened by the poor 
quality of two of the three Neighbourhood parks (see above). 

With the Chemong Road, George Street and Water Street Mixed Use Corridors potentially 
increasing residential density and the population of the Planning Area, the ratio of parkland to 
population, along with park equity could be further eroded, if no additional Neighbourhood 
parkland is provided. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-9 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  What is illustrated is that about half of the Planning Area 
(especially the northeast) has inadequate physical access to Neighbourhood parkland, 
compounded by the below standard quality of Queen Alexandra and Dixon parks.  All of this 
combines with the quantity of parkland shortfall to significantly reduce park equity. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Sunset is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, scoring poorly 
in four of five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, 
• the quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is below the target of 1 hectare:1,000 residents, 
• low quality Neighbourhood parkland and 
• household income is below average. 
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Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
For this Planning Area, the most impactful strategy to improve Neighbourhood park equity will be 
to improve the appeal and functionality of existing parkland. 

1. Nichols Place and Queen Alexandra Neighbourhood Park:  These adjacent sites should be 
combined into one park and rejuvenated to better meet the needs of the neighbourhood.  
Given their location adjacent to Queen Alexandra Community (seniors) Centre, a focus of 
the redevelopment should be on features that complement the use of that facility and its 
clientele, as well as to meet the needs of the entire neighbourhood.  Upgrade to at least 
the minimum design features that are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to 
increase appeal and functionality.  

2. Dixon Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended for 
Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality.  

3. Barnardo Park: Given that this park is already above average in quality and functionality, it 
is not recommended that priority be given to additional upgrades. 

4. Sites 141 and 142 (City-owned open space): Designate as Community parkland (Rotary 
Trail). 

5. Chemong Road, Water Street and George Street Mixed Use Corridors: When these 
corridors are planned, ensure adequate parkland (likely in the form of Urban Park Spaces), 
based on the recommended Parks and Open Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and 
Standards. 

175



Chapter 7 | Assessment of Neighbourhood Park Equity and a Strategy for 
Improvement 

 
 
 
  City of Peterborough Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces |114 

176



Chapter 7 | Assessment of Neighbourhood Park Equity and a Strategy for 
Improvement 

City of Peterborough Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces  |115 

Planning Area 8: Auburn 
Location: Bounded by the Trent Canal on the east, the Otonabee River on the west and north, and 
Parkhill Road on the south.  Refer to Map 7-10. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 3,136 

Population Density 
Although more than half of homes are single family, there are seven areas of medium density 
housing and one of high density within the Planning Area, with the area southwest of the 
Peterborough Golf and Country Club having the largest concentration of medium density housing.  
The area north of Thompson Creek and east of Armour Road is largely undeveloped and any plans 
for development are awaiting the outcome of the environmental assessment regarding the 
realignment of Armour Road. 

Median Household Income 
Median household income varies notably.  The southern quarter of the Planning Area contains the 
majority of the medium density residential clusters and comprises the second lowest household 
income cohort.  The area between the golf course and Thompson Creek is lower density and 
considerably higher income.  Development north of the creek is confined to the strip of land 
between River Road and the river and represents the highest income group. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are four parks within the Auburn Planning Area, representing one category of parkland. 

• 4 Neighbourhood parks (Waverley Heights, Meadowvale, Vinette and Roland Glover) 
Roland Glover and Waverley Heights parks are within the recommended size range, while Vinette 
and Meadowvale are smaller than recommended. 
The four parks are fairly well distributed throughout the residential areas, with two located in the 
south on either side of Armour Road, and the other two located in the central west and 
northeastern parts of the Planning Area.  As noted above, Meadowvale and Vinette are the 
smallest parks and lightly developed.  Roland Glover and Waverley Heights are the largest parks, 
but only minimally developed.  Waverley Heights Park abuts Trent-Severn Waterway lands on the 
east and north, as well as the golf course on the south.   
The quality and usability rating for these parks is as follows, with three of four rated well below 
the minimum standard: 

• Vinette (13/66) 
• Meadowvale (14/66) 
• Roland Glover (20/66) 
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• Waverley Heights (24/66) 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 3.14 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With 4.1 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, there is a 
current surplus of 0.96 hectares.  However, this positive situation is worsened by the poor 
quality of three of the four Neighbourhood parks (see above). 

There is potential for this Planning Area to increase in density and population, especially within the 
northern quadrant, which will reduce the ratio of parkland to population, along with park equity, if 
additional parkland is not provided via this anticipated intensification. 
The Otonabee Region Conservation Authority owns two sites along the Otonabee River, abutting 
Thomas A. Stewart Secondary School on the north and south and also abutting the Rotary Trail.  
At 2.2 hectares, one of the ORCA properties (East Bank Otonabee Park) is a significant site which 
also abuts Meadowvale Neighbourhood Park, effectively augmenting this small park.   
Twelve hectares of City-owned (non-parkland) open space with frontage along the river extends 
from Parkhill Road to just north of Cunningham Boulevard (Block 111).  This continuous linear strip 
of land widens in five places to create large sites with Otonabee River frontage.  Rotary Trail forms 
the eastern border along the entire length of Site 111.  This valuable linear site links the ORCA 
lands, Thomas A. Stewart Secondary School and Meadowvale Park, and connects south over 
Parkhill Road to Nicholls Oval and Rotary Park.  

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-10 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  What is illustrated is that there are three significant 
residential areas with inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland north and south of the golf 
course and along the Otonabee River in the northern portion of the Planning Area.  This is 
compounded by the poor quality of especially Vinette and Meadowvale parks which further 
reduces park equity throughout the Auburn Planning Area.  Fortunately, there is considerable 
City-owned (non-park) open space in the area that, if designated as parkland, will help to improve 
access to Neighbourhood and Community parkland and improve park equity. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Auburn is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, scoring poorly 
in two of five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, and 
• low quality Neighbourhood parkland. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
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There are numerous options and opportunities to improve Neighbourhood park equity within this 
Planning Area. 

1. Site 111 (City-owned open space): The highest priority action to improve access to 
Neighbourhood parkland is to recognize the recreation, linkage and natural and cultural 
heritage value of this 12 hectare property that extends north from Parkhill Road to 
Cunningham Boulevard.  Given the excellent access to this site via the Rotary Trail, 
Meadowvale Park, Thomas A. Stewart Secondary School, the ORCA properties and 
numerous streets along its length, two or three portions of the property could be 
identified and developed as Neighbourhood parks – to improve access in low-access and 
higher density areas.  At least the following site should be considered for a new 
Neighbourhood park (adjacent to the ORCA property on the south). The remainder of Site 
111 should be designated as Community parkland. 

2. Vinette, Roland Glover, Meadowvale and Waverley Neighbourhood parks: Upgrade these 
parks to at least the minimum design features that are recommended for Neighbourhood 
parkland to increase the appeal and functionality of these parks – with highest priority 
being Vinette and Meadowvale parks. 

3. Northern Portion of Auburn Planning Area (North of Thompson Creek): As this area is 
planned and developed, ensure an adequate number, distribution and size of linked 
Neighbourhood parks, based on the recommended the Parks and Open Space Planning 
and Provision Standards. 

4. Sites 137, 138, and 139 (City-owned open space): Designate these Thompson Creek 
properties as Community parkland (natural heritage lands). 
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Planning Area 9: Jackson Creek 
Location: Bounded mostly by Firwood Crescent on the east, Brealey Drive on the west, 
Sherbrooke Street on the south and Jackson Creek/the northern boundary of the City on the 
north.  Refer to Map 7-11. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 6,752. 
Forecast Population (Planning Area-Specific Development Charges Background Study, City of 
Peterborough, July 24, 2017): 7,510 

Population Density 
About half of the Planning Area is either undeveloped or under development.  The portion that is 
developed is predominantly comprised of low density, single detached homes.  There is an area of 
medium density housing east of Sherbrooke Woods Park and St. Catherine’s Elementary School 
(Tamblin Way/Hancox Court), and three others in the Cowling Heights area, Lillico Crescent and 
adjacent to Roper Park on the north.  The developing Jackson Meadows and future residential 
communities will be of considerably higher residential density than the southern portion of the 
Planning Area. 

Median Household Income 
Based on the settlement area as of 2015, median household income was above average, with the 
older area just north of Sherbrooke Street comprising the second highest income cohort and the 
newer area to the north comprising the highest income cohort. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are eight parks within the Jackson Creek Planning Area, representing two categories of 
parkland. 

• 2 Community parks (Sherbrooke Woods and Cedargrove) 
• 6 Neighbourhood parks (Giles, Blodgett, 1497 Ireland Drive site, Roper, 158 Candler 

Crescent site and undeveloped Block 369) 
Blodgett and Gilles parks as well as Block 369 in the Jackson Meadows community are all within 
the recommended size range for Neighbourhood parks, while the 158 Candler Crescent site and 
the 1497 Ireland Drive site are smaller than recommended.  Roper Park is double the 
recommended size.  Blodgett Park, the 1497 Ireland Drive site and Block 369 in the Jackson 
Meadows community are either undeveloped or largely so.  Although Roper Park contains a 
playground, tennis court, play court and baseball backstop, the park is near devoid of trees and 
stark in character. 
The quality and usability rating for these parks is as follows, with three of five of the developed 
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parks rated well below the minimum standard: 
• Blodgett (14/66) 
• 158 Candler Crescent site (31/66) 
• Roper (24/66) 
• Giles (18/66) 
• 1497 Ireland Drive site (8/66) 
• Park Block 369 (undeveloped park property on Chandler Crescent) 

The 200-unit draft approved Batten/White subdivision will not provide any Neighbourhood 
parkland.  The 4.32 hectares of land that has been dedicated to parkland is considered to be 
passive open space, comprising woodlot, hedgerow and buffer to the Loggerhead Marsh complex.  
There may be an opportunity to create a small Neighbourhood park within the wooded area 
(Block 176) at the end of Street ‘A’ – with a walkway link to Davenport Road.  See Item #7 under 
the Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity. 
As a general point, although it is important to protect natural heritage features, it is equally 
important to acquire sufficient, well located and sized Neighbourhood parkland, even if the City 
has to purchase land for that purpose. 
St. Catherine’s Separate elementary and Monseigneur-Jamot French elementary schools are 
located within this Planning Area.  St. Catherine’s School abuts Sherbrooke Woods Community 
Park on the north.  Monseigneur-Jamot School abuts Sherbrooke Woods Community Park on the 
west.  Since Sherbrooke Woods Community Park is a woodlot, it is not available for sport field 
development or to accommodate typical Neighbourhood park functions.  Adjacent to St. 
Catherine’s School on the east is a 2.85 hectare vacant lot (1555 Glenforest Blvd.) that is owned by 
the Kawartha Pine Ridge District School Board. 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 6.75 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With 7.2 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, there is a 
current surplus of 0.45 hectares.  However, as the Jackson Meadows community populates 
(with no additional Neighbourhood parkland to be provided), the ratio of Neighbourhood 
parkland to population will slip below the recommended level.  This situation is worsened by 
the poor quality of the Neighbourhood parks and the large portion of the Planning Area that 
has inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-11 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  Approximately half of the developed portion of this Planning 
Area currently has inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland.  The value of the 1497 Ireland 
Drive park site (when developed) will be diminished by its very small size.  Additionally, Blodgett 
Park has inadequate street frontage and is undeveloped.  The Batten/White draft approved 
subdivision will not provide any Neighbourhood parkland, unless part of Block 176 can be 
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developed as a small Neighbourhood park (see recommendation #7 below). 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Jackson Creek is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, scoring 
poorly in two of five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, and 
• low quality Neighbourhood parkland. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity  
There are numerous options and opportunities to improve Neighbourhood park equity within this 
Planning Area. 

1. The 1497 Ireland Drive park site: Develop to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland.  Given the very small size of this property in 
an area with inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, careful consideration must 
be given to which park functions to focus on and the quality and intensity of park 
development – to optimize the value and function of this property. 

2. Park Block 369 in the Jackson Meadows community: Develop to at least the minimum 
design features that are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal 
and functionality. 

3. The 158 Candler Crescent park site: Continue to develop to at least the minimum design 
features that are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and 
functionality. 

4. Roper Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended for 
Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

5. Blodgett Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended 
for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

6. Giles Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended for 
Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

7. Park Block 176 (Batten/White subdivision): Examine the possibility of creating a small 
Neighbourhood park within this wooded area at the end of Street ‘A’ with additional 
access from Davenport Road via a public walkway. 

8. Vacant land owned by the Kawartha Pine Ridge District School Board (1555 Glenforest 
Boulevard – adjacent to St. Catherine’s School on the east): If the School Board declares 
the 2.85 hectare property surplus, the City should attempt to acquire all or part of the site 
and designate and develop it as a Neighbourhood park.  If the entire site is acquired, the 
resulting above-average size of the park may allow the inclusion of facilities that exceed 
what is recommended for Neighbourhood parks.  This will help to compensate for the 
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severe shortage of active parkland within the Planning Area.  Acquisition of this property 
may also allow a north-south trail link to be established between Glenforest Boulevard 
and Sherbrooke Street.  A trail link could also be established between this new park and 
Woodglade Boulevard via Sherbrooke Woods Park and/or St. Catherine’s School.  Another 
option would be to designate the western half of the site as Neighbourhood parkland and 
designate the remainder for residential development. 

9. Sherbrooke Woods Community Park: If a Neighbourhood park cannot be established at 
1555 Glenforest Boulevard (see above), create a small Neighbourhood park where the 
narrow link to Sherbrooke Woods Park fronts onto Woodglade Boulevard at White 
Crescent.  The link abuts the northern boundary of Monseigneur-Jamot French 
Elementary School. 

10. Kawartha Heights (Community) Park: Investigate if the portion of this park that fronts onto 
Kawartha Heights Boulevard can be developed into a Neighbourhood park to help off-set 
the inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland that exists in the area to the east and 
southeast of the park. 

11. Sites 8, 9, 54, 64, 66, 68 and 70 (City-owned open space): These properties should be 
officially designated as Community parkland, with the most sensitive properties further 
classified as ‘nature preserves/reserves’. 
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Planning Area 10: Westmount 
Location: Bounded by Sherbrooke Street on the south, mostly Firwood Avenue on the west, 
Jackson Creek on the north and Jackson Park and Medical Drive on the east.  Refer to Map 7-12. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 4,456 

Population Density 
Most of the Planning Area is a low-density area of single-family homes.  However, there is a small 
medium density residential development in the southeast corner of the area. 

Median Household Income 
Median household income is above average, with the northwest third of the Planning Area 
comprises of the highest income and most of the remainder of the Area comprised of the second 
highest income cohort.  Over half of the area north of Parkhill Road is in the middle-income group. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are five parks within the Westmount Planning Area, representing two categories of 
parkland. 

• 1 Community park (a very small portion of Jackson Park proper plus considerable parkland 
along the southern side of Jackson Creek between the main part of the park and roughly 
Wallis Drive – which is officially part of Jackson Park) 

• 4 Neighbourhood parks (Wallis Heights, Earlwood, Weller and Wedgewood) 
• A small section of Cedargrove Community Park is within this Planning Area. 
• While Wedgewood, Wallis Heights and Earlwood parks are within the size range 

recommended for Neighbourhood parks, Wallis Park is considerably smaller than 
recommended. 

Wedgewood Park is part of a park-school campus, including Westmount and St. Teresa 
elementary schools.  Due to the dominance of two soccer fields that comprise most of 
Wedgewood Park, it is not a good example of a Neighbourhood park.  To help increase access to 
Neighbourhood park functions, the City partnered with the Public School Board to share in the 
provision of a quality play structure located within the Westmount School yard. 
With a small window of access off Bridle Drive where the play structure is located and a similar 
small point of access off Sherbrooke Street, Wallis Heights Park is an example of a park with 
limited visual and physical access - even though one side of the park fronts onto busy Sherbrooke 
Street. 
Earlwood Park has almost no street frontage and has been minimally developed. 

186



Chapter 7 | Assessment of Neighbourhood Park Equity and a Strategy for 
Improvement 

City of Peterborough Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces  |125 

Although small, Weller Park has a much more attractive character than Earlwood or Wallis Heights 
parks, due to the higher quality setting, the level of development and better access and visibility 
on two sides (Weller Street and Weller Crescent). 
The quality and usability rating for these parks is as follows, with two of four rated well below the 
minimum standard: 

• Wallis Heights (19/66) 
• Earlwood (6/66) 
• Weller (26/66) 
• Wedgewood (33/66) 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 4.46 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With only 3.5 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, 
there is a current shortfall of 0.96 hectares.  This situation is worsened by the poor quality of 
three of the four Neighbourhood parks. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-12 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  About half of the northern two thirds of the Westmount 
Planning Area has inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, with poorly developed 
Wedgewood and Roper being the only parks.  The area north of Parkhill Road has no 
Neighbourhood parkland, although this residential area is bordered along the north by the 
Jackson Creek open space complex.  

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Westmount is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, scoring 
poorly in three of five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, 
• the quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is below the target of 1 hectare:1,000 residents, 

and 
• low quality Neighbourhood parkland. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
There are numerous options and opportunities to improve Neighbourhood park equity within this 
Planning Area. 

1. Earlwood Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended 
for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

2. Wallis Heights Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
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recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 
3. Wedgewood Park: Upgrade to increase appeal and functionality.  Seek an adequate 

location for at least the minimum design features that are recommended for 
Neighbourhood parkland. 

4. Weller Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended for 
Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

5. Site 71 (City-owned open space): This wooded linear property parallels Medical Drive on 
the west and provides a buffer between Medical Drive and the adjacent residential area.  
The property appears to be excess land acquired as part of the Parkway ROW.  Due to its 
location and physical orientation, this property affords little value as Neighbourhood 
parkland, but does support a pedestrian link between Westbrook Drive and the trail along 
the west side of Medical Drive. 

6. Sites 70 and 77 (City-owned open space): Designate these properties as Community 
parkland (nature preserve/reserve). 
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Planning Area 11: Bonnerworth 

Location: Bounded by Parkhill Road on the north, Sherbrooke Street on the south, Park Street on 
the east and Medical Drive on the west.  Refer to Map 7-13. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 5,236 

Population Density 
Much of the Planning Area is a low-density area of single-family homes.  However, there are three 
small clusters of medium density housing in the northcentral, southcentral and southwest parts of 
the Planning Area.  There is a large block of high-density housing in the northeast area (north of 
the hospital, between Medical Drive and Monaghan Road).  Overall, this Planning Area comprises 
above average density. 
The new Official Plan has designated Charlotte Street and Clonsilla Avenue as a Mixed Use 
Corridor which will likely increase the population of the Planning Area.  

Median Household Income 
This Planning Area represents all household income cohorts.  An east-west corridor through the 
middle of the Area has the highest household income.  The northwest quadrant represents the 
largest block of lowest household income – and the highest residential density. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are four parks within the Bonnerworth Planning Area, representing two categories of 
parkland. 

• 2 Community parks (Hamilton and Bonnerworth) 
• 2 Neighbourhood parks (Manor Heights and Hastings) 

Also located in this Planning area is the McDonnel Street Activity Centre and lawn bowling facility, 
Queen Marry Elementary School and St. Peter Secondary School. 
The Great Trail (previously named Trans Canada Trail) is routed through the northeast corner of 
the Planning Area, roughly paralleling Jackson Creek. 
Manor Heights and Hastings Neighbourhood parks are both at the recommended minimum size 
range. 
With three narrow points of access, its irregular shape and sub-standard facilities, Manor Heights 
Park is an example of a poor quality Neighbourhood park.  Hastings Park is minimally developed. 
The quality and usability rating for these parks is as follows, with both rated well below the 
minimum standard: 
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• Manor Heights (16/66) 
• Hastings (20/66) 

Also located within this Planning Area is Queen Mary Elementary School and St. Peter Secondary 
School.  Queen Mary School has potential to increase access to Neighbourhood parkland. 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 5.24 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With only 1.0 hectare of Neighbourhood parkland, there 
is a current serious shortfall of 4.24 hectares.  This situation is worsened by the poor quality of 
the two Neighbourhood parks. 

With the Charlotte Street/Clonsilla Avenue Mixed Use Corridor likely increasing the population of 
the Planning Area, the ratio of parkland to population, along with park equity could be further 
eroded, if no additional Neighbourhood parkland is provided. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-13 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  Three quarters of the Bonnerworth Planning Area (central 
east) has no access to Neighbourhood parkland.  Although located in the extreme north central 
portion of the Planning Area, Hamilton Park contains several features that are characteristic of a 
Neighbourhood park and as such helps to improve access to Neighbourhood parkland in the north 
central area.  The area of highest density and lowest income is located in the northwest quadrant 
of the Bonnerworth Planning Area. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Bonnerworth is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, scoring 
poorly in all five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, 
• the quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is below the target of 1 hectare:1,000 residents, 
• low quality Neighbourhood parkland, 
• above average density, and 
• below average income. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
There are numerous options and opportunities to improve Neighbourhood park equity within this 
Planning Area. 

1. Manor Heights Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 
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2. Hastings Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended 
for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

3. Site 143 (City-owned open space): This City-owned property links Bonaccord and 
McDonnel streets, and contains a section of Jackson Creek, a community vegetable 
garden (along Bonaccord Street) and part of the Great Trail (from Park Street to Parkhill 
Road).  Given its current use, its support of Jackson Creek and the Trans Canada Trail, and 
the shortage of Neighbourhood parkland in this higher density, lower income part of the 
Planning Area, it is recommended that this property be officially designated as parkland, 
with the northern portion categorized as Neighbourhood parkland and the southern linear 
portion designated as Community Parkland.  

4. Site 69 (City-owned open space): Recently, it was decided that this property (formerly 
named Cross and McDonnel Park) should be de-classified as parkland.  Although it’s a 
small site, the fact that it abuts Jackson Creek with frontage on Cross Street and is in a 
park-deficient area gives it higher value as public open space.  Given the policy to increase 
public access to and protect Jackson Creek – and the need to increase parkland in the 
neighbourhood, it is recommended that this property be re-designated as parkland, but 
classified as Community parkland.  

5. Site 56 (City-owned open space): This 4.1 hectare property is excess Parkway ROW, with 
Medical Drive consuming some of the land.  A trail parallels Medical Drive on both sides 
through the property.  A drainage and stormwater management feature comprise the 
central portion of the property.  Given the isolated nature of the residential area between 
Medical Drive, Hospital Drive and Charlotte Street, access to Neighbourhood parkland 
would be improved within this small area if a small portion of Site 56 north of the 
intersection of Dobbin Avenue and Hospital Drive was designated a Neighbourhood park 
and developed to at least the minimum design features that are recommended for 
Neighbourhood parkland.  A link between Dobbin Avenue and Site 56 will have to be 
established.  An informal pathway already exists between the trail along Medical Drive and 
Hospital Drive. 

6. Queen Marry Elementary School: Given the inadequate access to Neighbourhood 
parkland in the area, consideration should be given to a joint venture with the Public 
School Board to upgrade the Queen Mary school yard to at least the minimum design 
features that are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland.  It is recognized that for the 
neighbourhood to the east, busy Monaghan Road poses a notable barrier to access Queen 
Mary School.  However, the signalized crossing at Weller Street (just south of the school) 
improves access from the east.   

7. Charlotte Street/Clonsilla Avenue Mixed Use Corridor: When this corridor is planned, 
ensure adequate parkland (likely in the form of Urban Park Spaces), based on the 
recommended Parks and Open Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and Standards. 
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Planning Area 12: North Central 
Location: Bounded by Parkhill Road on the north, Sherbrooke Street in the south, the Otonabee 
River on the east and Park Street on the West.  Refer to Map 7-14. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 6,826 

Population Density 
This is one of the highest density Planning Areas, with pockets of medium and high-density 
housing scattered throughout lower density residential areas and within some of the commercial 
areas.  The Central Area, which includes the principle downtown and Hunter Street commercial 
area, has been identified as an area of residential and commercial/mixed use intensification, 
which will further increase residential density and the population of this Planning Area. 

Median Household Income 
Almost the entire Planning Area is comprised of the lowest income households, with a small area 
in the northwest corner comprising the second lowest household income. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are 11 parks within the North Central Planning Area, representing all four categories of 
parkland. 

• 1 Regional park (Millennium) 
• 5 Community parks (Confederation Square, Fleming, Louis Street, Quaker, Goose Pond, 

Rubidge and Reid) 
• 2 Neighbourhood parks (Simcoe and Bethune, and Union Street) 
• 2 Pocket parks (Charlotte and Park, and Queen and Hunter) 

Note: Once the Official Plan is approved, the two Pocket Parks and at least two of the Community 
Parks (Fleming and Louis Street) should be reclassified as Urban Pocket Parks and Urban 
Community Parks. 
County of Peterborough parks include Victoria and Heritage Jail Park (1.5 hectares).   
The Peterborough Alternative and Continuing Education facility (former PCVS) abuts 
Confederation Square on the west. 
Rotary Greenway Trail enters the Planning Area from the north at Parkhill Road between George 
and Aylmer streets and runs southwest to Bethune Street along a former rail line.  The Great Trail 
(previously named Trans Canada Trail) enters the Planning Area from the south through 
Millennium Park to Simcoe Street, along Queen Street to Hunter Street, then west along Hunter 
Street to Bethune Street and then northwest through Rubidge and Reid Park and on to Park 
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Street.  Another branch of the Rotary Greenway Trail crosses the Otonabee River from Rotary Park 
on the east bank and traverses Quaker Park the short distance to London Street where it ends.   
Bethune Street (from Dublin Street to Townsend Street) will undergo a major redevelopment 
creating numerous small and intensively developed Urban Park Spaces along a corridor of public 
realm space.  
A policy objective of the new Official Plan is to uncover more of Jackson Creek within the 
downtown - to increase the amount of public open space and publicly available commercial open 
spaces. 
At 0.2 hectares (Union Street) and 0.4 hectares (Simcoe and Bethune), both of these 
Neighbourhood parks are smaller than the recommended standard of 0.5 hectares. 
Simcoe and Bethune Park is a relatively good example of rehabilitation of a small Neighbourhood 
park.  Although the facilities focus on the interests of children and youth, the park has excellent 
street frontage and visibility, and a good mix of active recreation facilities and turfed open space. 
With mature trees and an attractive play structure, Union Street Park provides a pleasant setting, 
although the unnecessary fencing along quiet Union Street detracts from its welcoming nature 
and reduces physical access. 
The quality and usability rating for these parks is as follows, with both rated just above the 
minimum standard: 

• Union (32/66) 
• Bethune (36/66) 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 6.83 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With only 0.6 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, 
there is a current very serious shortfall of 6.23 hectares.  This situation is worsened by the 
moderate quality of the two Neighbourhood parks (see above).  

Since this Planning Area is within the Central Area and has been identified for intensification, 
population and density will increase significantly.  Access to adequate Neighbourhood parkland 
will be further eroded, along with park equity, unless additional quality parkland is provided (likely 
in the form of Urban Park Spaces). 
Although the amount of Neighbourhood parkland is well below the minimum standard, other 
parkland and public open spaces throughout the Planning Area helps to somewhat off-set the 
shortfall.  However, these other parks and open spaces do not provide the typical recreation 
opportunities characteristic of Neighbourhood parks, especially facilities for children and youth. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-14 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  Approximately half of the Planning Area has inadequate 
access to Neighbourhood parkland, especially the northwest quadrant and the area between 
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Water Street and the Otonabee River, and between Dublin Street and Murray Street.  The two 
small Neighbourhood parks hardly meet the needs of the rest of the Planning Area. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
North Central is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, scoring 
poorly in all five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, 
• the quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is below the target of 1 hectare:1,000 residents, 
• moderate quality Neighbourhood parkland, 
• above average density, and 
• below average income. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
There are numerous options and opportunities to improve Neighbourhood park equity within this 
Planning Area. 

1. Simcoe and Bethune Park: Continue to upgrade to at least the minimum design features 
that are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

2. Union Street Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

3. Bethune Street Re-Build: This unique opportunity will create numerous small and highly 
developed Neighbourhood and Community parks/Urban Park Spaces along a public 
pedestrian corridor, all of which will provide a wide variety of social and recreational 
opportunities for residents of all ages, as well as visitors to the area from across the City. 

4. Louis Street Park: Although categorized as a Community Park, this park (when completed) 
will also provide a wide variety of social and recreational opportunities for visitors to the 
downtown and downtown residents of all ages.  This park may be reclassified as an Urban 
Community Park or an urban square. 

5. Rubidge and Reid (Community) Park: Peterborough Greenup, through the NeighbourPLAN 
project has prepared a design for this park that incorporates Neighbourhood park 
features.  The design concept will have to be evaluated against the minimum design 
features that are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland.  If the park is developed, it 
will contribute to Neighbourhood park equity, and may be reclassified as a 
Neighbourhood park.   

6. Sites 74, 75, 76, 80 and 82 (City-owned open space): These City-owned open space 
properties that contain a branch of the Rotary Greenway Trail should be officially 
designated as Community parkland. 

7. Sites 144 to 149 (City-owned open space): These City-owned open space properties that 
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contain a portion of the Great Trail (previously named Trans Canada Trail) should be 
officially designated as Community parkland. 

8. Sites 61 and 62 (City-owned open space): These City-owned open space properties should 
be officially designated as Community parkland and added to Millennium Park.   

9. Central Area: As this high density, mixed use area is further planned, ensure adequate 
parkland (in the form of Urban Park Spaces), based on the recommended Parks and Open 
Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and Standards. 
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Planning Area 13: Ashburnham 
Location: Bounded by Parkhill Road on the north, the Trent Canal on the east, Little Lake on the 
south and the Otonabee River on the west.  Refer to Map 7-15. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 4,247 

Population Density 
The Planning Area is largely low density and comprised of single detached homes.  There are a few 
small pockets of medium and high-density housing, especially around Hunter Street and Armour 
Road where factories and medical facilities have been redeveloped into high density housing.   
The Central Area, which includes the principle downtown and Hunter Street commercial area, has 
been identified as an area of residential and commercial/mixed use intensification, which will 
further increase residential density and the population of this Planning Area. 

Median Household Income 
This is a below average income area comprised of low and very low income households in the 
northern two-thirds and middle income households comprising the southern one third. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
Although there are seven parks within the Ashburnham Planning Area, representing three 
categories of parkland, there is no Neighbourhood parkland. 

• 1 Regional park (Ashburnham Memorial) 
• 5 Community parks (Nicholls Oval, Rotary, James Stevenson, Rogers Cove and Burnham 

Point) 
• 1 Pocket park (the Tinker Property) 

There are three schools in the Planning Area (King George elementary, Armour Heights 
elementary and Immaculate Conception elementary).  Armour Heights school will be closed when 
East City school is opened. This new elementary school is being built on the King George School 
property.   
A branch of the Rotary Greenway Trail stretches from Parkhill Road to and west along Sophia 
Street, then south along Mark Street to meet up with the Trans Canada Trail through Roger Cove 
to Lock 20.  The Trans Canada Trail routes along Maria Street to Engleburn Boulevard and west 
across the Otonabee River.   
Although there are no Neighbourhood parks within the Ashburnham Planning Area, there is a 
large amount of higher-level parkland (48.2 hectares). To varying degrees of effectiveness, four of 
the six Community and Regional parks contain embedded Neighbourhood park features (Nicholls 
Oval, Ashburnham Memorial, James Stevenson and Rogers Cove).  Because it is less visible and 
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furthest from nearby residences, the Neighbourhood park feature within James Stevenson Park is 
the least effective.  The undeveloped Tinker Property on Burnham Street is a park site of little 
value due to its very small size and setting tucked between two residential properties.  
The Parks Canada grounds associated with Locks 20 and 21 and the open space corridor 
paralleling the Trent Canal between the Lift Lock and Little Lake provide significant open space 
and mostly passive recreational opportunities.  There is great potential for this corridor to be 
developed into a premier recreation and tourist resource, especially once the Canadian Canoe 
Museum is relocated adjacent to the Lift Lock. 
The quality and usability rating for these parks is as follows, with both rated just above the 
minimum standard: 

• Ashburnham Memorial (formerly Ruby Brady) (20/66) 
• James Stevenson (27/66) 
• Nicholls Oval (48/66) 
• Rogers Cove (51/66) 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 4.25 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With no Neighbourhood parkland, the current serious 
shortfall is 4.25 hectares, although the four embedded Neighbourhood parks provide some 
relief. 

Since this Planning Area is within the Central Area and has been identified for intensification, 
population and density will increase significantly.  Access to adequate Neighbourhood parkland 
will be further eroded, along with park equity, unless additional quality parkland is provided (likely 
in the form of Urban Park Spaces). 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-15 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  What will be noticed is that there are three significant 
residential areas that have inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland (northeast, central east 
and southwest).  The remainder of the Planning Area is serviced to varying degrees of 
effectiveness by the embedded Neighbourhood park features within four of the six Regional and 
Community parks. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Ashburnham is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, scoring 
poorly in three of the five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, 
• the quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is well below the target of 1 hectare:1,000 

residents, and 
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• below average income. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
There are numerous options and opportunities to improve Neighbourhood park equity within this 
Planning Area. 
Since there are no Neighbourhood parks within Ashburnham, the four Community and Regional 
parks that contain embedded Neighbourhood park features become very important.  The 
following recommendations treat that portion of each of these parks as a Neighbourhood park.  
Note: Since the embedded features within Nicholls Oval Park and Rogers Cove Park rated quite 
high, they have not been identified for upgrade.  

1. Embedded Neighbourhood park within Ashburnham Memorial Park: It is recommended 
that approximately 1.5 hectares of Ashburnham Memorial Park in the vicinity of Armour 
Road and Munroe Avenue be separated to create a distinct Neighbourhood park (the 
portion of the park contains facilities common to a Neighbourhood park).  The park should 
be named.  To further increase the appeal and functionality of the new park, upgrade it to 
at least the minimum design features that are recommended for Neighbourhood 
parkland.   

2. Embedded Neighbourhood park within James Stevenson Park: To further increase appeal 
and functionality, upgrade the Neighbourhood park portion to at least the minimum 
design features that are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland.  Given the isolated 
location of the Neighbourhood park portion of this park, increase awareness of this 
functional area through signage. 

3. Site 85 (City-owned open space): Since the Ashburnham Planning Area contains no 
Neighbourhood parkland, this City-owned undeveloped property east of Armour Road on 
Euclid Avenue becomes a priority candidate for a small Neighbourhood park.  Although 
under-sized at only 0.2 hectares, it represents the only option to create a Neighbourhood 
park within the northeastern portion of Ashburnham.  Although not considered a 
prohibitive barrier, Armour Road is a busy street, so creating a Neighbourhood park east 

Figures 1 and 2: Site 85, City-owned open space on Euclid Ave. 
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of Armour Road (to complement the embedded Neighbourhood park within Nicholls 
Oval) should be a priority.  Site 85 contains a portion of Curtis Creek that flows southwest 
through the northern half of Ashburnham.  The site has been graded to carry the flow of 
Curtis Creek along the northern edge, leaving the remainder as higher land that could 
support a play structure and the minimum design features of a Neighbourhood park.  Sites 
81 and 84 abut the southwest corner of this property.   

4. Sites 81 and 84 (City-owned open space): These properties are located on either side of 
Caddy Street and are engineered to carry water from Curtis Creek that flows under Caddy 
Street.  Upon completion of construction, these sites may provide an attractive view of 
the creek on either side of Caddy Street and improve the aesthetic character of the 
neighbourhood.  If so, they should become parkland, likely ‘Community’ in scale. 

5. Site 79 (City-owned open space): Similarly, this site has been engineered to carry water 
flowing along Curtis Creek.  With frontage on Armour Road, this property provides a view 
of Curtis Creek and adds to the aesthetic character of the neighbourhood.  It could be 
designated Community Parkland. 

6. Sites 65, 67, 72, and 129 (City-owned open space): These City-owned open space sites 
that contain a portion of the Rotary Greenway Trail should be officially designated as 
Community parkland and upgraded to create a more appealing trail environment. 

7. Site 57 (City-owned open space): This City-
owned (non-parkland) open space property 
extends from the west end of Maria Street to 
the pedestrian bridge that crosses the 
Otonabee River - and contains a portion of 
the Great Trail (previously named Trans 
Canada Trail).  From the photo opposite, it 
can be seen that the property has been 
developed to support the Great Trail and to 
create an attractive environment.  Given the 
absence of Neighbourhood parkland with 
Ashburnham, this would be a suitable site to 
establish an embedded within a Community 
Park.  

8. Site 58 (City-owned open space): Designate this narrow strip of land beside the boat 
launch on the east as Community parkland and add to Rogers Cove Park. 

9. Central Area:  As this high density, mixed use area is further planned, ensure adequate 
parkland (in the form of Urban Park Spaces), based on the recommended Parks and Open 
Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and Standards. 

Figure 3: Site 57, City-Owned Open Space, 
Engleburn Blvd and Maria Street 
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Planning Area 14: Lift Lock 
Location: Bounded by Parkhill Road on the north, the City limits on the east, Maria Street and the 
rail line on the south and the Trent Canal on the west.  Refer to Map 7-16. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 253 
Forecast Population (Planning Area-Specific Development Charges Background Study, City of 
Peterborough, July 24, 2017): 4,247 

Population Density 
Since this Planning Area is largely undeveloped, the population density is currently very low.  
However, a plan of subdivision (Ashborough Village) has recently been draft approved for the area 
south of Old Norwood Road.  With 707 dwelling units (501 low, 56 medium and 150 high density), 
the population density of this community will likely be above the City average.  The population of 
this development area is projected to be 1,825, based on Persons Per Unit (PPU) factors of 2.9, 2.5 
and 1.7 for low, medium and high-density units, respectively.    

Median Household Income 
The 2015 census data indicates the second highest income for the few current households within 
this Planning Area. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There is currently no parkland within the Lift Lock Planning Area.  However, 1.14 hectares of 
Neighbourhood parkland and walkways are contained within the draft approved Ashborough 
Village plan.  In addition, there are three large blocks of natural heritage open space comprising 
8.8 hectares, and a 2.5 hectare storm water management facility, part of which may be developed 
into passive open space/recreation amenities. 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population and an estimated full build-out 
population of 4,347 for the Lift Lock Planning Area, total Neighbourhood parkland provided 
should be 4.35 hectares. Based on an estimated population of 1,825, Ashborough Village 
should provide 1.8 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland. However, with 1.14 hectares of 
Neighbourhood parkland approved for the Ashborough community, that will result in a 
shortfall of 0.66 hectares. Based on a full build-out population of 4,347, the shortfall is currently 
3.21 hectares. Future subdivisions within this Planning Area should provide additional 
Neighbourhood parkland to work toward offsetting the projected shortfall. 

Other open space within the Planning Area includes: 
• Trent-Severn Waterway lands along the east bank of the canal, much of it between the 

canal and Ashburnham Drive; 
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• Lift Lock Golf Course; 
• a 1.0 hectare City-owned (non-parkland) open space property on Television Road 

between the railway line and Maniece Avenue (Site 134). 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-16 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  Currently, this Planning Area has only one future 
Neighbourhood park property, that being the 0.98 hectare undeveloped site that is being 
conveyed through the Ashborough Village draft plan of subdivision.  The assessment of access to 
(future) Neighbourhood parkland indicates that this park will provide adequate access to parkland 
for the portion of the neighbourhood where homes are to be located. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Since this Planning Area is lightly populated and Ashborough Village has not been developed, a 
Park Equity Score cannot yet be calculated.  However, given the expected above average density 
and below-target quantity of Neighbourhood parkland, park equity may be lower than ideal.  
However, if the quality and functionality of the future Neighbourhood park and other public open 
space within the neighbourhood is high, park equity may be adequate. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
1. Neighbourhood Park Block 64 (Ashborough Village): Develop to at least the minimum 

design features that are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal 
and functionality.  Given that this small property is the only Neighbourhood park within 
Ashborough Village, careful consideration must be given to which park functions to focus 
on, and the quality and intensity of park development. 

2. Walkway Blocks 80, 81, 82 and 85 (Ashborough Village): Provide a well signed, hard-
surface walkway to adequately access the Neighbourhood park and Block 59 (the natural 
heritage property located in the northeast of Ashborough Village). 

3. Open Space Blocks 54, 56 and 59 (Ashborough Village): These future City-owned natural 
heritage open space lands are recommended to become Community parkland.  There 
may be opportunities to locate walking trails within these properties. 

4. The Remainder of the Lift Lock Planning Area: As the remainder of the Planning Area is 
planned and developed, ensure adequate quantity, size and distribution of parkland, 
based on the recommended Parks and Open Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and 
Standards. 

5. Site 134 (City-owned open space): Although cut off by the active railway line, this property 
is considered part of the Downers Corners Wetland complex.  Therefore, the property is 
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rated as ‘high’ to be considered as Community parkland.  
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Planning Area 15: Kawartha 
Location: Bounded by Sherbrooke Street on the north, Lansdowne Street on the south, the city 
limits on the west and the Peterborough Golf and Country Club on the east.  Refer to Map 7-17. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 5,853 

Population Density 
Although most of the Planning Area is comprised of low density single-detached homes, there are 
several pockets of medium and high-density housing (southwest and central north). 
Lansdowne Street has been designated in the new City of Peterborough Official Plan as a high 
density Mixed Use Corridor which could increase residential density and the population of this 
Planning Area. 

Median Household Income 
Household income is slightly above average in this Planning Area, with pockets of all but the 
lowest income cohort.  Two pockets of the highest household income are located in central west 
(around Mapleridge Park) and northeast (around Oakwood Park).  There is a pocket of the second 
lowest household income in the central south of the Planning Area, in the vicinity of Kawartha 
Heights Elementary School. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are 6 parks within the Kawartha Planning Area, representing two categories of parkland. 

• 1 Community park (Kawartha Heights) 
• 5 Neighbourhood parks (Mapleridge, Dainard, Redwood, Applewood and Oakwood) 

Three of the five Neighbourhood parks are within the 0.5 to 1.5 hectare recommended size 
standard.  At 0.3 hectares, Applewood is under-sized.  Mapleridge Park is considerably over-sized 
at 2.8 hectares, which inflates the overall ratio of Neighbourhood parkland to population in the 
Planning Area. 
A few Neighbourhood park features are embedded within Kawartha Heights (Community) Park (a 
pathway into the park off Mapleridge Drive and a play structure).  There is no park sign.  Very little 
of the perimeter on the park fronts onto a street.  The small Redwood Drive frontage is heavily 
wooded as is the other small Mapleridge Drive street frontage.   
Overall, the quality of the Neighbourhood parks is well below the recommended standard. 
For Applewood Park, physical access, visibility and small size are the main issues.  This park is 
located in an area of higher density. 
For Redwood Park, access, visibility and facilities are the drawbacks of this heavily wooded park.  
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The only street frontage is completely wooded with no obvious point of access or sign to indicate 
that a park exists.  Two narrow walkways are the only points of physical access and neither is 
signed. 
Dainard Park has excellent visibility and physical access, but is completely lacking in facilities and 
other amenities.  This park is located in an area of higher density. 
Oakwood Park’s only street presence is fully wooded with no obvious point of physical entry and 
no sign to indicate that the property is parkland.  The only point of physical access is a narrow 
walkway off Ridgewood Court.  No sign announces the park. 
Mapleridge Park has very little street presence and limited physical access, with the only street 
frontage on Mapleridge Drive where there is a park sign and play apparatus that is set well back 
from the street.  There is a narrow walkway off Mapleridge and Brimwood Court.  Most of the 
park is wooded.  This park is located in an area of higher density. 
The quality and usability rating for these parks is as follows, with 4 of the 5 Neighbourhood parks 
rated well below minimum standard: 

• Mapleridge (18/66) 
• Dainard (12/66) 
• Redwood (3/66) 
• Applewood (28/66) 
• Oakwood (6/66) 
• Kawartha Heights Community Park (18/66) 

Also located in this Planning Area is Kawartha Heights Elementary School.  The western and 
southwest parts of the school yard are open space, with play structures and two scrub ball 
diamonds in the southwestern portion.  James Strath Elementary School and Crestwood 
Secondary School are located just outside of the Planning Area and the City limits (northwest 
corner). 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 5.9 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With 5.5 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, there is 
currently a slight shortfall of 0.4 hectares.  However, this situation is worsened by the poor 
quality of Neighbourhood parks, especially the poor physical access to most parks.  And, the 
oversized nature of Mapleridge Park inflates the parkland to population ratio. 

With projected intensification along the Lansdowne Street Mixed Use Corridor, it is likely that this 
Planning Area to increase in population, which, if additional Neighbourhood parkland is not 
provided, will exacerbate the slightly park-deficient situation and reduce park equity. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-17 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  The analysis identifies a large area in the southeast quadrant 
of the Planning Area that has inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland.  There is a smaller 
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area of inadequate access in the central west.  The poor quality of parkland adds to park inequity. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Kawartha is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, scoring 
poorly in three of the five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, 
• the quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is just below the target of 1 hectare:1,000 

residents, and 
• low quality Neighbourhood parkland. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
For this Planning Area, the most impactful strategy to improve access to Neighbourhood parkland 
will be to improve the appeal and functionality of existing parkland. 

1. Dainard Park: Design and develop this park to at least the minimum design features that 
are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to create an appealing and highly 
functional park. 

2. Applewood Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

3. Redwood Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended 
for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

4. Oakwood Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended 
for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

5. Mapleridge Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

6. Embedded Neighbourhood park features within Kawartha Heights Park: Upgrade to at 
least the minimum design features that are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland 
to increase appeal and functionality. 

7. Site 39 (City-owned open space): This 0.2 hectare property contains a paved pathway 
between Beachwood Drive and Kawartha Heights Boulevard and already functions like 
parkland.  It supports the upper reaches of Byersville Creek and links to Kawartha Heights 
(Community) Park.  It is recommended that this property be considered parkland and 
added to the inventory of Neighbourhood parkland.  

8. Lansdowne Street Mixed Use Corridor: When this corridor is planned, ensure adequate 
parkland (likely in the form of Urban Park Spaces), based on the recommended Parks and 
Open Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and Standards. 
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Planning Area 16: Greenhill 
Location: Bounded by Sherbrooke Street on the north, Lansdowne Street on the south, Clonsilla 
Avenue and Ford Street on the east and the western property line of the Kawartha Golf and 
Country Club on the west.  Refer to Map 7-18. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 4,724 

Population Density 
Although most of the Planning Area is comprised of low density single-detached homes, there are 
several pockets of medium and high-density housing, mostly in the northern half. 
The new Official Plan has placed a large portion of this Planning Area in high density Mixed Use 
Corridors (Lansdowne Street, Clonsilla Avenue and the Parkway) which will significantly increase 
residential density and the population of this Planning Area. 

Median Household Income 
Household income in this Planning Area is below average.  For the southeastern half and the 
northeastern 20% of the Planning Area, median household income is in the second lowest cohort, 
with a small area (area of high density residential in the northeast) comprised of the lowest 
cohort.  For the remaining one third, household income represents the middle cohort. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are 6 parks within the Greenhill Planning Area, representing two categories of parkland. 

• 1 Regional park (Kinsmen) 
• 5 Neighbourhood parks (Whitfield, Nevin, Golfview Heights, Keith Wightman and 

Wentworth) 
• Kinsmen Park contains embedded Neighbourhood park features. 

Three of the Neighbourhood parks are within the recommended size range of 0.5 to 1.5 hectares.  
Nevin Park (0.3 hectares) is smaller than recommended and Golfview Heights (1.6 hectares) is 
slightly larger than recommended. 
Whitfield Park has excellent street frontage along Whitfield Drive and backs onto the Parkway 
ROW.  The northeastern boundary is open to the adjacent high-density residential area.  The 
property is fenced along Whitfield Drive and does not have a park sign.  A play structure and a few 
benches are the only facilities. 
Nevin Park is an example of a neglected property.  It comprises a pathway and drainage swales.  
There are no facilities or a sign to identify it as a park.  It has excellent frontage on Nevin Avenue 
and Whitfield Drive. 
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Golfview Heights Park has excellent street frontage along Whitfield Avenue, although there is no 
park sign.  A play structure surrounded by trees is the only facility.  The remainder of the site is 
level and turfed. 
Keith Wightman Park does not have street frontage; however, it abuts Keith Wightman 
elementary school on the west.  This provides indirect access to the park and visibility through the 
north end of the school yard.  The park is minimally developed. 
Wentworth Park is not a typical Neighbourhood park.  Access between Wentworth Street and the 
Parkway is provided by a paved path through Wentworth Park.  The path passes through an 
attractive circular display garden.  A walkway circles the garden, with benches around the outside 
facing into the garden and a small gazebo is located in the middle.  That is the only facility.  Along 
its eastern border, the park abuts a City-owned (non-parkland) open space site (#42) that extends 
north and contains a fenced storm water management pond near the park.  There may be an 
opportunity to integrate a portion of this undesignated open space site and pond into Wentworth 
Park, especially since the path to the Parkway also passes through Site 42. 
The quality and usability rating for these parks is as follows, with three of five below the minimum 
standard: 

• Whitefield (21/66) 
• Nevin (13/66) 
• Golfview Heights (36/66) 
• Keith Wightman (9/66) 
• Wentworth (25/66) 

There are two elementary schools in the southern part of the Planning Area (Keith Wightman and 
St. Alphonsus). 
To the east of Golfview Heights Park on the east side of Silverdale Road is McMann Park.  This 2.9 
hectare property is owned by the Otonabee Region Conservation Authority.  A small portion of 
Byersville Creek passes through the southern portion of the property.  From there, the creek flows 
south along the western edge of the Parkway and eventually to the Otonabee River.  McMann 
Park abuts the Parkway ROW to the east. 
The 75.7 hectare Kawartha Golf and Country Club forms the western boundary of the Greenhill 
Planning Area. 
Other open space includes St. Peters Cemetery. 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 4.72 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With 4.7 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, there is a 
current minor shortfall of only 0.02 hectares.  However, this positive situation is undermined by 
the poor quality of most of the Neighbourhood parkland. 

With intensification planned along the Lansdowne Street, Clonsilla Avenue and the Parkway, it is 
likely that this Planning Area will increase in density and population, which, if additional 
Neighbourhood parkland is not provided, will exacerbate the slightly park-deficient situation and 
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reduce overall park equity. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-18 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  The location of Neighbourhood parks provides adequate 
access for all but a small area in the central northern part of the Planning Area – containing 
Summit Drive and Montague Court.  However, the poor to moderate quality of Neighbourhood 
parkland undermines adequate spatial access and lowers park equity. This is particularly an issue 
in the highest density/lowest income areas. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Greenhill is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, scoring 
poorly in three of the five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• low quality Neighbourhood parkland, 
• above average density, and 
• below average income. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
There are numerous options and opportunities to improve Neighbourhood park equity within this 
Planning Area. 

1. Whitfield Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended 
for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

2. Nevin Park: Develop to at least the minimum design features that are recommended for 
Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal and functionality. 

3. Golfview Heights Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

4. Keith Wightman Park: In partnership with the Public School Board, upgrade the park and 
adjacent school yard to at least the minimum design features that are recommended for 
Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

5. Wentworth Park and Site 42 (City-owned open space): Upgrade to at least the minimum 
design features that are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal 
and functionality.  Investigate if a portion of the adjacent City-owned (non-parkland) open 
space property (Site 42) that parallels the Parkway on the west and contains the Byersville 
Creek and the stormwater management pond can be integrated with Wentworth Park to 
enlarge the park and add to its unique character.  The fence around the small pond would 
have to be removed to complete the integration of the properties and to allow full 
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appreciation of the pond and its natural setting. 
6. Site 45 (City-owned open space): Designate this property as neighbourhood parkland, 

which is already established as a hard surface walkway between Golfview Heights Park 
and Golfview Road. 

7. Site 50 (City-owned open space): If all or part of this property is not required for the 
Parkway, consider the land as parkland to: i) augment Whitfield and Nevin Neighbourhood 
parks, ii) add to Community parkland, and iii) enhance the trails through the property – 
connecting directly to Whitfield and Kinsmen parks, as well as McMann Park (ORCA 
property).  The ecological integrity of this ORCA property would be strengthened if Site 50 
is retained as open space.   

8. Lansdowne Street, Clonsilla Avenue and the Parkway Mixed Use Corridors: When these 
corridors are planned, ensure adequate parkland (likely in the form of Urban Park Spaces), 
based on the recommended Parks and Open Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and 
Standards. 
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Planning Area 17: Monaghan 

Location: Bounded by Sherbrooke Street on the north, Lansdowne Street on the south, Park 
Street on the east and Clonsilla Avenue and Ford Street on the west.  Refer to Map 7-19. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 3,638 

Population Density 
Although most of the Planning Area is comprised of low density single-detached homes, there are 
several small pockets of medium density housing in the northwest corner.  The site of the former 
Canadian General Electric operation comprises a large portion of the northern part of the Planning 
Area.  
Lansdowne Street has been designated in the new City of Peterborough Official Plan as a high 
density, Mixed Use Corridor which could increase residential density and the population of this 
Planning Area. 

Median Household Income 
The entire Planning Area is comprised of the second lowest household income cohort. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are 5 parks within the Monaghan Planning Area, representing all four categories of 
suburban parkland. 

• 1 Regional park (Evinrude Centre) 
• 1 Community park (Knights of Columbus) – contains embedded Neighbourhood park 

features 
• 2 Neighbourhood parks (Turner and Sherbrooke) 
• 1 Pocket Park (Romaine and Monaghan) 

Turner and Sherbrooke parks are both within the recommended size range for Neighbourhood 
parks. 
Turner Park has excellent street frontage and visibility along Chamberlain and High streets, 
although fencing along both streets reduces physical access and appeal.  The park is well equipped 
with facilities (play structure, spay pad, play court, scrub ball diamond).  However, there is no park 
sign. 
Sherbrooke Park has excellent street frontage and visibility along Sherbrooke Street.  The street 
frontage is fenced and there is no park sign.  Facilities include a play structure and play court.  This 
park is very important to serve the neighbourhood to the north of the former CGE property, 
which creates a major barrier between the northern and southern portions of the Planning Area. 
The quality and usability rating for these parks is as follows, with both being slightly above the 
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minimum standard: 
• Turner (25/66) 
• Sherbrooke (33/66) 

Prince of Wales Elementary School is the only school within the Planning Area. 
The Crawford Rail Trail passes through the southeast corner of the Planning Area. 
Also, within the Planning Area is the Canadian Canoe Museum which will be relocating to the site 
of the Peterborough Lift Lock. 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 3.64 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With 1.2 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, there is a 
current very serious shortfall of 2.44 hectares. 

With intensification planned for the Lansdowne Street Mixed Use Corridor, there is potential for 
this Planning Area to increase in density and population, which, if additional Neighbourhood 
parkland is not provided, will exacerbate the already serious park-deficient situation and further 
reduce park equity. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-19 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  The two Neighbourhood parks and Knights of Columbus 
(Community) Park provide adequate access to Neighbourhood parkland throughout the Planning 
Area.  However, below average income, and the low quantity and moderate quality of 
Neighbourhood parkland undermine park equity.  If the Canadian General Electric property is 
repurposed into residential (likely at a higher density), it will be critical that adequate parkland to 
service additional residents is provided within the development area. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Monaghan is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, scoring 
poorly in two of the five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• the quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is just below the target of 1 hectare:1,000 
residents, and 

• below average income. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
For this Planning Area, the most impactful strategy to improve access to Neighbourhood parkland 
will be to improve the appeal and functionality of existing parkland. 

1. Turner Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended for 
Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 
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2. Sherbrooke Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

3. Knights of Columbus Park: Upgrade the embedded Neighbourhood park portion of this 
property to at least the minimum design features that are recommended for 
Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

4. Sites 115 and 116 (City-owned open space): These linear properties contain a portion of 
the Crawford Rail Trail and for that reason, both should be officially designated as 
Community parkland. 

5. Lansdowne Street Mixed Use Corridor: When this corridor is planned, ensure adequate 
parkland (likely in the form of Urban Park Spaces), based on the recommended Parks and 
Open Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and Standards. 
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Planning Area 18: South Central 
Location: Bounded by Sherbrooke Street on the north, Lansdowne Street on the south, the 
Otonabee River and Little Lake on the east and Park Street in the west.  Refer to Map 7-20. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 3,220 

Population Density 
The residential portion of this Planning Area is predominately single-detached residences.  
However, there are numerous small blocks of medium and high-density housing located within 
the southern two-thirds of the area.  This is one of the higher density Planning Areas.  The Central 
Area, which includes the Hunter Street commercial area, has been identified as an area of 
residential and commercial/mixed use intensification, which will further increase residential 
density and the population of this Planning Area. 

Median Household Income 
Income in this Planning Area is well below average, with the western half comprised of the lowest 
median household income and the remainder comprised of the second lowest income cohort. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are four parks within the South Central Planning Area, representing three of the four 
categories of suburban parkland. 

• 1 Regional park (Del Crary) 
• 2 Community parks (King Edward and Crescent Street Boulevard) 
• 1 Neighbourhood park (Stewart) 

Note: Once the Official Plan is approved, the two Pocket Parks, King Edward (Community) Park 
should be reclassified as an Urban Community Park. 
At 0.3 hectares, Stewart Park is smaller than the recommended minimum size of 0.5 hectares for 
Neighbourhood parks.  The park fronts onto Stewart Street with a walkway east to Bethune 
Street.  The local community has been instrumental in fundraising and developing the park which 
includes a community garden, play structure and play court, as well as the Children’s Butterfly 
Garden.  The quality and usability rating for this park ranked at the higher mid-range of 
evaluations at 40/66. 
King Edward (Community) Park doubles as a Neighbourhood park in that it contains a number of 
facilities that mirror what would typically be included in a Neighbourhood park (e.g., play 
structure, play court and water play facility). 
There are three trails that traverse the South Central Planning Area: 

• Crawford Rail Trail (the segment from Park Street to Perry Street) 
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• Great Trail (previously named Trans Canada Trail) (the segment from the railway bridge by 
the Holliday Inn to Sherbrooke Street) 

• New (undeveloped) rail trail (the segment from the Otonabee River at Lansdowne Street 
to Perry and Aylmer streets) 

Other publicly available open space includes Little Lake Cemetery and the recently acquired 
former rail line which is currently designated as City-owned (non-parkland) open space (noted 
above). 
Bethune Street (from Dublin Street to Townsend Street) will undergo a major redevelopment 
creating numerous small and intensively developed Urban Park Spaces along a corridor of public 
realm space.  
Another policy objective of the new Official Plan is to uncover more of Jackson Creek within the 
Downtown - to increase the amount of public open space and publicly available commercial open 
spaces. 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 3.22 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With 0.3 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, there is 
currently a very serious shortfall of 2.92 hectares.  Adding to this deficiency is the fact that 
Stewart Neighbourhood Park is located in the far northern part of the Planning Area. 

Since this Planning Area is within the Central Area and has been identified for intensification, 
population and density will increase significantly.  Access to adequate Neighbourhood parkland 
will be further eroded, along with park equity, unless additional quality parkland is provided (likely 
in the form of Urban Park Spaces). 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-20 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  When King Edward (Community) Park and Knights of 
Columbus (Community) Park (located within the Monaghan Planning Area) are included as 
Neighbourhood parks, only two areas of inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland emerge.  
One is east of Lock Street and the other is just west of Del Crary Park.  Given the small size of 
Stewart Park, much is asked of it to service the northern third of the Planning Area. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
South Central is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, scoring 
poorly in all five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, 
• the quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is below the target of 1 hectare:1,000 residents, 
• low quality Neighbourhood parkland, 
• above average density, and 
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• below average income. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
There are numerous options and opportunities to improve Neighbourhood park equity within this 
Planning Area. 

1. Stewart Park: This park will be an important component of the Bethune Street 
rehabilitation.  Ensure that it is upgraded to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

2. King Edward Park: An important action to increase access to the embedded 
Neighbourhood park within King Edward Park is to reduce the barrier effect of George 
Street for the residents who live to the east and do not have a Neighbourhood park.  To 
that end, consideration should be given to a signalized crosswalk where George and Ware 
streets intersect.  Also note the recommendations for Sites 119 – 126 (especially Site 120), 
aimed to improve access to parkland for this residential area.   

3. Sites 119 – 126 (City-owned open space): These linear properties (former rail line) have 
recently been acquired by the City and will be developed into a trail that will extend east 
to the City limits and beyond, as well as northwest to link up with the Crawford Rail Trail 
between Rink and Bethune streets.  For that reason, seven of these eight City-owned 
(non-parkland) open space sites should be officially designated as Community parkland. 
See the specific recommendation for Site 120. 

4. Site 120 (City-owned open space): This 0.3 hectare City-owned open space property is 
part of the recently acquired former rail line.  It fronts onto Ware Street, just east of Lock 
Street – and also fronts onto Princess Street.  Given that the residential area bounded by 
Lansdowne Street, Crescent Street, Little Lake Cemetery and Lock Street has inadequate 
access to Neighbourhood parkland, it is recommended that this property be designated as 
a Neighbourhood park and developed to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland.  Although it is an under-sized site, there is 
room to provide a few facilities and aesthetic features to enhance the property and 
provide much needed parkland relief for this area.  When designing the park, integrate the 
trail that will pass through this property, possibly aligning it with the current sidewalk to 
allow the back portion of the property to contain the park facilities.   

5. Sites 11, 117 and 118 (City-owned open space): These linear properties contain a portion 
of the Crawford Rail Trail and for that reason, they should be officially designated as 
Community parkland. 

6. Sites 55 and 62 (City-owned open space): Although it will not directly improve access to 
Neighbourhood parkland, these two City-owned (non-parkland) open space properties 
should be officially designated as Regional parkland, along with the unused portion of 
Water Street that is adjacent to Site 55.  These properties should be designed and 
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developed as an extension of Millennium Park and to strengthen the trail link from the 
footbridge crossing of the Otonabee River west to George Street – as part of the 
Downtown Vibrancy Project.   

7. Central Area: As this high density, mixed use area is further planned, ensure adequate 
parkland (in the form of Urban Park Spaces), based on the recommended Parks and Open 
Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and Standards. 

. 
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Planning Area 19: Beavermead 
Location: Bounded by Lansdowne Street on the south, the Trent Canal and Otonabee River on the 
west, the City limits on the east and a rail line on the north.  Refer to Map 7-21. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 3,339 

Population Density 
The Planning Area is predominately single-detached residences.  However, Walker and Eastgate 
Memorial parks are bordered on the east by an area of medium and high density residential.  
Within the residential area south of Downers Corners Wetland, there is a small area of high 
density residential.   
Lansdowne Street has been designated in the new City of Peterborough Official Plan as a high 
density, Mixed Use Corridor which could increase residential density and the population of this 
Planning Area. 

Median Household Income 
Most of the residential portion of this Planning Area is comprised of the second lowest household 
income cohort.  However, a small pocket east of this lower income area is comprised of the 
second highest household income cohort. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are 6 parks within the Beavermead Planning Area, representing three categories of 
suburban parkland. 

• 2 Regional parks (Beavermead and Johnson) 
• 2 Community parks (Eastgate Memorial and Farmcrest) 
• 2 Neighbourhood parks (Walker and undeveloped Blocks 43/44 in the Willowcreek 

subdivision) 
At 2.2 hectares, Walker Park is larger than the recommended standard of 0.5 to 1.5 hectares.  
However, the future 0.2 hectare Neighbourhood park in the Willowcreek subdivision (Blocks 43 
and 44) is smaller than the minimum size. 
Walker Park has good street frontage, although the fencing along Walker Avenue detracts from 
the park’s appeal and physical access.  A play structure is located within the section closest to 
Walker Avenue and two soccer fields are located in the back section of the park. 
The quality and usability rating for these parks is as follows, with Walker Park just above the 
minimum standard: 

• Walker (29/66) 
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• Blocks 43/44 in the Willowcreek subdivision (undeveloped) 
Other public open spaces with this Planning Area include: 

• Monsignor O’Donoghue Elementary School 
• The 2.7 hectare Naval Association property that the City is in the process of acquiring by 

2023. 
• The 0.4 hectare Otonabee Region Conservation Authority property called Whitlaw Park. 
• The 59 hectare Downers Corners Wetland that will soon be totally in City ownership. 
• The grounds associated with Lock 20 (Parks Canada). 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 3.3 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With 2.4 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, there is a 
current shortfall of 0.94 hectares. 

With intensification planned for the Lansdowne Street Mixed Use Corridor, there is potential for 
this Planning Area to increase in density and population, which, if additional Neighbourhood 
parkland is not provided, will exacerbate the already park-deficient situation and further reduce 
park equity. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-21 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  Over half of the principle residential area has inadequate 
access to Neighbourhood parkland, with Walker Park being the only park to service this area.  The 
developing residential area south of the Downers Corners Wetland (Willowcreek Subdivision) will 
be underserviced due to the very small (currently undeveloped) Neighbourhood park property 
(see below).  Although there is no public park in the vicinity of Kawartha Village Cooperative 
Homes (west of Ashburnham Drive and north of Lansdowne Street), a central courtyard and 
playground has been provided for residents. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Beavermead is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, scoring 
poorly in three of five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, 
• the quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is below the target of 1 hectare:1,000 residents, 

and 
• below average income. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
There are numerous options and opportunities to improve Neighbourhood park equity within this 
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Planning Area. 
1. Walker Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended for 

Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 
2. Future Neighbourhood Park (Blocks 43 and 44) in the Willowcreek Subdivision: This 

property will have to be designed to optimize its small size, while attempting to meet the 
minimum design features that are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland.  It appears 
that the property slopes to the north, which may limit its potential as an adequate 
Neighbourhood park. 

3. Farmcrest (Community) Park and Sites 51 and 52 (City-owned open space): Due to 
inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland in the southern portion of the principle 
residential area, it is recommended that the potential to create a Neighbourhood park 
within Farmcrest (Community) Park be investigated.  Sites 51 and 52 may provide limited 
points of physical access to this park from Farmcrest Avenue.   

4. Monsignor O’Donoghue Elementary School: Due to the lack of parkland within the 
neighbourhood surrounding this school, it is recommended that the City attempt to 
partner with the Separate School Board to further develop the school yard to provide as 
many Neighbourhood park features and facilities as possible.  Facilities already in place 
include: two sport courts, two play structures, a shade structure and an unstructured 
turfed area.  Fencing along Marsdale Drive detracts from and reduces access to the school 
yard. 

5. Site 130 (City-owned open space): This linear property (former rail line) has recently been 
acquired by the City and will be developed into a section of trail that will extend into the 
downtown. For that reason, this property should be officially designated as Community 
parkland. 

6. Site 133 (City-owned open space): This property is the northern portion of the Downers 
Corners wetland. For that reason, the property should be designated as Community 
parkland (nature preserve/reserve). 

7. Lansdowne Street Mixed Use Corridor: When this corridor is planned, ensure adequate 
parkland (likely in the form of Urban Park Spaces), based on the recommended Parks and 
Open Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and Standards. 
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Planning Area 20: Sir Sandford Fleming 
Location: Bounded by Lansdowne Street on the north, the City limits on the west, Spillsbury Drive 
on the east and a rail line and the City limits on the south.  Refer to Map 7-22. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 3,079 

Population Density 
The Planning Area is predominately single-detached residences.  However, there are several small 
pockets of medium and high-density housing east of the College and in the southwest of the 
Planning Area at Airport Road and Spillsbury Drive. 
Lansdowne Street has been designated in the new City of Peterborough Official Plan as a high 
density, Mixed Use Corridor which could increase residential density and the population of this 
Planning Area. 

Median Household Income 
Household income is above average in this Planning Area, predominantly the second highest 
income cohort, followed by the middle income group. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are only 2 parks within the Sir Sandford Fleming Planning Area. 

• 2 Neighbourhood parks (Stenson and Valleymore) 
At 4.3 hectares, Stenson Park is an oversized Neighbourhood park.  Valleymore Park (1.1 hectares) 
is within the 0.5 – 1.5 hectare recommended size range for Neighbourhood parks. 
A large portion of Stenson Park is comprised of a stormwater management and treed area, with 
only the narrow northern entrance off Waddell Avenue and a small southern portion of the park 
that fronts onto Stenson Boulevard available for active recreation.  The central portion of the park 
may form part of the headwaters of Harper Creek.  A walking trail traverses much of the 
stormwater management/treed area and provides access to the park from three points.  Play 
equipment is located within the southern portion.   
A good portion of Valleymore Park is comprised of an embankment along the railway line and at 
the eastern end.  Facilities include playground equipment and a sport pad. 
The quality and usability rating for these parks is as follows, with Valleymore Park below the 
minimum standard: 

• Stenson (26/66) 
• Valleymore (17/66) 

A large open space property within this Planning Area is the main campus of Sir Sandford Fleming 
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College.  The 80.9 hectare site contains the Peterborough Sport and Wellness Centre, trails, and 
premier ball diamonds (Bowers Park) and rectangular fields. The southern third of the site is 
undeveloped and comprised of natural heritage features, including forest, meadows and a creek. 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 3.1 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With 5.4 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, there is a 
current surplus of 2.3 hectares.  However, the oversized nature of Stenson Park, with only a 
small portion of it available for active recreation, overstates the ratio of Neighbourhood 
parkland. 

With intensification planned for the Lansdowne Street Mixed Use Corridor, there is potential for 
this Planning Area to increase in density and population, which, if additional Neighbourhood 
parkland is not provided, could result in a future park-deficient situation and further reduce park 
equity. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-22 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  Approximately half of the residential area north of Sir 
Sandford Fleming Drive has inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, while most of the 
residential area to the south is located within the 400 metre service area of Valleymore Park. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Sir Sandford Fleming is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, 
scoring poorly in two of five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland and  
• low quality of Neighbourhood parkland. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
There are numerous options and opportunities to improve Neighbourhood park equity within this 
Planning Area. 

1. Stenson Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended 
for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

2. Valleymore Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

3. Site 20 (City-owned open space): Although this property is not formally part of Stenson 
Park, it contains a walkway and provides access to the park from Pinewood Drive.  It is 
recommended that this property be formally designated as Neighbourhood parkland and 
added to Stenson Park.  
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4. Site 24 (City-owned open space): This property contains a portion of Harper Creek, a 
walkway between Pinewood Drive and Fortye Drive and the Pinewood Pollinator Garden.  
Due to its attributes and existing uses, it is recommended that this property be formally 
designated as Neighbourhood parkland. 

5. Lansdowne Street Mixed Use Corridor: When this corridor is planned, ensure adequate 
parkland (likely in the form of Urban Park Spaces), based on the recommended Parks and 
Open Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and Standards. 

  

Figure 2: Site 24, City-owned Open Space near Stenson Park 
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Planning Area 21: Lansdowne 
Location: Bounded by Lansdowne Street on the north, Spillsbury Drive on the west, Sir Sandford 
Fleming Drive and Highway 7 on the south and the Queensway, Erskine Avenue and the Crawford 
Rail Trail on the east.  Refer to Map 7-23. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 832 

Population Density 
Housing is concentrated in western and northwestern quarter of this Planning Area. Except for a 
small block of medium density housing around Village Court, the area is comprised of low density, 
single-detached housing. 
Lansdowne Street has been designated in the new City of Peterborough Official Plan as a high 
density, Mixed Use Corridor which could increase residential density and the population of this 
Planning Area. 

Median Household Income 
Household income is in the middle cohort. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are 2 parks within the Lansdowne Planning Area. 

• 1 Regional park (Harper) 
• 1 Neighbourhood park (Bridlewood) 

The eastern two-thirds of Bridlewood Park is wooded where it borders seamlessly with Harper 
(Community) Park.  Although there is no park sign, the street frontage is not fenced which adds to 
the appeal of the park.  Playground equipment and two benches are located near the 
Ramblewood Drive entrance to the park.  At 2.9 hectares, Bridlewood Park is larger than 
recommended; however, the developed portion of the park is typical of what is envisioned for a 
Neighbourhood park.  The quality and usability rating for this park is 15/66, which is well below 
the minimum standard. 
The Crawford Rail Trail forms part of the eastern boundary of this Planning Area, and as such 
provides a value recreation resource. 
Site 22 (City-owned open space): There is an informal turfed access point into Bridlewood Park off 
Creekwood Drive.  Although there is no defined walkway into the park through this property, the 
turf is well maintained. 
Abutting Harper Park on the north is Holy Cross Catholic Secondary School.  The southern and 
eastern portion of the school site is wooded and blends seamlessly into Harper Park. 
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Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 0.8 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With 2.9 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, there is a 
current surplus of 2.1 hectares.  However, the oversized nature of Bridlewood Park, with only 
about one-third of it available for active recreation, overstates the positive ratio of 
Neighbourhood parkland. 

With intensification planned for the Lansdowne Street Mixed Use Corridor, there is potential for 
this Planning Area to increase in density and population, which, if additional Neighbourhood 
parkland is not provided, could result in a future park-deficient situation and further reduce park 
equity. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-23 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  The small residential area within the Lansdowne Planning 
Area is largely within the 400 metre service area of Bridlewood Park.  Along the southern edge of 
the Westview Village enclave of townhomes there is a large private park-like open space area with 
a large stormwater pond, a gazebo and walking paths.  Harper Park abuts this property on the 
south.  Although not public land, this passive recreation area contributes significantly to the 
Neighbourhood open space within the Planning Area. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Lansdowne is not one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
There are numerous options and opportunities to improve Neighbourhood park equity within this 
Planning Area. 

1. Bridlewood Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

2. Sites 22 and 33 (City-owned open space): It is recommended that these access points into 
Bridlewood Park from Creekwood Drive and Spillsbury Drive officially become parkland, 
with the acreage added to Bridlewood Park. 

3. Lansdowne Street Mixed Use Corridor: When this corridor is planned, ensure adequate 
parkland (likely in the form of Urban Park Spaces), based on the recommended Parks and 
Open Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and Standards. 
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Planning Area 22: Kenner 
Location: Bounded by Lansdowne Street on the north, the Queensway, Erskine Avenue, the 
Crawford Rail Trail and Johnston Drive on the west, the Otonabee River on the east and the City 
limit on the south.  Refer to Map 7-24. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 6,569 

Population Density 
Although most of the Planning Area is low density, there are a few small pockets of medium 
density housing scattered throughout.  
The southern boundary of the Central Area (which includes the southern-most portion of the 
principle downtown and the Hunter Street commercial area) extends south to encompass 
Morrow Park and Lansdowne Street from Park Street to the Otonabee River has been identified as 
an area of residential and commercial/mixed use intensification, which will further increase 
residential density and the population of this Planning Area.   
Lansdowne Street has been designated in the new Official Plan as a high density, Mixed Use 
Corridor which should also increase residential density and the population of this Planning Area. 

Median Household Income 
Household income is below average.  The residential area south of Crawford Drive comprises the 
lowest household income cohort.  The western and northern areas are comprised of the second 
lowest income cohort with the remaining area comprised of the middle income cohort. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are 9 parks within the Kenner Planning Area. 

• 2 Regional parks (R. A. Morrow Memorial and the Peterborough Memorial Centre site) 
• 1 Community park (Newhall) 
• 6 Neighbourhood parks (John Taylor Memorial, Grove, Cameron Tot Lot, Stacey Green, 

Glenn Pagett and Brinton Carpet) 
While three of the Neighbourhood parks are within the recommended size range of 0.5 to 1.5 
hectares, three are under-size (Cameron Tot Lot, John Taylor and Glenn Pagett). 
Although the Neighbourhood parks are fairly well distributed, their quality is poor to very poor 
(see below).  Brinton Capet Park is devoted entirely to a well-maintained junior ball diamond.  
Grove Park is landlocked, with the only street access being a narrow walkway off Barbara 
Crescent.  
The quality and usability rating for these parks is as follows, with four of six below the minimum 
standard: 
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• John Taylor Memorial (27/66) 
• Grove (24/66) 
• Cameron Tot Lot (15/66) 
• Stacey Green (21/66) 
• Glenn Pagett (19/66) 
• Brinton Carpet (16/66) 

There are three schools within the Planning Area. 
• Kenner Collegiate and Vocational Institute 
• St. Johns Elementary 
• Roger Neilson Elementary  

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 6.6 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With 3.6 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, there is a 
current significant shortfall of 3.0 hectares.  The small size and poor quality of most of the parks 
further reduces the overall park equity in the Planning Area. 

With intensification planned for the Central Area and the Lansdowne Street Mixed Use Corridor, it 
is likely that this Planning Area will increase in density and population, which, if additional 
Neighbourhood parkland is not provided, will exacerbate the already serious park-deficient 
situation and further reduce park equity. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-24 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  While the western and eastern residential areas have 
adequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, the central area is less well served, with John Taylor 
Memorial being the only park between Monaghan Road and Park Street.  Newhall (Community) 
Park has been included in the analysis due to the Neighbourhood park features that are 
incorporated. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Kenner is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, scoring poorly 
in four of five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, 
• the quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is below the target of 1 hectare:1,000 residents, 
• low quality of Neighbourhood parkland, and 
• below average income. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
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For this Planning Area, the most impactful strategy to improve access to Neighbourhood parkland 
will be to improve the appeal and functionality of existing parkland. 

1. John Taylor Memorial Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

2. Grove Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended for 
Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

3. Cameron Tot Lot: Develop to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal and functionality.  When 
this park is planned, it will be important to reflect the varied needs of the neighbourhood 
and ensure that the park is durable in order to support above average use.  

4. Stacey Green Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

5. Glenn Pagett Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

6. Brinton Carpet Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

7. Sites 35, 37 and 114 (City-owned open space): These City-owned properties comprise part 
of the Crawford Rail Trail.  Site 35 is the longest stretch and includes significant frontage 
on Crawford Drive.  Site 37 is adjacent to the trail near Stacey Green Park and fronts onto 
Hawley Street.  A vehicular access road to commercial properties to the north splits this 
site.  At least the western half of the site could be added to the trail ROW to increase 
access at Hawley Street, especially if the road access was buffered from the trail ROW.  
Site 114 is the trail ROW south of Lansdowne Street to the portion of the trail ROW that is 
owned by Lansdowne Mall Inc.  It is recommended that these properties be officially 
designated as Community parkland and that a trail head be developed on the property 
that fronts onto Crawford Drive. 

8. Lansdowne Street Mixed Use Corridor/Central Area: When this high density area is 
planned, ensure adequate parkland (likely in the form of Urban Park Spaces), based on the 
recommended Parks and Open Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and Standards. 
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Planning Area 23: Otonabee 
Location: Bounded by Lansdowne Street on the north, the Otonabee River on the west, Highway 7 
on the south and Ashburnham Drive on the east.  Refer to Map 7-25. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 4,716 

Population Density 
Although most of the Planning Area is low density, there are a few small pockets of medium 
density housing scattered throughout.  
Lansdowne Street is an area that has been designated in the new Official Plan as a high density, 
Mixed Use Corridor which should also increase residential density and the population of this 
Planning Area. 

Median Household Income 
Household income is below average, with approximately half of the Planning Area comprised of 
the second lowest income cohort and the most of remainder comprised the middle income 
cohort.  In the central north, there is a small pocket of the second highest income cohort. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
There are 9 parks within the Otonabee Planning Area. 

• 2 Community parks (Corrigan Hill and the Sherin Boat Ramp) 
• 7 Neighbourhood parks (Chelsea Gardens, Rideau, Corrigan, Kiwanis, Denne, Humber and 

Collison) 
Four of the Neighbourhood parks are smaller than recommended (Rideau, Corrigan, Humber and 
Collison).  Kiwanis (3.2 hectares) and Chelsea (1.9 hectares) are oversize parks.  
Although there is an above average quantity of Neighbourhood parkland and the distribution is 
adequate, the quality of most of the parks is poor.  Rideau Park is landlocked and accessed by two 
very narrow walkways.  Denne Park has poor access from the residential area and has no facilities.  
Corrigan Park provides a point of access to Corrigan Hill (Community) Park and has no facilities.  
Humber Park has no facilities and acts as a point of access to Otonabee Valley school.  Only 
Chelsea and Kiwanis parks have signs. 
At the northeast corner of Collison Park is an access point to the Otonabee River that contains an 
unsupervised beach.  Although this waterfront property appears to be part of the park, it is 
actually unused land associated with the adjacent Sewage Treatment plant.  The beach is not 
officially a municipal beach. See the recommendation re: Collison Park under the strategy to 
improve Neighbourhood park equity.    
The quality and usability rating for these parks is as follows, with five of seven well below the 
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minimum standard: 
• Chelsea Gardens (27/66) 
• Rideau (15/66) 
• Corrigan (11/66) 
• Kiwanis (28/66) 
• Denne (17/66) 
• Humber (19/66) 
• Collison (19/66) 

There are two elementary schools in the Otonabee Planning Area (Otonabee Valley and St. 
Patrick’s Separate). 
At 20.4 hectares, Highland Park Cemetery provides a great deal of publicly available passive open 
space. 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, this Planning Area should have 4.7 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With 6.4 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, there is 
currently a surplus of 1.7 hectares.  However, the small size and poor quality of four of the 
seven Neighbourhood parks reduces overall park equity. 

With intensification planned for the Lansdowne Street Mixed Use Corridor, there is potential for 
this Planning Area to increase in density and population, which, if additional Neighbourhood 
parkland is not provided, will reduce the ratio of parkland to population, as well as park equity. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-25 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  Due to the well distributed nature of Neighbourhood parks, 
almost all of the residential area has adequate access to parkland.  However, the small size and 
poor quality of some of the parks undermines access to adequate parkland, particularly in the 
northeast corner of the Planning Area that is inadequately served by Corrigan Park.  The same can 
be said for Rideau, Humber and Denne parks. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Otonabee is not one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity. 

Strategy to Improve Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
For this Planning Area, the most impactful strategy to improve access to Neighbourhood parkland 
will be to improve the appeal and functionality of existing parkland. 

1. Rideau Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended for 
Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality.  This is an example of a 
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poorly conceived park, with no street presence and visibility, and very poor physical 
access.  The landlocked nature of this park also presents a security issue.  Promoting its 
existence at both walkway entrances should be a priority. 

2. Corrigan (Neighbourhood) Park and Corrigan Hill (Community) Park: At least triple the size 
of this Corrigan (Neighbourhood) Park by adding land from Corrigan Hill (Community) Park 
(the frontage along Sabatino Court and further into the park).  Develop the enlarged 
Neighbourhood park site to at least the minimum design features that are recommended 
for Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal and functionality.  Create a more 
prominent entrance to Corrigan Park and Corrigan Hill Park from Sabatino Court.  
Strengthen the trail system throughout Colligan Hill Park to improve access through the 
park and from Sabatino Court, Corrigan Hill Road and Trailview Drive. 

3. Denne Park: Develop to at least the minimum design features that are recommended for 
Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal and functionality. 

4. Humber Park: Develop to at least the minimum design features that are recommended 
for Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal and functionality. 

5. Chelsea Gardens Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

6. Kiwanis Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended for 
Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality. 

7. Collison Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are recommended for 
Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality.  Consider incorporating the 
unused portion of the adjacent sewage treatment plant property (east of the tree line) 
into the park to formally provide access to the Otonabee River. The additional land will 
increase the size of this park to about 0.5 hectares. 

8. Lansdowne Street Mixed Use Corridor: When this corridor is planned, ensure adequate 
parkland (likely in the form of Urban Park Spaces), based on the recommended Parks and 
Open Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and Standards. 
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Planning Area 27: Chemong 
Location: Bounded by City limits on the north and west, Towerhill Road/the north side of Milroy 
Park/Franklin Drive on the south and Hilliard Street on the east.  Refer to Map 7-26. 
For planning purposes, the City has divided this Planning Area into Chemong East and Chemong 
West, with Chemong Road as the dividing line. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 1,064 
Forecast Population (Planning Area-Specific Development Charges Background Study, City of 
Peterborough, July 24, 2017): 6,152 (2,204 in Chemong East and 3,949 in Chemong West)  

Population Density 
Most of the current population is located in Chemong East within the developing Parklands 
Community.  At full build-out, the mix of current and planned residential development for 
Chemong East and Chemong West is expected to be: 

• low density  4,292 residents (70%) 
• medium density  1,408 residents (23%) 
• high density   452 residents (7%) 

The new Official Plan promotes intensification along the Chemong Road Mixed Use Corridor.  
Intensification in this area may increase residential density and population. 

Median Household Income 
Since this Planning Area was very lightly populated in 2016 when the 2015 income data was 
collected through the census, there is insufficient information to report on household income.  

Parkland and Other Open Space 
To date, there are 6 designated parks, all located within the Chemong East Planning Area. 

• 2 narrow Community park sites (Blocks 236 and 237) provide at least visual access to an 
extensive City-owned (non-parkland) open space property (Site 3) that frames the 
residential area on the west, north and east.  Most or all of Site 3 has been identified as 
Provincially Significant Wetland. 

• 4 Neighbourhood parks (Roundabout, Broadway Boulevard site (Block 238), Grange Way 
site (Block 241) and Cullen Trail site (Block 234). 

As noted above, 21.5 hectares of City-owned open space (Site 3) wraps around the residential 
area and comprises Provincially Significant Wetland, forested areas and two stormwater 
management areas with ponds.  Plans call for a nature trail to be developed along the edge of this 
property that will link Bowen Drive (two access points) to Chemong Road around the east and 
north of the residential area via Roundabout Park and the stormwater management area.  An 
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existing walkway from Hilliard Street will also access the nature trail from the east. 
When fully developed, there will be several other small open space and amenity areas created 
within this residential area that are in addition to official public parks and other public open 
spaces.  Several are traffic islands and others are small open areas sprinkled among clusters of 
homes. 
Roundabout Park abuts the eastern stormwater management area and Provincially Significant 
Wetland.  The park is seamlessly integrated with the pond and associated stormwater 
management lands.  The park has been developed and playground equipment and pathways have 
been installed.  This park received a relatively low rating of 29/66.  The other three 
Neighbourhood parks are undeveloped. 
Three of the four Neighbourhood parks are within the recommended size range.  At 0.2 hectares, 
only the Cullen Trail site is undersized. 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, the Chemong East Planning Area 
(when fully built-out at 2,204 population) should have 2.2 hectares of Neighbourhood 
parkland.  With 2.8 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland, there will be a surplus 0.6 hectares at 
full build-out.  Based on a projected population of 3,949, the Chemong West Planning Area 
should provide a minimum of 3.9 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland. 

With intensification planned within the Chemong Road Mixed Use Corridor, residential density 
and the population of the Planning Area may increase.  If so, the ratio of parkland to population, 
along with park equity could be further eroded, if no additional Neighbourhood parkland is 
provided. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-26 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  The location of the four Neighbourhood parks provides 
adequate access for the residents who will live in Chemong East when the community is fully 
developed and populated. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Chemong is not one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity. 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
1. Roundabout Park: Upgrade to at least the minimum design features that are 

recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to increase appeal and functionality.  This 
new park received a rating of only 29/66 in the evaluation of minimum and variable 
requirements. 
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2. Broadway Boulevard park site (Block 238): Develop to at least the minimum design 
features that are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal and 
functionality. 

3. Grange Way park site (Block 241): Develop to at least the minimum design features that 
are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal and functionality. 

4. Cullen Trail park site (Block 234): Develop to at least the minimum design features that are 
recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal and functionality. 

5. Sites 3, 235 and 236 (City-owned open space): These properties should be designated as 
Community parkland.  A nature trail is proposed along the southern and western edges of 
these properties from Chemong Road to Bowen Drive.  The remainder of this property is 
to remain in its natural state with public use discouraged.  City-owned open space sites 
235 and 236 correspond to Blocks 236 and 237 from the Plan of Subdivision. 

6. Chemong Road Mixed Use Corridor: When this corridor is planned, ensure adequate 
parkland (likely in the form of Urban Park Spaces), based on the recommended Parks and 
Open Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and Standards. 
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Planning Area 28: Lily Lake 
Location: Bounded by the City limits on the north and west, Jackson Creek on the south and 
Fairbairn Street and the western boundary of Jackson Park on the east.  Refer to Map 7-27. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 46 
Forecast Population (Planning Area-Specific Development Charges Background Study, City of 
Peterborough, July 24, 2017): 7,600 

Population Density 
At full build-out, the mix of planned residential development is expected to be: 

• low density  4,072 residents (54%) 
• medium density 3,528 residents (46%) 

Median Household Income 
Since this Planning Area was very lightly populated in 2016 when the 2015 income data was 
collected through the census, there is insufficient information to report on household income. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
Only about 80% of the Planning Area is draft plan approved.  From those plans, 19 park sites are 
being conveyed to the City.  15 of the properties are less than 0.5 hectares in size.  The two largest 
sites (Blocks 947 and 940) are 1.13 and 2.16 hectares in size respectively.  Nine properties are 
directly adjacent to natural heritage lands, providing visual access from an adjacent road, as well 
as extending the protective buffer to potentially accommodate a walking trail, particularly along 
the route of Jackson Creek.  Eight sites could support trails/walkways.   
Of the 19 parkland sites, 16 can be classified as Neighbourhood parkland (creating 7 
Neighbourhood parks and 8 trail segments – but only totaling 5.19 hectares), with only three 
being of suitable size.  All of the Neighbourhood park locations have suitable street frontage.  The 
remaining three parkland properties, totaling 1.5 hectares should be classified as Community 
Parkland.    
Within the portion of the Planning Area that is draft approved, four stormwater management 
areas and two elementary school sites have been identified. 
34.6 hectares of natural heritage public open space will also be conveyed to the City, comprising 
eight sites.  For now, this land will be classified as City-owned (non-park) open space.  When 
registered as City property, these sites should become Community parkland, likely with 
restrictions on public use.  Eight of the 20 parkland blocks abut these open space lands.    
Given the layout of parkland and other public open spaces, there is potential for a trail network 
around the perimeter and within the Planning Area.  This local trail/sidewalk network can be 
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connected to the Jackson Creek portion of the Trans Canada Trail.  

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population and a projected population of 7,600, 
this Planning Area should have 7.6 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland.  With 5.19 hectares of 
Neighbourhood parkland being conveyed to date, the shortfall is currently 2.41 hectares.  It is 
anticipated that additional Neighbourhood parkland will be conveyed within the remaining 
undeveloped portion of the Planning Area, which will reduce the projected shortfall.  Since the 
amount of additional parkland is currently unknown, it cannot be determined if the minimum 
target will be achieved.  The under-sized nature of four of the seven future Neighbourhood 
parks erodes Neighbourhood park equity.  1.25 of the 5.25 hectares of Neighbourhood 
parkland is allocated to walkways/local and community trails. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-27 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  Although the distribution of Neighbourhood parks will 
provide adequate access to parkland, the under-sized nature of four of the seven sites will 
undermine park equity.  On the positive side, the oversized nature and relatively central location 
of Block 940 may help to off-set the equity deficiency.  See below for development 
recommendations. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Since this Planning Area is undeveloped, including the parkland, it is too early to evaluate 
Neighbourhood park equity.  However, residential density will be above average and the quality 
and functionality of some of the Neighbourhood parks will likely be below standard.   

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
There are numerous options and opportunities to improve Neighbourhood park equity within this 
Planning Area. 

1. Block 940: Develop this over-sized park site to at least the minimum design features that 
are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal and functionality.  If 
the adjacent school site is retained, plan the two sites as an integrated park/school 
campus.  Given the size of the open space portion of the combined property, there will 
likely be sufficient space to accommodate a small to medium size rectangular field and 
possibly a small ball diamond, if required – along with other facilities and features 
characteristic of a Neighbourhood park and a school yard.  It will be important to select 
types of facilities for this park that will provide opportunities that will be missing in many 
of the other under-sized Neighbourhood parks within this Planning Area. 
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2. Block 941: Develop this under-sized park site to at least the minimum design features that 
are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal and functionality.  
Given the very small size of this site, the opportunity to meet even the minimum 
requirement for a Neighbourhood park will be limited. 

3. Block 942: Develop this minimum-sized park site to at least the minimum design features 
that are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal and functionality.  
Since this small site backs onto a 6 hectare soon-to-be City-owned natural heritage open 
space property, there may be an opportunity to extend suitable Neighbourhood park 
functions into the adjacent open space, if required to achieve a quality Neighbourhood 
park.  

4. Blocks 943 and 944: Develop these adjacent park properties to at least the minimum 
design features that are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal 
and functionality.  Since these small combined sites back onto a 4.0 hectare soon-to-be 
City-owned natural heritage open space property, there may be an opportunity to extend 
suitable Neighbourhood park functions into the adjacent open space, if required to 
achieve a quality Neighbourhood park. 

5. Block 383: Develop this under-sized park site to at least the minimum design features that 
are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal and functionality.  
Given the very small size of this site, the opportunity to meet even the minimum 
requirement for a Neighbourhood park will be limited. 

6. Block 385: Develop this under-sized park site to at least the minimum design features that 
are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal and functionality.  
Given the very small size of this site, the opportunity to meet even the minimum 
requirement for a Neighbourhood park will be limited. 

7. Block 386: Develop this under-sized park site to at least the minimum design features that 
are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal and functionality.  
Since this small site backs onto an 8.7 hectare soon-to-be City-owned natural heritage 
open space property and an adjacent stormwater management area (Block 387), there 
may be an opportunity to extend suitable Neighbourhood park functions into the 
additional open space areas, if required to achieve a quality Neighbourhood park.  The 
stormwater management site should be designed to optimize its natural heritage and 
passive recreation potential, to become an asset to the neighbourhood. 

8. Blocks 948-951: Develop these four inter-block park sites into a walkway that, along with 
sidewalks, will create a north-south walkway/sidewalk route through the community, and 
also link up with Park Block 940 and trail blocks 946 and 947 to link to the Jackson 
Creek/Trans Canada Trail. 

9. Block 952: This small park site provides physical and visual access to City-owned natural 
heritage open space (Block 959) that may contain an east-west trail across the northern 
border of the community.  Therefore, Block 952 is classified as Community parkland. 
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10. Blocks 953 and 954: These two park sites are part of a potential north-south trial route 
that could link the Jackson Creek/Trans Canada Trail to the east-west trail that may be 
developed across the northern border of the community.  Bloch 954 abuts a stormwater 
management site, with the opportunity to develop the two properties into an attractive 
passive open space property. 

11. Blocks 945, 946 and 947: Classify these park properties as Community parkland.  Each 
property abuts and provides additional buffering to soon-to-be City-owned natural 
heritage open space (Blocks 691 and 963). 

12. Block 387: This stormwater management site should be designed to optimize its natural 
heritage and recreation potential, as an asset to the neighbourhood.  

13. Block 388: This stormwater management site should be designed to optimize its natural 
heritage and recreation potential, as an asset to the neighbourhood. 

14. Block 955: This stormwater management site should be designed to optimize its natural 
heritage and recreation potential, as an asset to the neighbourhood. 

15. Blocks 956 and 957: These adjacent stormwater management sites should be designed to 
optimize their natural heritage and passive recreation potential, as an asset to the 
neighbourhood. 

16. Blocks 389, 390, 959, 960, 961, 962 and 963: These are soon-to-be City-owned natural 
heritage open space properties are recommended to become Community parkland, likely 
with restrictions on public use.  
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Planning Area 29: Carnegie 
Location: Bounded by the City limits on the north, Cumberland Avenue on the south, Hilliard 
Street on the west and a line extending south from the western edge of University Heights Park.  
Refer to Map 7-28. 
For planning purposes, the City has divided this Planning Area into Carnegie East and Carnegie 
West. 
Current Population (estimated as of September 1, 2018): 1,427 
Forecast Population (Planning Area-Specific Development Charges Background Study, City of 
Peterborough, July 24, 2017): 4,773 (3,105 in Carnegie East and 1,668 in Carnegie West) 

Population Density 
Most of the current population is located in Carnegie East.  At full build-out, the mix of current and 
planned residential development for Carnegie East and West is expected to be: 

• low density  2,123 residents (68%) 
• medium density 865 residents (28%) 
• high density  117 residents (4%) 

For Carnegie West, the mix of planned residential development is expected to be: 
• low density  1,082 residents (65%) 
• medium density 458 residents (27%) 
• high density   128 residents (8%) 

The new Official Plan promotes intensification along the Water Street Mixed Use Corridor.  
Intensification in this area may increase residential density and population. 

Median Household Income 
The household income profile of the portion of this Planning Area that was populated in 2016 
reflected the second highest income cohort for the area west of Carnegie Avenue.  The area east 
of Carnegie Avenue comprised the middle income cohort. 

Parkland and Other Open Space 
To date, there is one park identified for this Planning Area. 

• 1 undeveloped Neighbourhood park (Settlers Ridge site) 
At 0.9 hectares, the Settlers Ridge park site is within the recommended size range for 
Neighbourhood parks.  The property is currently undeveloped and, in its current physical state, 
displays some limitation to development as an adequate Neighbourhood park.  It is a narrow 
property that slopes off quickly from the street into the creek valley.  The addition of fill and 
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appropriate grading will add to the development potential of the property. 
At the intersection of Cumberland and Carnegie Avenues is a 3.1 hectare stormwater 
management site with a pond, trails, a gazebo and considerable tableland, especially in the 
northern portion of the site.  Even though this is a stormwater management area, the property 
has potential to be further developed to meet some of the Neighbourhood park needs of the 
adjacent neighbourhood. 
In the northeast corner of the Planning Area is a 2.9 hectare City-owned open space site that 
contains a portion of Riverview Creek, wetland and forest cover.  Adjacent to this property on the 
southwest is Settlers Ridge Neighbourhood park site. 

Based on the standard of 1 hectare per 1,000 population, the Carnegie East Planning Area 
(when fully built out at 3,105 population) should provide 3.1 hectares of Neighbourhood 
parkland.  With 0.9 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland currently provided, there is a shortfall 
of 2.2 hectares, based on the estimated full build-out population.  Based on a projected 
population of 1,668, the Carnegie West Planning Area should provide a minimum of 1.7 
hectares of Neighbourhood parkland when fully built out. 

With intensification planned within the Water Street Mixed Use Corridor, there is potential for this 
Planning Area to increase in density and population, which, if additional Neighbourhood parkland 
is not provided, will exacerbate the already park-deficient situation and further reduce park 
equity. 

Access to Neighbourhood Parkland 
Refer to Map 7-28 and Chapter Five for the analysis of Neighbourhood parkland distribution and 
access to Neighbourhood parkland.  With only one Neighbourhood park, approximately half of the 
currently developed portion of this Planning Area has inadequate access to Neighbourhood 
parkland, especially the eastern and southern neighbourhoods. 

Neighbourhood Park Equity Score 
Carnegie is one of 18 Planning Areas that displays poor Neighbourhood park equity, scoring poorly 
in four of five categories as noted below (refer also to Table 7-1): 

• inadequate access to Neighbourhood parkland, 
• the quantity of Neighbourhood parkland is below the target of 1 hectare:1,000 residents, 
• low quality of Neighbourhood parkland, and 
• above average density (when fully developed). 

Strategy to Improve Neighbourhood Park Equity 
There are numerous options and opportunities to improve Neighbourhood park equity within this 
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Planning Area. 
1. Settlers Ridge Neighbourhood park site: Develop to at least the minimum design features 

that are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland to optimize appeal and functionality. 
2. Site 1 (City-owned open space): This very small property should be added to Settlers Ridge 

Park. 
3. Site 104 (City-owned open space):  To help alleviate the shortage of Neighbourhood 

parkland in this part of the Planning Area, designate this 3.1 hectare stormwater 
management area as Neighbourhood parkland.  Continue to develop the property to at 
least the minimum design features that are recommended for Neighbourhood parkland 
to optimize appeal and functionality.  When the road pattern for the undeveloped block 
adjacent to this property on the north is planned, provide adequate street frontage along 
the northern property line to improve access and visibility. 

4. Site 2 and 105 (City-owned open space): These properties comprise the valley of 
Riverview Creek from the northern boundary of the City almost to Water Street, including 
a tributary that flows south from within University Heights Park.  Designate this property 
as Community parkland, likely with restrictions on public use.  Investigate if the property 
can support a low intensity walking trail. 

5. Water Street Mixed Use Corridor: When this corridor is planned, ensure adequate 
parkland (likely in the form of Urban Park Spaces), based on the recommended Parks and 
Open Space Planning and Provision Guidelines and Standards. 
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City of Peterborough Parkland 

A. Regional Parks (12 sites) 
Regional Park Name Area 

(ac.) 
Area 
(ha.) 

Notes 

1. Ashburnham Memorial 
Park 

50.8 20.6 Home of the Peterborough Museum and 
Archives. Contains an embedded 
Neighbourhood park. 

2. Beavermead 
50.6 20.5 Comprising soccer fields, trails, a beach, a 

serviced campground, beach volleyball, 
Ecology Park.  

3. Del Crary 
8.7 3.5 Home of the Fred Anderson Stage and 

adjacent to the Peterborough Marina and 
the Art Gallery of Peterborough. 

4. Evinrude Centre Site 7.9 3.2 Home of the Evinrude Centre (twin-pad 
arena and banquet hall). 

5. Harper 91.3 36.9 High-value natural heritage site. 

6. Johnson 5.4 2.2 Linking Beavermead Park to Lock 20 on the 
T-S Waterway & Rogers Cove Park. 

7. Kinsmen 

19.5 7.9 Home of the Kinsmen Civic Centre (twin-
pad arena). Contains an embedded 
Neighbourhood park, including a water play 
facility. 

8. Millennium 

3.6 1.5 Comprising a small community 
building/café, a boathouse, trails, floral 
displays, sculptures and a small outdoor 
performance venue. 

9. Northcrest Arena Site 5.4 2.2 The future of this site is uncertain after the 
arena is retired. 

10. Peterborough 
Memorial Centre Site 

7.6 3.1 Portion of Morrow Park east of Roger 
Neilson Way. 

11. Pioneer Road/site of 
future arena/pool  

22.0 12.1 Currently undeveloped. 

12. R.A. Morrow Memorial 20.1 8.1 Not including the 3.1 ha. PMC site east of 
Roger Neilson Way. 

Subtotal 292.9 121.8 1.43 ha./1,000 population 
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B. Community Parks (38 sites) 

Community Park Name Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

1. Auburn Reach 
 

3.3 

 
1.3  

2. Bears Creek Woods 13.2 5.3  

3. Bonnerworth 7.2 2.9  

4. Burnham Point 3.3 1.3  

5. Cabot and Keewatin 
Green Belt 3.3 1.3 Parallels the Parkway ROW on north side. 

6. Cedargrove 5.7 2.3 
Storm water management site developed 
into parkland. 

7. Chemong and Sunset 9.8 4.0  

8. Confederation Square 2.0 0.8  

9. Corrigan Hill 17.7 7.2  

10. Crescent Street 2.0 0.8 
Wide boulevard between Crescent Street & 
Little Lake. 

11. Cumberland Park 10.7 4.3 Parallels the Parkway ROW on south side. 

12. Eastgate Memorial 38.1 15.4  

13. Farmcrest 40.0 16.2 Dog park. 

14. Fleming 0.7 0.3  

15. Franklin and Hilliard 2.6 1.0  

16. Goose Pond 0.7 0.3  

17. Hamilton 5.4 2.2 
Contains an embedded Neighbourhood 
park. 
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Community Park Name Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

18. Hilliard Greenbelt 1.7 0.7 
Wide boulevard on east side of Hilliard from 
Langton St. north toward Marina Blvd.  

19. Inverlea 7.6 3.1 
Contains an embedded Neighbourhood 
park. 

20. Jackson 83.1 33.6 

Includes land along the south side of the 
Jackson Creek between the park and 
roughly Wallis Drive – abuts Site 70 (City-
owned open space).  Contains an 
embedded Neighbourhood park. 

21. James Stevenson 13.5 5.5 
Contains and embedded Neighbourhood 
park. 

22. Kawartha Heights 28.3 11.5 
Contains an embedded Neighbourhood 
park. 

23. King Edward 5.9 2.4 
Contains an embedded Neighbourhood 
park. 

24. Knights of Columbus 3.5 1.4 
Contains an embedded Neighbourhood 
park. 

25. Louis Street Park 1.2 0.5 To be developed. 

26. McNamara 2.7 1.1 
Partnership with the Ontario Federation of 
Anglers & Hunters. 

27. Milroy 20.7 8.4 High level sports facilities. 

28. Newhall 5.8 2.4 
Otonabee River shoreline.  Contains an 
embedded Neighbourhood park. 

29. Nicholls Oval 35.1 14.2 
Contains an embedded Neighbourhood 
park. 

30. Pioneer Memorial 
Cemetery 5.4 2.2 Pioneer cemetery. 

262



Appendix A | Parks and Other Open Space Inventory 

City of Peterborough Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces  |201 

Community Park Name Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

31. Queen Alexandra 
Community Centre 
Site 

1.4 0.6 
Adjacent to Nicholls Place (joint 
development potential). 

32. Rogers Cove 7.6 3.1 
Contains an embedded Neighbourhood 
park. 

33. Rotary 8.6 3.5  

34. Rubidge and Reid 1.4 0.5 
2 sites that contain Jackson Creek & the 
Trans Canada Trail. 

35. Sherbrooke Woods 11.8 4.8  

36. Sherin Boat Ramp 0.1 0.0  

37. Quaker 3.5 1.4  

38. University Heights 26.7 10.8 
Natural heritage area.  Contains an 
embedded Neighbourhood park. 

Subtotal 441.3 178.6 (2.1 ha./1,000 pop.)  

 

C. Neighbourhood Parks (67 sites) 

Neighbourhood Park 
Name 

Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

1. Applewood 0.7 0.3 Very limited street frontage, undersize. 

2. Barlesan and Leighton 1.1 0.4 Very limited street frontage, undersize. 

3. Barnardo 3.0 1.2 Recent upgrades. 

4. Bears Creek Common 1.9 0.8 Contains Bears Creek. 

5. Bears Creek Gardens 5.7 2.3 Contains Bears Creek, oversize. 
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Neighbourhood Park 
Name 

Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

6. Block 238, Parklands 
(Broadway Blvd.) 3.2 1.3 Partially developed. 

7. Block 241, Parklands 
(Grange Way) 0.6 0.3 Undeveloped, undersize. 

8. Block 234, Parklands 
(Cullen Trail) 0.4 0.2 Undeveloped, undersize. 

9. Block 369, Jackson 
Creek Meadows 
(Chandler Cres.) 

3.4 1.4 Undeveloped. 

10. Blocks 43 & 44, 
Willowcreek (Laurie 
Ave.) 

0.4 0.2 Undeveloped, undersize. 

11. Blodgett 2.0 0.8 Very limited street frontage, undeveloped. 

12. Bridlewood 7.2 2.9 
Largely wooded, oversize, abuts Harper 
Park. 

13. Brinton Carpet 2.5 1.0 The only facility is a junior ball diamond. 

14. Cameron Tot Lot 0.6 0.3 Minimally developed, undersize. 

15. Centennial 1.5 0.6 
Very limited street frontage, minimally 
developed, small. 

16. 158 Chandler Crescent 
site 0.8 0.3 

Not officially named, partially developed, 
undersize. 

17. Chelsea Gardens 4.6 1.9 Oversized for a Neighbourhood park. 

18. Collison 0.7 0.3 Minimally developed, undersize. 

19. Corrigan 0.2 0.1 No frontage, undersize. 

20. Dainard 1.3 0.5 Undeveloped, small. 

21. Denne 1.4 0.6 
Undeveloped, very poor access and visibility 
from the neighbourhood, small. 
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Neighbourhood Park 
Name 

Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

22. Dixon 1.4 0.6 Minimally developed, small. 

23. Dominion 0.3 0.1 Minimally developed, undersize. 

24. Earlwood 1.0 0.4 Very limited street frontage, undersize. 

25. Edmison Heights 0.6 0.2 Very limited street frontage, undersize. 

26. Fairbairn and Poplar 1.7 0.7 
Dominated by ball diamond, minimal other 
development, small. 

27. Giles 3.6 1.5 Largely wooded. 

28. Glenn Pagett 0.4 0.1 Minimal development, undersize. 

29. Golfview Heights 3.9 1.6 Minimally developed, slightly oversize. 

30. Grove 1.3 0.5 
No street frontage, abuts school, minimal 
development, small. 

31. Hastings 1.2 0.5 Minimally developed, small. 

32. Humber 0.4 0.2 
Limited street frontage, undeveloped, abuts 
school, undersize. 

33. 1497 Ireland Drive site 0.3 0.1 
Not officially named, on hold for 
development, undersize. 

34. John Taylor Memorial 0.9 0.4 Waterplay feature, undersize. 

35. Keith Wightman 3.1 1.3 
Minimally developed, accessed only via 
adjacent school. 

36. Kiwanis 7.9 3.2 Large open areas, oversize. 

37. Manor Heights 1.2 0.5 Very limited street frontage, small. 

38. Mapleridge 7.0 2.8 Largely wooded, minimal frontage, oversize. 
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Neighbourhood Park 
Name 

Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

39. Meadowvale 0.8 0.3 
Undeveloped, Thompson Creek runs 
through, undersize. 

40. Nevin 0.8 0.3 
Undeveloped except for pathway, 
undersize. 

41. Northland 3.0 1.2 Above average facility inventory. 

42. Oakwood 2.3 0.9 Undeveloped, limited frontage, small 

43. Queen Alexandra 1.2 0.5 
Minimally developed, small, abuts Nicholls 
Place & Queen Alex. Community Centre. 

44. Raymond and 
Cochrane 1.3 0.5 

Undeveloped, no frontage, adjacent to 
undeveloped city-owned open space to the 
east.  

45. Redwood 3.2 1.3 
Undeveloped, entirely wooded, minimal 
frontage. 

46. Rideau 0.5 0.2 No frontage, partially developed, undersize. 

47. Roland Glover 2.8 1.1 Minimally developed. 

48. Roper 7.6 3.1 
Some redundant facilities, significantly 
oversize. 

49. Roundabout 1.8 0.7 
Newly developed park, adjacent to a storm 
water management area. 

50. Settlers Ridge site 2.3 0.9 
Undeveloped, site limitations, not officially 
named, adjacent to City-owned open space 
containing Riverview Creek. 

51. Sherbrooke 1.2 0.5 Pleasant park, small. 

52. Simcoe and Bethune 1.0 0.4 Upgraded basketball courts, undersize. 
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Neighbourhood Park 
Name 

Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

53. Stacey Green 3.3 1.3 
Moderately developed, adjacent to 
Crawford Rail Trail. 

54. Stenson 10.5 4.3 
Significantly oversize, contains storm water 
retention area, partially wooded. 

55. Stewart 0.7 0.3 Community garden, pleasant, undersize. 

56. Stillman 4.5 1.8 
Moderately developed, no frontage, slightly 
oversize. 

57. Turner 1.7 0.7 Moderately developed. 

58. Union Street 0.5 0.2 Playground-focused, pleasant, undersize. 

59. Valleymore 2.7 1.1 Moderately developed. 

60. Vinette 1.0 0.4 Undersize 

61. Walker 5.5 2.2 
Dominated by 2 soccer pitches, significantly 
oversized. 

62. Wallis Heights 3.6 1.5 
Minimally developed, limited frontage from 
Bridle Dr., largely wooded. 

63. Waverley Heights 5.6 2.3 Minimally developed, significantly oversized. 

64. Wedgewood 3.4 1.4 
Dominated by 2 soccer fields, lightly 
developed, abuts 2 schools.  

65. Weller 0.4 0.2 Moderately treed, pleasant, undersize. 

66. Wentworth 1.2 0.5 
Atypical design, passive, adjacent to City-
owned open space site, small. 

67. Whitefield 
2.4 

 

1.0 

 

Minimally developed, adjacent to major 
high-density area. 

Subtotal 156.0 63.3 0.75 ha./1,000 population 

267



Appendix A | Parks and Other Open Space Inventory 

 
 
 
  City of Peterborough Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces |206 

 

D. Pocket Parks (14 sites) 

Pocket Park Name or 
Land Description 

Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

1. Barnardo and Wolsely 0.1 0.0 Traffic island, display garden. 

2. Charlotte and Park 0.1 0.0 Traffic island. 

3. Clonsilla and 
Lansdowne 0.6 0.3 Undeveloped boulevard. 

4. McCormick Property 0.3 0.1 Traffic island. 

5. Nicholls Place 0.2 0.1 Traffic island. 

6. Oriole Crescent Park 0.2 0.1 Traffic island. 

7. Park and Hunter 0.1 0.0 Traffic island. 

8. Parkhill and 
Stewart/Smith Town 
Hill 

0.1 0.0 Traffic island, historic site. 

9. Peace Crescent 0.2 0.1 Traffic island. 

10. Queen and Hunter 0.1 0.0 
Intersection of Queen & Hunter streets 
(southeast corner). 

11. Reid and McDonnel 0.1 0.0 
Intersection of Reid & McDonnel streets 
(northwest corner). 

12. Romaine and 
Monaghan 0.1 0.0 

Intersection of Romaine St. & Monaghan 
Rd. (southwest corner). 

13. Royal Crescent Park 0.3 0.1 Traffic island. 

14. Tinker Property 0.1 0.0 
Undeveloped site on Burnham St., low 
value. 

Subtotal 2.6 1.1 0.013 ha./1,000 population 
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Total City Parkland: 892.8 ac. / 364.8 ha.; 4.3 ha. / 1,000 Population 
Total City-Owned (non-parkland) Open Space: 611.0 ac. / 247.6ha.; 149 properties (134 
of the properties totalling 235 hectares are recommended to become parkland.) 
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Educational Lands 

A. Kawartha Pine Ridge District School Board (KPRSB) 

KPRSB Secondary 
Schools (5 sites) 

Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

1. Adam Scott Secondary 
and Intermediate 15.1 6.1 

 

2. Crestwood Secondary 22.2 9.0  

3. Kenner Collegiate 
Secondary 17.7 7.1 

 

4. Peterborough 
Alternative & 
Continuing Education 
(PACE) – former PCVS 

2.0 0.8 

 

5. Thomas A. Stewart 
Secondary 28.0 11.3 

 

Subtotal 84.9 34.4 
 

 

KPRSB Elementary 
Schools (15 sites) 

Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

1. Armour Heights Public 3.8 1.5 Scheduled to close in near future 

2. Edmison Heights Public 8.6 3.5  

3. Highland Heights 
Public 5.1 2.1  

4. James Strath Public 8.8 3.6  

5. Kawartha Heights 
Public 6.2 2.5  

6. Keith Wightman Public 5.3 2.2  

7. King George Public 6.0 2.4  

8. Otonabee Valley Public 5.7 2.3  

9. Prince of Wales Public 8.0 3.2  
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10. Queen Elizabeth Public 7.0 2.8  

11. Queen Mary Public 3.9 1.6  

12. R.F. Downey Public 8.5 3.5  

13. Roger Neilson Public 5.0 2.0  

14. Westmount Public 5.0 2.0  

15. 1555 Glenforest 
Boulevard (vacant 
property) 

7.0 2.9  

Subtotal 94.1 38.2  

Total KPRSB Lands: 179.0 ac. / 72.6 ha. 

B. Peterborough, Victoria, Northumberland and Clarington Catholic District School 
Board (PVNCCDSB) 

PVNCCDSB Secondary 
Schools (2 sites) 

Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

1. Holy Cross Secondary 28.9 11.7  

2. St. Peter Secondary 18.4 7.5  

Subtotal 47.4 19.2  
 
 

PVNCCDSB  Elementary 
Schools (8 sites) 

Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) 

Notes 

1. Immaculate Conception 2.5 1.0  

2. Monsignor O’Donoghue 
Elementary 7.7 3.1 

 

3. St. Alphonsus Separate 5.0 2.0  

4. St. Anne's Elementary 3.5 1.4  

5. St. Catherine’s Separate 8.9 3.6  

6. St. John's Elementary 3.1 1.2  
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7. St. Patrick's Separate 4.9 2.0  

8. St. Paul’s Elementary 6.3 2.6  

9. St. Teresa's Separate 4.4 1.8  

Subtotal 46.3 18.7  

Total PVNCCDSB Lands: 93.7 ac. / 37.9 ha. 

C. Conseil scholaire de district catholique Centre-Sud (CC de DCC-S) 

CC de DCC-S Elementary 
+ Secondary School 

Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

1. Monseigneur-Jamot 7.7 3.1  

Total 7.7 3.1  

D. Post-Secondary Education 

Fleming College Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

1. Sutherland Campus 
(including Bowers 
Park @ 20.8 acres/8.42 
hectares) 

200.0 80.9 

 

Subtotal 200.0 80.9  

 
 

Trent University Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

1. Trent University 
Symons Campus 1,373.9 556.4 

 

Subtotal 1,373.9 556.4  

Total Post-Secondary Lands: 1,573.9 ac. / 637.3 ha. 
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Total Education Lands: 1,854.3 ac. / 750.9 ha. 

Other Public and Publicly Available Open Space 

Environment Canada Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

1. Trent-Severn 
Waterway Lands  268.6 108.8 

Including Westclox Park (8.4 acres/3.4 
hectares) 

Subtotal  268.6 108.8  

 

Otonabee Region 
Conservation Authority 

Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

1. East Bank Otonabee 
Park 5.4 2.2 

 

2. McMann Park 7.1 2.9  

3. ORCA Head Office 1.2 0.5  

4. Whitlaw Park 1.0 0.4  

5. Whitfield Wetland 
Conservation Area 36.6 14.8 

 

6. Jackson Creek 
properties (O’Grady, 
Middleton) 

83.0 33.6 
 

7. Other Lands 1.7 0.7  

Subtotal 136.0 55.0  
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Peterborough Utilities 
Group 

Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

1. Riverview Park and 
Zoo 51.1 20.7 

 

Subtotal 51.1 20.7  

 

County of 
Peterborough 

Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

1. Victoria Park 3.5 1.4  

2. Heritage Jail Park 0.3 0.1  

Subtotal 3.8 1.5  

 
Total Other Public and Publicly Available Open Space: 459.5 ac. / 186.0 ha. 
 

Other Publicly 
Available Open Space 

Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

1. Naval Association 
facility and 
property 

6.7 2.7 
The City is in the process of acquiring this 
property over a ten-year period (to be 
completed by 2023) 

2. Highland Park 
Cemetery 50.4 20.4  

3. Little Lake 
Cemetery 32.7 13.2  

4. St. Peter’s 
Cemetery 10.1 4.1  

5. Peterborough Golf 
and Country Club 125.7 50.9  
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Other Publicly 
Available Open Space 

Area 
(ac.) 

Area 
(ha.) Notes 

6. Kawartha Golf and 
Country Club 187.1 75.7  

7. Liftlock Golf land 60.0 24.3  

8. A segment of the 
Crawford Rail Trail - 
from Hawley St. to 
Monaghan Rd.  

2.8 1.1 
Owned by Lansdowne Mall Inc. (remainder 
of Crawford Rail Trail is owned by the City) 

9. Maple Ridge 
Community Centre 
site 

1.5 0.6 Contains an older adult recreation facility 

10. McDonnel Street 
Activity Centre site 2.1 0.8 

Including the Peterborough Lawn Bowling 
facility 

11. Canadian Canoe 
Museum 1.7 0.7  

12. Leased site north of 
James Strath Elem. 
School 3.7 1.5 

Owned by the Anglican Diocese of Canada. 
The KPR School Board leases the land from 
them.  The lease is on a year-to-year basis.  
Property currently developed for sports 
facilities. 

Subtotal 484.5 196.0  

Total Other Public and Publicly Available Open Space: 944.3 ac. / 382.0 ha. 
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Introduction 
In this appendix, an analysis of the quantity of Neighbourhood parkland in each of the Planning 
Areas is documented.  This contributed to the description of the parks and open space system in 
Chapter Two, prioritization of Neighbourhood parks to be rejuvenated in Chapter Four, and the 
analysis of Park Equity in Chapter Seven.  
Map B-1 illustrates the areas of the City that are above and below the recommended standard of 
one hectare per 1,000 population. 
Refer to Table B-1 for the details and analysis of Neighbourhood parkland quantity and the ratio of 
parkland to population within each Planning Area. 

Observation and Conclusions 
Of the 29 Planning Areas, four are not residential (Trent, Nassau, P.I.D.O., Major Bennett).  Lift 
Lock, Lily Lake and Coldspring Planning Areas have very little population and are future 
development areas, even though Lift Lock and Lily Lake have draft plans of subdivision comprising 
a significant portion of each area.  Jackson Creek, Chemong and Carnegie Planning Areas are 
partially developed.  Lansdowne Planning Area is lightly populated.  The remaining 18 Planning 
Areas represent well established residential areas.   
The new City of Peterborough Official Plan contains a Central Area that comprises the main 
downtown and the Hunter Street commercial area.  Within the Central Area is an Urban Growth 
Centre identified by Places to Grow.  In addition, six major roads are defined as Mixed Use 
Corridors (Lansdowne Street, Clonsilla Avenue, Charlotte Street, Chemong Road, Water Street and 
George Street).  Within these corridors and the Central Area, high density residential and mixed-
use development will be encouraged.  Within the remaining Delineated Built Boundary of the City, 
intensification is also encouraged, but at a lower density.  Within Designated Greenfield Areas, 
mixed use and higher residential density is encouraged.  Refer to Map 7-1. 
As residential density increases throughout the City, and if little or no additional Neighbourhood 
parkland is provided, the ‘quantity deficit’ will increase and parkland equity will decline.  Currently, 
there is a City-wide shortfall of almost 21.7 hectares of Neighbourhood parkland - based on the 
recommended standard of one hectare per 1,000 population. 

Planning Areas That Currently Exceed the Recommended Standard for 
Neighbourhood Parkland 
In the following eight Planning Areas, the ratio of Neighbourhood parkland to population is close 
to or exceeds the recommended standard of one hectare per 1,000 population. 
Lansdowne (3.49 ha./1,000 population)  

• The amount of Neighbourhood parkland is overstated due to limited usability of 
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Bridlewood Park. 
• There may be few opportunities to increase neighbourhood parkland as population 

increases. 
Chemong (2.6 ha./1,000 population) 

• This generous ratio will be reduced as the area is fully populated – depending on how 
much additional Neighbourhood parkland is provided through future developments. 

Sir Sandford Fleming (1.75 ha./1,000 population) 
• The oversize nature of Stenson Park overstates the surplus. 
• There are few opportunities to increase Neighbourhood parkland. 

Edmison Heights (1.65 ha./1,000 population) 
• The surplus is undermined by the poor quality of Neighbourhood parks. 
• There are no opportunities to increase Neighbourhood parkland. 

Otonabee (1.36 ha./1,000 population) 
• There are few opportunities to increase neighbourhood parkland as population increases. 

Auburn (1.31 ha./1,000 population) 
• Additional development and future parks will alter the current ratio. 

Jackson Creek (1.07 ha,/1,000 population) 
• Additional development and additional Neighbourhood parkland will alter the current 

ratio. 
Greenhill (0.99 ha./1,000 population) 

• There are few opportunities to increase neighbourhood parkland as population increases. 

Planning Areas That are Currently Below the Recommended Standard for 
Neighbourhood Parkland 
For 14 Planning Areas that accommodate or will accommodate residential development, the ratio 
of Neighbourhood parkland to population is below the recommended standard of one hectare 
per 1,000 population.  Eight Planning Areas are well below the recommended standard - at half or 
less than half of the recommended target.  Not included in the 14 are Lily Lake, Lift Lock and 
Coldsprings which are a mixture of greenfield and developing residential areas.  Even though 
there are draft approved plans of subdivision in Lily Lake and Lift Lock Planning Areas, there is 
currently insufficient population to establish a ratio of parkland to population. 
University Heights (0.0 ha./1,000 population) 

• Helping to off-set the shortfall, University Heights (Community) Park contains an 
embedded Neighbourhood park. 

• There are no opportunities to increase Neighbourhood parkland, as population increases. 
Ashburnham (0.0 ha./1,000 population) 

• Helping to off-set the shortfall, embedded Neighbourhood parks have been developed in 
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four higher level parks. 
• There are numerous opportunities to increase access to Neighbourhood parkland. 

South Central (0.09 ha./1,000 population) 
• Helping to off-set the shortfall, King Edward (Community) Park contains an embedded 

Neighbourhood park. 
• There are a few opportunities to marginally improve access to Neighbourhood parkland, 

as the population increases. 
North Central (0.1 ha./1,000 population) 

• There are a few opportunities to marginally increase Neighbourhood parkland, as 
population increases. 

Bonnerworth (0.19 ha./1,000 population) 
• Helping to off-set the shortfall, Hamilton (Community) Park contains an embedded 

Neighbourhood park. 
• There are several opportunities to slightly increase Neighbourhood parkland, as 

population increases. 
Monaghan (0.33 ha./1,000 population) 

• Help to off-set the shortfall, Knights of Columbus (Community) Park contains an 
embedded Neighbourhood park. 

• There are few opportunities to increase Neighbourhood parkland, as population 
increases. 

Downey (0.4 ha./1,000 population) 
• There are a few opportunities to increase Neighbourhood parkland, as population 

increases. 
Highland (0.41 ha./1,000 population) 

• Helping to off-set the shortfall, Jackson (Community) Park contains an embedded 
Neighbourhood park. 

• There are few opportunities to increase Neighbourhood parkland, as population 
increases. 

Sunset (0.53 ha./1,000 population) 
• Helping to off-set the shortfall, Inverlea (Community) Park contains an embedded 

Neighbourhood park. 
• There are few opportunities to increase Neighbourhood parkland, as population 

increases. 
Kenner (0.55 ha./1,000 population) 

• Helping to off-set the shortfall, Newhall (Community) Park contains an embedded 
Neighbourhood park. 

• There is little opportunity to increase Neighbourhood parkland, as population increase. 
Beavermead (0.72 ha./1,000 population) 

• There are no opportunities to increase Neighbourhood parkland, as population increases. 
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Westmount (0.79 ha./1,000 population) 
• Helping to off-set the shortfall, Jackson (Community) Park contains an embedded 

Neighbourhood park. 
• There are no opportunities to increase Neighbourhood parkland, as population increases. 

Carnegie (0.9 ha./1,000 population) 
• Additional development and potentially some additional Neighbourhood parkland will 

alter the current ratio. 
• A stormwater management area that has been developed to create a park-like setting will 

increase access to Neighbourhood parkland in Carnegie East. 
Kawartha (0.94 ha./1,000 population) 

• Helping to off-set the shortfall, Kawartha Heights (Community) Park contains an 
embedded Neighbourhood park. 

• There are few opportunities to increase Neighbourhood parkland, as population 
increases. 

Pattern of Above and Below the Recommended Standard for Quantity of 
Neighbourhood Parkland 
Five of the eight developed and developing Planning Areas that are well below the recommended 
quantity standard for Neighbourhood parkland comprise the central and oldest area of the City – 
a large area bounded by Parkhill Road on the north, Lansdowne Street on the south, the Trent 
Canal and Otonabee River on the east, and Medical Drive and Ford Street on the west.  The other 
three Planning Areas that are well below the recommended target for quantity of Neighbourhood 
parkland are north of Parkhill Road (Highland, Downey and University Heights). 
Six other developed and developing Planning Areas are also below the recommended standard 
for Neighbourhood parkland (although not as deficient as the eight noted above).  All but 
Kawartha are contiguous to those eight Planning Areas that are well below the recommended 
target.  As illustrated on Map B-1, together, they comprise a north-south axis through the central 
part of the City.  As residential density increases in these areas, the already poor ratio of 
Neighbourhood parkland to population will worsen. 

Parkland Equity 
Chapter Seven reported on Park Equity by Planning Area, which adds ‘access to parkland’ and 
‘inclusivity’ to the ‘quantity of parkland’ element of Neighbourhood parkland equity. 
See Map B-1: Quantity of Neighbourhood Parkland by Planning Area and Table B-1: Analysis of the 
Quantity and Ratio of Neighbourhood Parkland by Planning Area on the following pages. 
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Table B-1: Analysis of the Quantity and Ratio of Neighbourhood Parkland by Planning Area, City of Peterborough, 2019 

Planning Area 

Estimated 
Population 
(Sept. 1, 
2018) 

Projected Full 
Build-out 
Population 

Quantity of 
Neighbourhood 
Parkland 

Ratio of NP to 
Current Pop. 
(City av. is 0.75 
ha./1,000 pop.) 

Surplus 
(Shortfall) 

Ratio of NP to 
Projected Full 
Build-out Pop. 

Surplus 
(Shortfall) 

Notes 

Ha. Ac. 

1 University 
Heights 

1,068 Will likely 
increase 

- - 0.0 ha./1,000 (1.07 ha.) Likely worsen Likely 
worsen 

PA contains University Hts. CP with embedded NP.  Trent intensification 
node may increase density & pop. & may not provide much additional NP.  
There are no opportunities to increase NP. 

2 Trent 0 0 - - 0.0 ha./1,000 -   Insufficient population to calculate adequacy. 
3 Downey 2,989 Will likely 

increase 
1.2 3.0 0.4 ha./1,000 (1.8 ha.) Could worsen Could 

worsen 
PA contains Milroy, Bears Creek Woods & Franklin & Hilliard CPs.  Chemong 
intensification node will increase density & pop. & may not provide much 
additional NP.  There are a few opportunities to increase NP. 

4 Edmison 
Heights 

3,691 No increase 
likely 

6.1 15.3 1.65 ha./1,000 2.4 ha. No change No change PA contains Cumberland CP.  NP surplus is weakened by the poor quality of 
NPs.  There are no opportunities to increase NP. 

5 Nassau 10 Little increase - - 0.0 ha./1,000 -   Insufficient population to calculate adequacy. 
6 Highland 3,166 Will increase 1.3 3.3 0.41 ha./1,000 (1.87 ha.) Likely worsen Likely 

worsen 
PA contains Jackson CP with an embedded NP.  Chemong intensification 
node will increase density & pop. & may not provide much additional NP.  
There are a few opportunities to increase NP. 

7 Sunset 4,341 Will increase 2.3 5.6 0.53 ha./1,000 (2.04 ha.) Likely worsen Likely 
worsen 

PA contains 4 CPs (including Inverlea which contains an embedded NP).  
Parkhill/Water intensification node will increase density & pop. & may not 
provide much additional NP.  There are no opportunities to increase NP. 

8 Auburn 3,136 Will increase 4.1 10.2 1.31 ha./1,000 0.98 ha. Likely worsen Likely 
worsen 

The Trent intensification node & other development will increase density & 
pop. in northern portion of the PA . Additional parkland from future 
developments is anticipated.  There are a few opportunities to increase NP. 

9 Jackson Creek 6,752 7,510 7.2 17.8 1.07 ha./1,000 0.45 ha. Unknown Unknown There will be more res. development & additional NP conveyed in the 
northwest & central west areas of this PA. 

10 Westmount 4,456 Will increase 3.5 8.4 0.79 ha./1,000 (0.96 ha.) Likely worsen Likely 
worsen 

PA contains Jackson CP with an embedded NP.  Clonsilla/Sherbrook 
intensification node will increase density & pop. & may not provide much 
additional NP.  There are no opportunities to increase NP. 

11 Bonnerworth 5,236 Will increase 1.0 2.4 0.19 ha./1,000 (4.24 ha.) Likely worsen Likely 
worsen 

PA contains 2 CPs. (including Hamilton Park which contains an embedded 
NP.).  Clonsilla/Sherbrook intensification node will increase density & pop. & 
may not provide much additional NP.  There are several opportunities to 
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Planning Area 

Estimated 
Population 
(Sept. 1, 
2018) 

Projected Full 
Build-out 
Population 

Quantity of 
Neighbourhood 
Parkland 

Ratio of NP to 
Current Pop. 
(City av. is 0.75 
ha./1,000 pop.) 

Surplus 
(Shortfall) 

Ratio of NP to 
Projected Full 
Build-out Pop. 

Surplus 
(Shortfall) 

Notes 

Ha. Ac. 
slightly increase NP. 

12 North Central 6,826 Will increase 0.6 1.5 0.1 ha./1,000 (6.23 ha.) Will worsen Will 
worsen 

PA contains 1 Reg. & 5 CPs (none with embedded NPs.).  This PA will 
increase in density & pop. & may not generate much additional NP.  There 
are a few opportunities to increase NP.   

13 Ashburnham 4,247 Unlikely to 
increase 

-- - 0.0 ha./1,000 (4.25 ha.) Likely improve Likely 
improve 

PA contains 1 RP, 5 CPs. & a Suburban PP (including 4 embedded NPs in the 
higher level pks.).  There are numerous opportunities to increase access to 
NP. 

14 Lift Lock 253 4,115 - - 0.0 ha./1,000 (0.25 ha.) Unknown Unknown There will be more res. development & additional NP conveyed in this PA. 
15 Kawartha 5,853 Will likely 

increase 
5.8 14.5 0.94 ha./1,000 (0.05 ha.) Likely worsen Likely 

worsen 
PA contains Kawartha Hts. CP (with an embedded NP).  Lansdowne West 
intensification node will increase density & pop. & may not provide much 
additional NP.  There are no opportunities to increase NP. 

16 Greenhill 4,724 Will likely 
increase 

4.7 11.4 0.99 ha./1,000 (0.02 ha.) Unknown Unknown PA contains Kinsmen CP (with an embedded NP). Lansdowne West 
intensification node will increase density & pop. & may not provide much 
additional NP.  There are few opportunities to increase NP. 

17 Monaghan 3,638 Will likely 
increase 

1.2 2.9 0.33 ha./1,000 (2.44 ha.) Likely worsen Likely 
worsen 

PA contains Evinrude Centre RP & Knights of Columbus CP (with an 
embedded NP).  Clonsilla/Sherbrooke intensification node will increase 
density & pop. & may not provide much additional NP.  There are few 
opportunities to increase NP. 

18 South Central 3,220 Will increase 0.3 0.7 0.09 ha./1,000 (2.92 ha.) Will worsen Will 
worsen 

PA contains Del Crary RP & King Edward CP (with an embedded NP).  
Lansdowne/Memorial intensification node will increase density & pop. & 
may not provide much additional NP.  There are a few opportunities to 
marginally increase NP. 

19 Beavermead 3,339 Will increase 2.4 5.9 0.72 ha./1,000 (0.94 ha.) Likely worsen Likely 
worsen 

PA contains Beavermead & Johnson RPs & Eastgate Memorial & Farmcrest 
CPs.  Lansdowne/Ashburnham intensification node will increase density & 
pop. & may not provide much additional NP.  There are no opportunities to 
increase NP.   

20 S. S. Fleming 3,079 No increase 
likely 

5.4 13.2 1.75 ha./1,000 2.3 ha. Likely improve Likely 
improve 

Oversized nature of Stenson Pk. overstates surplus.  A few opportunities to 
increase NP. 

21 Lansdowne 832 Will likely 
increase 

2.9 7.2 3.49 ha./1,000 2.1 ha. May worsen May 
worsen 

PA contains Harper RP.  Quantity of NP is over-stated, since most of 
Bridlewood Pk. is natural heritage.  Lansdowne West intensification node 
will increase density & pop. & may not provide much additional NP. 

22 Kenner 6,569 Will increase 3.6 9.0 0.55 ha./1,000 (3.0 ha.) Likely worsen Likely PA contains Morrow/PMC RP & Newhall CP (with an embedded NP).  There 
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Planning Area 

Estimated 
Population 
(Sept. 1, 
2018) 

Projected Full 
Build-out 
Population 

Quantity of 
Neighbourhood 
Parkland 

Ratio of NP to 
Current Pop. 
(City av. is 0.75 
ha./1,000 pop.) 

Surplus 
(Shortfall) 

Ratio of NP to 
Projected Full 
Build-out Pop. 

Surplus 
(Shortfall) 

Notes 

Ha. Ac. 
worsen is little opportunity to increase NP. 

23 Otonabee 4,716 Will increase 6.4 15.5 1.36 ha./1,000 1.7 ha. Likely worsen Likely 
worsen 

PA contains Corrigan Hill CP.  Lansdowne/Ashburnham intensification node 
will increase density & pop. & may not provide much additional NP.  There 
is little opportunity to increase NP. 

24 P.I.D.O. 10 No increase - - 0.0 ha./1,000 -   Industrial area. 
25 Major Bennett 0 0 - - 0.0 ha./1,000 -   Industrial area. 
26 Coldspring 190 12,421 - - 0.0 ha./1,000 - Unknown Unknown There will be much more res. development & NP conveyed in this PA. 
27 Chemong 1,064 6,152 3.2 7.9 3.0 ha./1,000 2.1 ha. Unknown Unknown Only Chemong East is under development, with 4 NPs in City ownership.  

Chemong West will provide additional NP.  Chemong intensification node 
will increase density & pop. & may not provide much additional NP. 

28 Lilly Lake 46 7,600 - - 0.0 ha./1,000 (0.05 ha.) Unknown Unknown There will be much more res. development & NP conveyed in this PA. 
29 Carnegie 1,427 4,773 0.9 2.2 0.9 ha./1,000 (0.53 ha.) Unknown Unknown There will be much more res. development & NP conveyed in this PA. 
Total  84,878 117,717 + 

intensification 
63.7 157.0 0.75 ha./1,000 (21.2 ha.)    
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Consultation Process and Overview of Results  
Approximately 40 individuals and organizations were consulted through two Stakeholder Forums, 
a First Nation meeting, two Arenas Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee and Accessibility 
Advisory Committee information sessions, and a meeting and report review with Peterborough 
Public Health. Many residents were represented by the groups, agencies and organizations that 
attended these sessions. The findings and recommendations of the community engagement 
process have been incorporated into this report and the Parks Development Standards document 
under a separate cover. The following are the main themes and messages that emerged from the 
forums, meetings and information sessions conducted in support of this study.  

Linear Facilities and Activities  
A common theme that was at the top of the list of popular activities and desired facilities was the 
need for a more effective layout of parks, linkages and other open space. Trails and connections 
were often identified at both stakeholder forums, and the importance of connectivity was 
expressed at the First Nation meeting. Residents of Peterborough envision fully integrated trail 
systems that connect parks with the rest of the City, and encourage complete communities. 

Natural Heritage Features 
The need for preservation and management strategies for natural heritage sites was a high 
priority that was expressed at the forums and the First Nation meeting. Underscored was the 
requirement to identify, sustain, and enhance natural heritage resources, especially ‘high-value’ 
sites/areas.  There was concern that the City’s natural heritage resources are not receiving 
appropriate attention.  

Parks and Open Space  
The need for park management plans was also emphasized through the community consultation 
process. Additionally, individuals remarked about how some parks are unkept and outdated. The 
desire for provision of additional shade within parks, as well as a tree preservation or 
rehabilitation program were listed as high priorities.  
Residents expressed a desire for a more engaged community consultation process in the 
development of new parks and that future parks and retrofits should have more diversity and 
inclusivity in park facilities. Parks designed for all season use, low maintenance, and more natural 
materials was noted. The desire for community gardens and ovens with running water onsite was 
also expressed. Residents noted the increasing priority to provide park-based sources of 
inexpensive, quality food. Overall, residents requested increased focus to be placed on a 
strengthened connection with nature. 
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Accessibility and Inclusivity 
The importance of better physical accessibility to and within parks was discussed during every 
consultation event. A strong desire was expressed for parks to serve a wider purpose than 
traditionally defined. Residents expressed the desire for parks to be designed for barrier-free 
connectivity, and to incorporate features for all ages - not only for children to enjoy, but also for 
adults and seniors. Designing parks with health and climate change in mind was another noted 
theme. 

Partnerships and Strategic Alliances  
During the stakeholder forums and the First Nation meeting, it was expressed that partnership 
opportunities could be further explored for park maintenance, management and stewardship, as 
well as accessing private spaces such as private boulevards and courtyards to the public. 

Arts and Culture  
There was a strong desire to recognize and acknowledge the history of many parks, especially in 
relation to indigenous groups. Suggestions to accomplish this included: to introduce native species 
back into parks (such as Great White Pine, Tobacco, Sage, and Sweet Grass) and have signage to 
describe the history and significance of the area.  It is important to the residents of Peterborough 
as well as the local First Nation community for the City to incorporate an Indigenous Consultation 
process during the development phase of new and retrofit projects. 
Another theme was to engage local artists to encourage art installations within some parks with 
rotating and permanent art features. 

A Healthy Community  
Another strong theme included the desire to use Public Health guidelines to help design and 
develop new and retrofit park projects.  Many residents expressed the desire for more shade 
through tree planting and safer spaces through the provision of needle-drop offs.
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Introduction 
Although there is a reasonable supply of Regional and Community parkland with more anticipated 
to be added from the inventory of City-owned (non-park) open space, there is currently 
insufficient Regional and Community parkland in larger sites that is tableland in quality - the 
quality of land required to accommodate the types of outdoor and indoor culture and recreation 
facilities that are typically located on this level of parkland.  That would include facilities that 
consume large quantities of land such as multi-facility community complexes; Premier and Level A 
and B ball diamonds and rectangular fields; cricket pitches; multiple lit tennis courts; multiple 
beach volleyball courts; lawn bowling facilities; major outdoor performance venues; public art 
galleries; a community museum; public libraries and other complementary facilities and features.   
These facilities require sufficient tableland to also accommodate sufficient parking, circulation, 
landscaping and buffering.  Higher level ball diamonds and rectangular fields, as well as lit tennis 
courts, beach volleyball courts and indoor ice pads are recommended to be clustered to optimize 
land requirements, share support facilities and assist programming. 
The City has been fortunate to be able to partner with Trent University, Fleming College and the 
school boards to locate many of these facilities on educational lands.  However, the opportunity to 
continue to follow this strategy is limited by the availability of remaining land. 
As the remainder of the undeveloped areas of the City are planned and built-up areas are 
redeveloped and intensified, it is important to understand how much tableland-quality Regional 
and Community parkland will be required to accommodate needed facilities as the population 
increases.  Since it is ideal to cluster facilities as noted above, large sites are required (4-40 
hectares).  For example, Morrow/PMC Park is 11.2 hectares, Nichols Oval is 14.2 hectares, 
Kinsmen Park is 7.9 hectares, Milroy Park is 8.4 hectares, and Eastgate Memorial Park is 15.4 
hectares (although not all of it is tableland).  
Currently, there is a shortage of Level A and B ball diamonds, Level A rectangular fields, and 
35,000 - 73,000 square feet of library space.  As the population of the City increases, additional 
facilities will be required in most categories.  In Table D-1, a calculation was made of the facilities 
required to meet an estimated full build-out population of approximately 130,000, based on the 
facility provision standards recommended in Vision 2025, The Ten-Year Strategic Plan for 
Recreation, Park, Arenas and Culture (2016).  The approximate amount of tableland required to 
accommodate those facilities was also estimated (see Table D-1).  

How the Population Estimate was Calculated 
The full built-out population was estimated based on the following assumptions and influenced by 
analysis and emerging policy direction associated with the current Official Plan review: 

• The current boundary of the City remains unchanged. 
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• The designated greenfield area, as defined by the ‘Places to Grow – the Growth Plan for 
Greater Golden Horseshoe’, develops to an average density of 50 residents and jobs per 
hectare.  (See Appendix E for more about the Growth Plan.) 

• 50% of all new dwellings that are built need to be located within the designated built-up 
area of the City to meet the Growth Plan intensification target.  Therefore, any new 
dwellings in the designated greenfield area need to be matched by new dwellings in the 
designated built-up area. 

• No portion of the designated greenfield area is designated for employment areas.  (See 
note below.) 

• The population that could be achieved through intensification within the designated built-
up area was estimated to 2041, while for the designated greenfield area, the population is 
estimate to full build-out. 

• The estimate assumes a gradual decrease in persons per unit within the intensification 
areas. 

Further details about the calculation are as follows: 
• Estimated the existing population, persons per unit, and jobs in the designated greenfield 

area using 2016 census data and building permit data. 
• Estimated the net area of the designated greenfield area across which the density target 

of 50 residents/jobs applies (1,000 hectares). 
• Estimated total residents and jobs required across the designated greenfield area and 

then subtracted existing residents and jobs to obtain the number of new residents and 
jobs required in the designated greenfield area to full build-out. 

• Estimated the split between jobs and residents for the required growth (utilized the 
existing ratio of 11% jobs: 89% residents). 

• Estimated the total number of dwellings required in the designated greenfield area based 
on the average persons per unit (PPU) for the designated greenfield area in 2016. 

• Estimated the existing population and number of dwellings in the designated built area 
using 2016 census data. 

• Estimated the population of new dwellings in the designated built-up area based on 2.06 
PPU. 

• Estimated the number of new dwellings required in the designated built-up area to match 
the number required in the designated greenfield area. 

• Total population is based on the existing population plus the estimated population for the 
designated greenfield area and intensification of the designated built-up area. 

The detailed calculation resulted in an estimated population of 129,272.  For the purpose of the 
calculation of facilities and tableland requirements, the figure was rounded up to 130,000. 
It should be noted that through the process to prepare the new Official Plan, some of the land 
currently assigned to the designated greenfield area may need to be designated for employment 
area uses.  If so, that may reduce the estimated full build-out population.  However, since the 
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population estimated for intensification of the designated built-up area only extends to 2041, 
some additional population may be able to be accommodated through intensification after 2041. 

Tableland Required and Implications 
As illustrated in Table D-1, the total tableland required has been calculated to be approximately 51 
hectares.  That would be the amount of additional tableland-quality Regional and Community 
parkland required to accommodate the needed facilities identified in Table D-1.  However, that 
number assumes the overly optimistic near perfect fit of facilities to sites.  It is more likely that 60-
75 hectares will be required. 
Ideally, this land should be assembled into two or three large sites to optimize programming and 
efficient utilization of support facilities/features, as well as to provide suitable-size sites to support 
clusters of facilities.  Sites of 20-40 hectares or larger are recommended.  For comparison 
purposes, Jackson Park (including the adjacent Jackson Creek lands) is 33.6 hectares, Beavermead 
Park is 20.5 hectares, Ashburnham Memorial Park is 20.5 hectares, Nicholls Oval is 14.2 hectares, 
the site of the future arena and pool at Trent University is 12.1 hectares, Morrow Park/the PMC 
site is 11.2 hectares, and Kawartha Heights Park is 11.5 hectares. 
In terms of an implementation strategy, by developing additional artificial turf fields, up to 50% 
fewer full-size rectangular fields would be required.  There may still be some opportunity to locate 
additional outdoor and indoor sports facilities on education lands.  Hopefully, there will be 
opportunities to assemble a suitable site or two within yet-to-be planned greenfield areas and via 
repurposed lands.  The inventory of City-owned (non-parkland) open space will not yield much if 
any land of adequate quality and size. Refer to Table D-1 on the following pages. 
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Table D-1: Estimated Tableland Requirements to Support Required Outdoor and 
Indoor Culture and Recreation Facilities (including support facilities) of the Type and 
Scale of Facilities Typically Located in Regional and Community Parks for a Projected 
Full Build-out Population of 130,000 

Type of Facilities 
Typically Located 
in Regional and 
Community Parks 

2019 Facility 
Supply 

(in parks & 
other lands) 

Recommended 
Provision 
Standard 

(facilities/pop.) 

Additional Number of 
Facilities Required for 

130,000 Population 

Additional 
Tableland 
Required 
(ha.)  5, 6 

Multi-Facility 
Community 
Complexes1 41 1:25,000 

1.2 (1-2 complexes - 
could include 
expansion of an 
existing facility) 

8.0 – 10.0 

Premier Ball 
Diamonds 4 1:21,000 2.2 4.68 

Level A Ball 
Diamonds 5 1:9,500 8.7 10.42 

Level B Ball 
Diamonds 154 1:4,300 15.24 15.96 

Artificial & Premier 
Natural Turf 
Rectangular Fields2 

7 1:17,000 0.6 0.6 

Level A 
Rectangular Fields2 6 1:10,000 7 5.41 

Level B 
Rectangular Fields 14 1:10,000 -1.0 -0.42 

Cricket Pitches 
(dedicated) 13 1/community 1 1.91 

Lit Tennis Courts 
(clusters) 16 1 publicly avail. 

crt./5,250 8.8 (1-2 locations) 0.74 

Beach Volleyball 
Courts (clusters) 8 1 pub. avail. 

crt./10,000 5 0.1 

Lawn Bowling 
Facility 1 1/community 0 0 
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Type of Facilities 
Typically Located 
in Regional and 
Community Parks 

2019 Facility 
Supply 

(in parks & 
other lands) 

Recommended 
Provision 
Standard 

(facilities/pop.) 

Additional Number of 
Facilities Required for 

130,000 Population 

Additional 
Tableland 
Required 
(ha.)  5, 6 

Major Outdoor 
Performance 
Venue 

1 1/community 0 0 

Public Art Gallery 
(regional & other 
venues) 1 1:45:000 

2.8 (likely includes an 
expanded/replaced 
AGP) 

Included in 
Multi-Facility 
Community 
Complexes 

Community 
Museum 1 1/community 0 0 

Public Libraries 
(main & branches) 1+1 

28,792 sf + 
4,350 sf 

0.8-1.25 gross 
sf./capita 

70,860 – 129,360 sf. 
(2+ facilities, including 
replacement of 
existing branch library) 

1.56 

Total of Additional Tableland Required at Full Build-out 50.96 

 
1 The four facilities included as existing Multi-Facility Community Complexes are the Peterborough 
Sport and Wellness Centre, the Balsillie Family YMCA, the Trent University Athletic Centre and the 
planned Twin Pad Arena/Indoor Pool complex (Pioneer Road).   
Each future complex could include some combination of multiple ice pads, a dedicated older adult 
facility, a dedicated youth facility, a fitness facility, one or more gymnasia, multipurpose program 
rooms of various sizes, a performance venue, an art gallery, a visual arts/craft facility, a branch 
library and other complementary components.  The provision strategy may include expansion of 
one or more existing facilities.  One of the venues could have an ‘arts’ focus, including a gallery. 
2 To increase usability and reduce the requirement for tableland, as many Premier and Level A 
(full-size) rectangular fields as possible should be lighted and be constructed in or converted to 
artificial turf. 
3 The cricket pitch located in Milroy Park overlaps the soccer fields.  It is recommended that, as 
demand warrants, a dedicated cricket pitch be provided somewhere in the City, ideally located 
with other rectangular fields. 
4The future role of Morrow Park may not include all of the Level B ball diamonds, leading to the 
potential need to find other land to accommodate them.  That land requirement has been 
included in the Level B ball diamonds estimate. Indoor ice pads, ball diamonds, rectangular fields, 
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lit tennis courts and beach volleyball courts should be clustered to optimize land and share 
support facilities. 
5To estimate the amount of tableland required to accommodate additional facilities and 
associated support facilities/features, larger parks in Peterborough, Whitchurch-Stouffville, King 
Township and the City of Mississauga were analyzed to determine an average ‘add-on’ factor for 
support facilities/features (e.g., parking lots, pathways, buffering around facilities, service 
buildings, plantings, etc.). It was determined that the ‘add-on’ factor should be approximately 30% 
- which was added to the typical footprint for each type of facility to estimate the total quantity of 
land required for each.  
6To calculate the estimated quantity of tableland required to accommodate additional public 
libraries space (likely branch library facilities), existing sites in Peterborough, Belleville and 
Kingston were analyzed to determine an average ‘add-on’ factor for support facilities (e.g., parking 
lots, pathways, plantings, etc.). It was determined that the ‘add-on’ factor should be 
approximately 30% - which was added to the additional square footage required for of libraries. 
This calculation assumes that additional library space will be single story. However, it is recognized 
that these facilities may be multi-story and they will likely be co-located with other 
complementary facilities – which would reduce land requirements. 
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Introduction 
The following are excerpts from Place to Grow – the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe (2017) that are particularly relevant to the determination of current and future 
residential density in Peterborough and how the community will grow and develop, as well as this 
review of parks and open space, and the preparation of standards and guidelines for park 
planning, design and development – the focus of this study. 
Places to Grow is the Ontario government's initiative to plan for growth and development in a way 
that supports economic prosperity, protects the environment, and helps communities achieve a 
high quality of life. The Places to Grow Act, 2005 enables the development of regional growth 
plans that guide government investments and land use planning policies. 
The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006 (Growth Plan, 2006) was the first 
growth plan to provide a framework for implementing Ontario's vision for building stronger, 
prosperous communities by better managing growth in this region. It established the long-term 
framework for where and how the region will grow, while recognizing the realities facing our cities 
and smaller communities and acknowledging what governments can and cannot influence. It also 
demonstrated leadership for improving the ways in which our cities, suburbs, towns and villages 
will grow over the long-term. 
The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2017, builds upon the success of the initial 
Growth Plan, 2006 and responds to the key challenges that the region continues to face over the 
coming decades with enhanced policy directions. 
To address the many challenges facing the region and to ensure the protection and effective use 
of finite resources, the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, together with the 
Greenbelt Plan, the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan, and the Niagara Escarpment Plan, 
builds on the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) to establish a unique land use planning framework 
for the GGH that supports the achievement of complete communities, a thriving economy, a clean 
and healthy environment, and social equity. 
In implementing these provincial plans, the Province recognizes the importance of consulting with 
First Nations and Métis communities on planning matters that may affect their rights and 
interests. 

Guiding Principles 
1. Support the achievement of complete communities that are designed to support healthy 

and active living and meet people’s needs for daily living throughout an entire lifetime.  
2. Prioritize intensification and higher densities to make efficient use of land and 

infrastructure and support transit viability.  
3. Provide flexibility to capitalize on new economic and employment opportunities as they 

emerge, while providing certainty for traditional industries, including resource-based 
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sectors.  
4. Support a range and mix of housing options, including second units and affordable 

housing, to serve all sizes, incomes, and ages of households.  
5. Improve the integration of land use planning with planning and investment in 

infrastructure and public service facilities, including integrated service delivery through 
community hubs, by all levels of government.  

6. Provide for different approaches to manage growth that recognize the diversity of 
communities in the GGH.  

7. Protect and enhance natural heritage, hydrologic, and landform systems, features and 
functions.  

8. Support and enhance the long-term viability and productivity of agriculture by protecting 
prime agricultural areas and the agri-food network.  

9. Conserve and promote cultural heritage resources to support the social, economic, and 
cultural well-being of all communities, including First Nations and Métis communities.  

10. Integrate climate change considerations into planning and managing growth such as 
planning for more resilient communities and infrastructure – that are adaptive to the 
impacts of a changing climate – and moving towards low-carbon communities, with the 
long-term goal of net-zero communities, by incorporating approaches to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions.  

Where and How to Grow 
To better co-ordinate planning for growth across the region, this Plan provides population and 
employment forecasts for all upper- and single-tier municipalities in the GGH. These growth 
forecasts are a foundational component of this Plan. They are to be reviewed in consultation with 
municipalities at least every five years. 

Compact and Complete Communities  
This Plan is about accommodating forecasted growth in complete communities. These are 
communities that are well designed to meet people’s needs for daily living throughout an entire 
lifetime by providing convenient access to an appropriate mix of jobs, local services, public service 
facilities, and a full range of housing to accommodate a range of incomes and household sizes. 
Complete communities support quality of life and human health by encouraging the use of active 
transportation and providing high quality public open space, adequate parkland, opportunities for 
recreation, and access to local and healthy food. They provide for a balance of jobs and housing in 
communities across the GGH to reduce the need for long distance commuting.  
They also support climate change mitigation by increasing the modal share for transit and active 
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transportation and by minimizing land consumption through compact built form.  Building 
compact and complete communities, and protecting agricultural lands, water resources and 
natural areas will help reduce greenhouse gas emissions and ensure communities are more 
resilient to the impacts of climate change. 
To support the achievement of complete communities that are healthier, safer, and more 
equitable, choices about where and how growth occurs in the GGH need to be made carefully. 
Better use of land and infrastructure can be made by directing growth to settlement areas and 
prioritizing intensification, with a focus on strategic growth areas (see below for definition), 
including urban growth centres and major transit station areas, as well as brownfield sites and 
greyfields (see definition below). Concentrating new development in these areas provides a focus 
for investments in transit as well as other types of infrastructure and public service facilities to 
support forecasted growth, while also supporting a more diverse range and mix of housing 
options. However, to protect public safety and prevent future flood risks, growth should generally 
be directed away from hazardous areas, including those that have been identified as Special Policy 
Areas in accordance with the Public Policy Statement. 
Strategic Growth Areas: Within settlement areas, nodes, corridors, and other areas that have 
been identified by municipalities or the Province to be the focus for accommodating 
intensification and higher-density mixed uses in a more compact built form. Strategic growth 
areas include urban growth centres, major transit station areas, and other major opportunities 
that may include infill, redevelopment, brownfield sites, the expansion or conversion of existing 
buildings, or greyfields. Lands along major roads, arterials, or other areas with existing or planned 
frequent transit service or higher order transit corridors may also be identified as strategic growth 
areas. 
Greyfields: Previously developed properties that are not contaminated. They are usually, but not 
exclusively, former commercial properties that may be underutilized, derelict or vacant. 

Urban Growth Centres 
The Growth Plan, 2006 identified 25 urban growth centres and this Plan continues to recognize 
those urban growth centres as regional focal points for accommodating population and 
employment growth. The continued revitalization of urban growth centres as meeting places, 
locations for cultural facilities, public institutions, and major services and transit hubs with the 
potential to become more vibrant, mixed-use, transit-supportive communities is particularly 
important.  Downtown Peterborough is one of the Urban Growth Centres.  Urban Growth Centres 
are discussed in more detail later. 
Forecasted growth to the horizon of this Plan (2041) will be allocated based on the following:  

a) The vast majority of growth will be directed to settlement areas that:  
o have a delineated built boundary,  
o have existing or planned municipal water and wastewater systems, and  
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o can support the achievement of complete communities.  
o Growth will be limited in settlement areas that:  
o are un-delineated built-up areas,  
o are not serviced by existing or planned municipal water and wastewater systems, 

or  
o are in the Greenbelt Area.  

b) Within settlement areas (including the City of Peterborough), growth will be focused in:  
o delineated built-up areas;  
o strategic growth areas;  
o locations with existing or planned transit, with a priority on higher order transit 

where it exists or is planned; and  
o areas with existing or planned public service facilities.  

c) Development will be directed to settlement areas, except where the policies of this Plan 
permit otherwise.  

d) Development will be generally directed away from hazardous lands.  
e) The establishment of new settlement areas is prohibited. 

Policies to Support Complete Communities 
Applying the policies of this Plan will support the achievement of complete communities that:  

a) Feature a diverse mix of land uses, including residential and employment uses, and 
convenient access to local stores, services, and public service facilities;  

b) Improve social equity and overall quality of life, including human health, for people of all 
ages, abilities, and incomes;  

c) Provide a diverse range and mix of housing options, including second units and affordable 
housing, to accommodate people at all stages of life, and to accommodate the needs of all 
household sizes and incomes;  

d) Expand convenient access to:  
o a range of transportation options, including options for the safe, comfortable and 

convenient use of active transportation;  
o public service facilities, co-located and integrated in community hubs;  
o an appropriate supply of safe, publicly accessible open spaces, parks, trails, and 

other recreational facilities; and  
o healthy, local, and affordable food options, including through urban agriculture. 

e) Ensure the development of high quality compact built form, an attractive and vibrant 
public realm, including public open spaces, through site design and urban design 
standards;  

f) Mitigate and adapt to climate change impacts, build resilience, reduce greenhouse gas 
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emissions, and contribute towards the achievement of low-carbon communities; and  
g) Integrate green infrastructure and low impact development.  

Delineated Built-up Areas 
By the year 2031, and for each year thereafter, a minimum of 50% of all residential development 
occurring annually within each upper- or single-tier municipality will be within the delineated built-
up area.   
By the time the next municipal comprehensive review is approved and in effect, and each year 
until 2031, a minimum of 50% of all residential development occurring annually within each 
upper- or single-tier municipality will be within the delineated built-up area.  
Until the next municipal comprehensive review is approved and in effect, the annual minimum 
intensification target contained in the applicable upper- or single-tier official plan that is approved 
and in effect as of July 1, 2017 will continue to apply.  
All municipalities will develop a strategy to achieve the minimum intensification target and 
intensification throughout delineated built-up areas, which will:  

• encourage intensification (see definition below) generally to achieve the desired urban 
structure;  

• identify the appropriate type and scale of development and transition of built form to 
adjacent areas;  

• identify strategic growth areas to support achievement of the intensification target and 
recognize them as a key focus for development;  

• ensure lands are zoned and development is designed in a manner that supports the 
achievement of complete communities;  

• prioritize planning and investment in infrastructure and public service facilities that will 
support intensification; and  

• be implemented through official plan policies and designations, updated zoning and other 
supporting documents. 

Intensification: The development of a property, site or area at a higher density than currently 
exists through:  

• redevelopment, including the reuse of brownfield sites;  
• the development of vacant and/or underutilized lots within previously developed areas;  
• infill development; and  
• the expansion or conversion of existing buildings.  

Urban Growth Centres 
Urban growth centres are existing and planned downtown areas shown in Schedule 4 of the Plan 
and as further identified by the Minister on April 2, 2008. 
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Urban growth centres will be planned:  
• as focal areas for investment in regional public service facilities, as well as commercial, 

recreational, cultural and entertainment uses;  
• to accommodate and support the transit network at the regional scale and provide 

connection points for inter- and intra-regional transit;  
• to serve as high-density major employment centres that will attract provincially, 

nationally, or internationally significant employment uses; and 
• to accommodate significant population and employment growth.  

Urban growth centres will be planned to achieve, by 2031 or earlier, a minimum density target of 
150 residents and jobs combined per hectare for each of the Downtown Barrie, Downtown 
Brantford, Downtown Cambridge, Downtown Guelph, Downtown Peterborough and Downtown 
St. Catharines urban growth centres. 

Designated Greenfield Areas 
These are lands within settlement areas but outside of delineated built-up areas that have been 
designated in an official plan for development and are required to accommodate forecasted 
growth to the horizon of this Plan. Designated greenfield areas do not include excess lands, which 
are lands within settlement areas but outside of delineated built-up areas that have been 
designated in an official plan for development but are in excess of what is needed to 
accommodate forecasted growth to the horizon of this Plan.  
New development taking place in designated greenfield areas will be planned, designated, zoned 
and designed in a manner that:  

• supports the achievement of complete communities,  
• supports active transportation, and  
• encourages the integration and sustained viability of transit services.  

The designated greenfield area of each upper- or single-tier municipality will be planned to 
achieve within the horizon of this Plan a minimum density target that is not less than 80 residents 
and jobs combined per hectare.  This is proposed to be changed for Peterborough to 50 residents 
and jobs combined in Amendment No. 1 to the Growth Plan.  That is the same density target that 
has been in place since 2006 for greenfield areas. 

Public Service Facilities  
Public service facilities refer to lands, buildings and structures for the provision of programs and 
services provided or subsidized by a government or other body, such as social assistance, 
recreation, police and fire protection, health and educational programs, and cultural services. 
Public service facilities do not include infrastructure. 
Planning for public service facilities, land use planning and investment in public service facilities 
will be coordinated to implement this Plan.   
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Public service facilities and public services should be co-located in community hubs and integrated 
to promote cost-effectiveness.  
Priority should be given to maintaining and adapting existing public service facilities and spaces as 
community hubs to meet the needs of the community and optimize the long-term viability of 
public investments.  
Existing public service facilities that are located in or near strategic growth areas and are easily 
accessible by active transportation and transit, where that service is available, should be the 
preferred location for community hubs.  
Municipalities will collaborate and consult with service planning, funding, and delivery sectors to 
facilitate the co-ordination and planning of community hubs and other public service facilities.  
New public service facilities, including hospitals and schools, should be located in settlement areas 
and preference should be given to sites that are easily accessible by active transportation and 
transit, where that service is available.  

Protecting What is Valuable 
The following policy categories comprise this section of the Plan: 

• Water resource systems; 
• Natural heritage system; 
• Key hydrologic features, key hydrologic areas and key natural heritage features; 
• Lands adjacent to key hydrologic features and natural heritage features; 
• Public open space; 
• Agricultural system; 
• Cultural heritage resources; 
• A culture of conservation; and 
• Climate change. 

Natural Heritage System  
The Province will map a Natural Heritage System for the GGH to support a comprehensive, 
integrated, and long-term approach to planning for the protection of the region’s natural heritage 
and biodiversity. The Natural Heritage System mapping will exclude lands within settlement area 
boundaries that were approved and in effect as of July 1, 2017.  
Municipalities will incorporate the Natural Heritage System as an overlay in official plans, and will 
apply appropriate policies to maintain, restore, or enhance the diversity and connectivity of the 
system and the long-term ecological or hydrologic functions of the features and areas as set out in 
the policies in this subsection and the policies in subsections 4.2.3 and 4.2.4.  
Within the Natural Heritage System:  
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a) new development or site alteration will demonstrate that:  
o there are no negative impacts on key natural heritage features or key hydrologic 

features or their functions;  
o connectivity along the system and between key natural heritage features and key 

hydrologic features located within 240 metres of each other will be maintained or, 
where possible, enhanced for the movement of native plants and animals across 
the landscape;  

o the removal of other natural features not identified as key natural heritage 
features and key hydrologic features is avoided, where possible. Such features 
should be incorporated into the planning and design of the proposed use 
wherever possible;  

o except for uses described in and governed by the policies in subsection 4.2.8, the 
disturbed area, including any buildings and structures, will not exceed 25 per cent 
of the total developable area, and the impervious surface will not exceed 10 per 
cent of the total developable area;  

o with respect to golf courses, the disturbed area will not exceed 40 per cent of the 
total developable area; and  

o at least 30 per cent of the total developable area will remain or be returned to 
natural self-sustaining vegetation, except where specified in accordance with the 
policies in subsection 4.2.8; and  

b) the full range of existing and new agricultural uses, agriculture-related uses, on-farm 
diversified uses, and normal farm practices are permitted. However, new buildings or 
structures for agricultural uses, agriculture-related uses, or on-farm diversified uses are 
not subject to policy 4.2.2.3 a) but are subject to the policies in subsections 4.2.3 and 
4.2.4.  

The natural heritage systems identified in official plans that are approved and in effect as of July 1, 
2017 will continue to be protected in accordance with the relevant official plan until the Natural 
Heritage System has been issued. 
In implementing the Natural Heritage System, upper- and single-tier municipalities may, through a 
municipal comprehensive review, refine provincial mapping with greater precision in a manner 
that is consistent with this Plan.  
  

310



Appendix E | Relevant Excerpts from Places to Grow --- Growth Plan for the 
Greater Golden Horseshoe (2017) 

City of Peterborough Assessment of Parks and Open Spaces  |249 

Beyond the Natural Heritage System, including within settlement areas, the municipality:  
• will continue to protect any other natural heritage features in a manner that is consistent 

with the Provincial Policy Statement; and  
• may continue to protect any other natural heritage system or identify new systems in a 

manner that is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement.  
• If a settlement area is expanded into the Natural Heritage System in accordance with the 

policies in subsection 2.2.8, the portion that is within the revised settlement area 
boundary will:  

• be designated in official plans;  
• no longer be subject to policy 4.2.2.3; and  
• continue to be protected in a manner that ensures that the connectivity between, and 

diversity and functions of, the natural heritage features and areas will be maintained, 
restored, or enhanced.  

Public Open Space 
This policy area is particularly important to this study of parks and open space in Peterborough.  
The Growth Plan states the following: 

• Municipalities, conservation authorities, non-governmental organizations, and other 
interested parties are encouraged to develop a system of publicly accessible parkland, 
open space, and trails, including in shoreline areas, within the GGH that:  

• clearly demarcates where public access is and is not permitted,  
• is based on a coordinated approach to trail planning and development, and  
• is based on good land stewardship practices for public and private lands.  
• Municipalities are encouraged to establish an open space system within settlement areas, 

which may include opportunities for urban agriculture, rooftop gardens, communal 
courtyards and public parks.  
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The following documents were reviewed to provide context for this parks and open space review. 
1. City of Peterborough Official Plan, consolidated December 2014 
2. City of Peterborough Comprehensive Zoning By-Law 97-123, consolidated December 31, 

2017 
3. Community Profiles, 2016, Statistics Canada 
4. Ontario Planning act, RSO 1990 
5. Places to Grow – the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2017) 
6. Park Equity in Cities: Vancouver and VanPlay, Landscape Paysages, Fall 2018 
7. Public Space Design and Indigenous Urbanism, Landscape Paysages, Fall 2018 
8. Exploring Indigenous Landscapes in Toronto, Landscape Paysages, Fall 2018 
9. Final Report, Vision 2015, A 10-Year Strategic Plan for Recreation, Parks, Arenas and 

Culture, 2016 
10. Background Report, Vision 2015, A 10-Year Strategic Plan for Recreation, Parks, Arenas 

and Culture, 2016 
11. Township of King, Park Development Standards, January 2015 
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Introduction 
The Parks Development Standards document is prepared to assist City staff, Landscape Architects, 
the development industry, City Council members and the general public with understanding and 
moving forward with the planning and design of new or redeveloped existing parks and open 
spaces that contribute to the City’s overall park and open space system. The Park Development 
Standards represent current best practices for parkland planning and design and were vetted 
thorough a stakeholder and First Nations engagement process and guided by a Municipal Review 
Committee.  

The Parks Standards document is a living document that should be updated on a regular basis to 
keep pace with changes to Peterborough’s demographics, new recreation and park trends or to 
address changes to standards of practice within the broader realm of Park Planning and Design.  

Executive summary 
The Parks Development Standards are presented in three sections that include Section 1 – 
Planning for Parks, Section 2 – Design for Parks and Section 3 – Construction Details for Parks. A 
summary of each section is provided below.  

Section 1 | Planning for Parks  

This section combines current best practices around planning for parks with findings and planning 
recommendations from the Assessment of Parks and Open Space document (prepared in 
conjunction with these Standards). It was also coordinated with the City of Peterborough’s new 
2019 Official Plan sections that pertain to Parkland and Open Space. Recommendations from the 
Vision 2025 Report (2016) were also used as a guiding document.  

Section 1 outlines the five-tiered park classification system consisting of: 

1. Regional Parks and Other Open Spaces 
2. Community Parks and Other Open Spaces 
3. Neighbourhood Parks and Other Open Spaces 
4. Pocket Parks 
5. Urban Park Spaces (ranging from Urban Community Parks to Connecting Links) 

The park classification system (in particular, the five types of Urban Park Spaces) responds to 
future park needs as future development intensifies in the Downtown and along mixed-use 
corridors beyond the City core.  

Within Section 1, the purpose of each park classification is generally described in terms of the use 
it serves and the type of typical activities and features within that type of park. 
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Typical size guidelines are provided along with provision standards that are reflected in ha/1000 of 
population. For Neighbourhood Parks and Pocket Parks, a service area radius is also identified 
based on a reasonable walking distance or time to reach a park from residential areas.  

The remainder of Section 1 provides planning guidance pertaining to the establishment of new 
parks within residential areas, using Secondary Plans as a tool for planning and integrating new 
development “around” predetermined parks, open space systems and natural heritage lands. 
Planning guidance is also provided in association with sharing park facilities with schools and 
institutions, green infrastructure, tree and woodlot preservation, parks and storm water ponds 
and open space management plans.         

Section 2 | Design for Parks  

The Design and Development Standards section focuses on requirements and expectations under 
two important processes for parkland development. The first is developer requirements for the 
condition, pre-servicing and physical requirements of lands to be conveyed to the City for the 
establishment of new Neighbourhood parks. The second area of requirements is associated with 
types of park features, spatial needs for park features, design process and an implementation 
framework for design and construction of parks. The design features for each classification of park 
set out minimum requirements that will bring Peterborough parks to a level of standard that 
ensures that accessibility, recreational, environmental, community health, and social needs are 
met in each new or refurbished park. Since the requirements are minimum in nature, flexibility 
within the design process allows for the addition of other design features that may be deemed 
appropriate based on the community and/or physical context of a park.  

Some key aspects of the Design for Parks section include:  

a) The formulation of design features associated with each Park Classification as either 
anticipated typical features such as in Regional and Community Parks or minimum 
requirements as identified under the Neighbourhood Parks classification. 

b) Developer requirements prior to the conveyance of new parkland that include topsoil, fill 
and grading needs, storm water and/or sanitary sewer stubs, perimeter fencing, design 
and construction agreements, and sequencing and timing of construction. 

c) Requirements and responsibilities for development, a process for design and construction 
and established minimum requirements for park features will allow the City to better 
forecast, budget and manage parkland capital expenditures.  

d) The establishment of a design process to ensure that parks are suitably sized and located 
early in land development phases through to a series of facility fit, conceptual and detailed 
design plans.  

e) A defined community engagement opportunity within the design process. 
f) A set of park design criteria and design strategies that will contribute to universal 

accessibility, crime prevention, sustainability and public health. Technical design criteria 
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are also included for sport field sizes, orientation and setbacks, parking, playgrounds, 
water play, surface grading, provisions for shade, tree and shrub planting and walkways 
and pedestrian circulation.   

Section 3 | Construction Details for Parks  

The intent of Section 3 is to provide a library of standard details that can be used by developers, 
consultants and City staff during the preparation of tender drawings for new or renovated parks. It 
is expected that as individual park designs move forward, adaptations and modifications to these 
details will occur to serve site-specific conditions or expanded design expectations.   

There are 71 details that are numbered and labeled for easy access within the document. They 
may be copied and attached to construction drawings if modification of such details is not 
required. They are intended to set out the minimum requirements for construction of park 
features. Any modifications to the details that minimizes dimensions, use of materials, sizes or 
volumes and types of materials must be approved by the City prior to change.  

Examples of typical details include various sport field layouts and associated apparatus, multi-
purpose courts, tennis courts, plantings, paving surfaces, curbs, fences and site furnishings.
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1.0  General Planning and Provision Standards  

1.0.1 A Five-Tiered Classification System  

City parkland and other public and publicly available open space have been organized into five 
categories that represent a hierarchy of parks and other open space for the City of Peterborough.  
Placement in the hierarchy is based principally on: 

1. the distance that most visitors travel to make use of/appreciate facilities and features, 
2. the level/scale of outdoor and indoor facilities, 
3. the degree of uniqueness and/or specialty of facilities, features and other assets (including 

geological features, built heritage and natural heritage features), and 
4. location within the suburban or urban part of the City. 

The five categories are: 

1. Regional Parks and Other Open Space,  
2. Community Parks and Other Open Space, 
3. Neighbourhood Parks and Other Open Space, 
4. Pocket Parks, and 
5. Urban Park Spaces. 

The fifth category (Urban Park Spaces) has been developed to respond to the trend toward 
significantly increasing residential density within Strategic Growth areas – the Central Area and 
Mixed Use Corridors, as identified on Schedule A – Urban Structure (Peterborough Official Plan).  
The pedestrian realm network within Strategic Growth Areas will contain a hierarchy of Urban 
Park Spaces that is unique to these areas.   

1.1  Regional Parks  and Other Open Space 

1.1.1 Purpose of Regional Parks 

Regional Parks are intended to accommodate a wide array of opportunities that appeal to people 
of all ages, abilities and cultures.  The unique natural and man-made features and the higher scale 
of culture and recreation facilities found in Regional Parks attract visitors from across the City and 
beyond.  They can contain museums, clusters of outdoor sport facilities, culture and recreation 
centres, specialized recreation facilities, venues for large public gatherings and events, marinas, 
campgrounds, display gardens, beaches, waterplay facilities, playgrounds, and other facilities of a 
scale and purpose suitable for a Regional Park.   

Some Regional Parks assist in protecting and enhancing the image of Peterborough as a ‘city in the 
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country’.  They protect natural and historic features from the impacts of development.  They act 
as a buffer for a high-value natural heritage feature, where required.  Regional Parks can 
contribute to the linked open space system, recreational trail network and active transportation 
system.  Regional Parks can restrict development from occurring in areas that are hazardous and 
in doing so, provide naturally vegetated amenity space for passive recreation and nature 
appreciation.  Typically, this level of park and other open space attracts day-use activities but 
could include a campground or marina. 

Examples include: Del Crary, Beavermead, Ashburnham Memorial, Morrow and Millennium parks. 

This category of open space includes: City parkland and other public and publicly available open 
space with a similar purpose and draw (e.g., County, provincial and federal parkland; post-
secondary education lands; Conservation Authority lands; golf courses; the Canadian Canoe 
Museum; etc.). 

Provision Standard for Regional Parks: 1.5 hectares/1,000 population (including natural heritage 
lands). 

Size Guideline for Regional Parks: Generally, these are large parks, but can also be small 
properties, depending on the focus, features and functions associated with each site. 

1.1.2 Planning Guidelines for Regional Parks and Other Open Space 

• If the focus of a Regional Park is ‘active’ recreation, it should be predominantly 
prime/table land. 

• All or part of a Regional park or other ‘regional’-scale open space may include a storm 
water retention feature, steeply sloping (hazardous) lands, waterfront and other natural 
heritage features – including environmentally sensitive features. 

• If a Regional Park is principally or entirely comprised of environmentally sensitive features, 
the property may be called a nature reserve or similar name (e.g., Loggerhead Marsh, 
Downers Corners Wetland and Harper Park).  

• If a Regional Park is not considered a nature reserve, people should have access to it, it 
should be appealing to all ages and abilities, and be usable year round. 

• Generally, Regional Parks should be highly visible and people should have access to the full 
range of transportation modes, including public transit and active transportation. 
Directional signage should be provided on arterial streets throughout the City to indicate 
appropriate street access to these parks.  Where possible, secondary access should be 
provided along linked public lands for cyclist and pedestrians complete with directional 
signage. 

• New Regional Parks should be designed with a minimum of 25% of the perimeter exposed 
to arterial or collector streets.  Variations will only be considered on the basis of the 
specific role or focus of the park identified by the Arenas, Parks and Recreation Advisory 
Committee and/or the 10-Year Strategic Plan for Recreation, Parks, Arenas and Culture. 

329



Section 1 | Planning for Parks 

City of Peterborough Parks Development Standards  |3 

• Special focus parks should be designed to ensure that activities in certain parts of the park 
do not detract from the primary focus of the park. 

• Where Regional Parks incorporate riverbanks, wetlands, significant woodlots and other 
environmentally sensitive features, the design of the park should be respectful of and 
sensitive to these natural features – and prohibit access where appropriate. 

• Regional Parks may celebrate and/or acknowledge indigenous placemaking/history. 
• Regional Parks that accommodate large public gatherings and sport tournaments should 

include public washroom facilities, as well as off-street parking facilities, wherever 
possible.  

1.2  Community Parks  and Other Open Space 

1.2.1 Purpose of Community Parks 

Positioned between Regional and Neighbourhood parkland, Community Parks attract visitors from 
neighbourhoods, across the City, and beyond. Although the focus of Community Parks is typically 
on higher level outdoor sports facilities (lit and unlit ‘intermediate’ and ‘senior’ in scale), they can 
also accommodate a wide variety of other active and passive culture and recreation facilities and 
features.  They can be partially or completely comprised of natural heritage features.  They can 
also contain large-scale landscape features to enhance urban aesthetics in high profile locations. 

Note: Urban Community Parks are primary park spaces within the Urban Park Spaces category.  If 
an existing Community Park is located within the Central Area or a Mixed Use Corridor, it could 
also be categorized as an Urban Community Park or an Urban Square.  Examples include: 
Confederation Square, Fleming Park and Louis Street Park. 

Examples of Community Parks include: Kawartha Heights, Burnham Point, Goose Pond, Hamilton, 
Jackson, Rogers Cove, Corrigan Hill, King Edward, Inverlea, Nicholls Oval, Sherbrook Woods and 
Cedar Grove parks. 

This category of open space includes: City parkland and other public and publicly available open 
space with a similar draw (e.g., a secondary school). 

Provision Standard for Community Parks: 2.5 hectares/1,000 population 

Size Guideline for Community Parks: size can vary from very small to 40 hectares (and larger), 
depending on role and characteristics.  If a Community Park is principally a sports park, the 
minimum size should be 10 hectares. 

1.2.2 Planning Guidelines for Community Parks and Other Open Space 

• Generally, Community Parks should be highly visible and people should have access to the 
full range of transportation modes, including public transit and active transportation. 
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• New Community Parks should be designed with a minimum of 25% of the perimeter 
exposed to public streets, preferably arterial or collector roads.  Variations will only be 
considered on the basis of the specific role or focus of the park identified by the Arenas, 
Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee and/or the 10-Year Strategic Plan for 
Recreation, Parks, Arenas and Culture. 

• It is appropriate for a Community Park to be located adjacent to a secondary school, 
elementary school or post-secondary education campus - with the sites planned and 
developed into a joint park/school open space campus where facilities are shared with the 
community.  Sometimes, it is appropriate to similarly share with a place of worship or 
other compatible land use. 

• Community Parks that accommodate public gatherings and sport tournaments should 
include public washroom facilities, as well as off-street parking facilities, either on-site or in 
conjunction with adjacent lands, wherever possible. 

• Although most Community Parks should be predominantly or entirely prime/table land to 
support the primary focus on active recreation, some sites (or parts of sites) can 
incorporate a storm water retention feature, steeply sloping lands and other natural 
heritage features. 

• Ideally, Community Parks should be linked to the municipal and regional trail network, 
greenway system and the transit system. 

• Community Parks should be appealing, people should have access to them, and be 
useable year-round. 

• If a Community Park is not focused on a natural heritage feature or an historic entity, the 
location should be influenced by criteria such as: direct access to high traffic roads and 
public transit, as well as being a high visibility property. 

• Community Parks can celebrate arts, history and culture. 
• Community Parks may celebrate and/or acknowledge indigenous placemaking/history. 

1.3  Neighbourhood Parks  and Other Open Space 

1.3.1 Purpose of Neighbourhood Parks 

Neighbourhood Parks are intended to serve the close-to-home social and recreation needs of a 
neighbourhood or part of a neighbourhood – and to be ‘a gathering place for the neighbourhood’. 
The scale, size and appeal of Neighbourhood Parks and other open spaces and associated facilities 
should provide opportunities for less organized/structured, passive leisure and social activities, 
contribute to the aesthetics of the neighbourhood and enhance the connectivity of parkland and 
other open space. 

Examples of Neighbourhood Parks include: Applewood, Barnardo, Brinton Carpet, Chelsea 
Gardens, Dixon, Edmison Heights, Grove, Mapleridge, Redwood, Roper, Stewart, Wallis Heights 
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and Wentworth. 

This category of open space includes: City parkland; elementary schools; places of worship with 
usable open space; open space linkages/walkways; and other open space that is similar in scale 
and draw to Neighbourhood parks - and would complement Neighbourhood parkland. 

Provision Standard for Neighbourhood Parks: 1 hectare/1,000 population (principally prime/table 
land) 

Size Guideline for Neighbourhood Parks: 0.5 - 1.5 hectares.  Parks of less than 0.5 hectares may be 
established or retained only where: 

• the property may potentially form part of a linear park; 

• the property could be merged with an adjacent schoolyard; or 

• no alternative public open space opportunities exist within a service radius of 400 metres. 

Service Area for Neighbourhood Parks: 400-metre radius (see planning guidelines below) 

1.3.2 Planning Guidelines for Neighbourhood Parks and Other Open Space 

• Pedestrians (especially vulnerable pedestrians such as children, older adults, and people 
with disabilities) should not have to cross a busy street (high capacity arterial road) to 
access a Neighbourhood Park. 

• Neighbourhood Parks should incorporate outdoor facilities and features that suit the scale 
and role of this category of park; therefore unlit, smaller-scale and unscheduled facilities 
are preferred. 

• Neighbourhood Parks should be appealing to all age groups, people should have access to 
them, and be functional in all seasons. 

• Neighbourhood parks should be located so that residents are within 5 to 10 minute 
walking distance (300-600 metres, depending on walking speed) and not impeded by a 
significant barrier to safe pedestrian movement. (Note: This point is not included in Draft 
Official Plan, but will be recommended) 

• Neighbourhood Parks shall be linked to the municipal trail and sidewalk systems where 
provided - and some can be linear in shape. 

• For new Neighbourhood Parks, ensure that a minimum of 25% of the perimeter fronts 
onto a street, and most of the park is visible from the street(s).  Variations will only be 
considered on the basis of the specific role of the park identified by the Arenas, Parks and 
Recreation Advisory Committee and/or the 10-Year Strategic Plan for Recreation, Parks, 
Arenas and Culture.  

• Although most or all of the Neighbourhood Park site should be prime/table land, 
preservation and rejuvenation of natural heritage features is encouraged. 

• In some cases, it is preferred that a Neighbourhood Park be located adjacent to an 
elementary or secondary school or high-density residential development and jointly 
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planned, developed and used as a park-school campus or high-density development 
amenity. 

• Off-street parking is not generally required within Neighbourhood Parks. The City will give 
consideration for accessible parking, where appropriate, especially in areas where no 
active transportation network exists or in areas where there is a known high density of 
accessible housing or older adult population. 

• Some Neighbourhood Parks may be able to incorporate low impact development 
stormwater management features. (Note: This point is not included in Draft Official Plan) 

• Neighbourhood Parks may celebrate and/or acknowledge indigenous 
placemaking/history. 

1.4  Pocket Parks  

1.4.1 Purpose of Pocket Parks 

Pocket parks are small, intensively developed public spaces generally located outside of the 
Central Area and Mixed Use Corridors, as identified on Schedule A – Urban Structure 
(Peterborough Official Plan).  Note that Pocket Parks within these Strategic Growth Areas are 
referred to as ‘Urban’ Pocket Parks. 

Pocket Parks located within suburban areas of the City have the following principle purposes: 

• To augment the role of Neighbourhood Parks in existing residential neighbourhoods, and 
• To improve the public use and appearance of curb extensions and road islands (green 

streets). 

• To serve as traffic calming measures. 
• Capitalize on opportunities where other Park spaces are lacking. 

 
Examples of Pocket Parks include: Barnardo and Wolsely (community garden), Oriole Crescent 
Park, Parkhill and Stewart (Smith Town Hill), Peace Crescent Park and Royal Crescent Park. 

This category of open space includes: small City parks; well-developed boulevards and medians 
(green streets); and other publicly available commercial open spaces within mixed-use areas. 

Provision Standard for Pocket Parks: No specific provision standard.  

Size Guideline for Pocket Parks: Small, variable sizes based on the urban fabric. 

Service Area for Pocket Parks: Generally, within a 2 to 5 minute walk (approximately 150-400 
metres) of residents. 
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1.4.2 Planning Guidelines for Pocket Parks 

• Pocket Parks are small spaces, of variable scale based on the adjacent urban form. 
• Designed, developed and maintained to support more intensive levels of use than 

Regional, Community and Neighbourhood parks. 
• Pocket Parks should be: 

o attractive and welcoming – and draw people in, 
o useable by all age groups, 
o active or passive in purpose, and 
o usable in all seasons. 

• These spaces can celebrate arts, history and culture. 
• Pocket Parks may celebrate and/or acknowledge indigenous placemaking/history. 
• Pocket Parks should be highly visible, intensively developed and contain facilities and 

features that complement other nearby parks - and align with the needs and interests of 
nearby residents.   

1.5  Urban Park Spaces 
Urban Park Spaces are to be located within Strategic Growth Areas which include the Central Area 
and Mixed-Use Corridors as identified on Schedule A – Urban Structure (Peterborough Official 
Plan) where intensified development forms are to be promoted.  Urban Park Spaces are 
pedestrian-friendly spaces that accommodate socializing in a dense urban area.  They include 
both hard and soft landscape elements and are equipped with ample amenities that respond to 
the needs of the adjacent mixed-use community.  It is expected that all of the Urban Park Spaces 
be acquired, owned, developed and maintained by the City, notwithstanding that there may be 
opportunities where private ownership options are appropriate.  There are two categories of 
Urban Park Spaces – Primary and Secondary. 

1.5.1 Primary Urban Park Spaces 

Primary Urban Park Spaces comprise Urban Community Parks and Urban Squares. 

1.5.1.1 Urban Community Parks 

Purpose 
Urban Community Parks are the largest and highest profile component of the Urban Park Spaces 
hierarchy.  They are intended to be the primary focal point of a Strategic Growth Area.  They are 
expected to provide multifunctional flexible space and programming for large-scale social 
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gatherings, festivals and civic functions, and to accommodate facilities for the entire community.  
Urban Community Parks may include concert venues, public markets, water play, playgrounds and 
organized or unorganized sporting activities for all age groups and abilities and are to be 
developed with the following criteria in mind.  

Provision Standard: No Specific provision standard 

Size Guideline: Expected to be greater than 8,000 square metres and can be much larger. 

Service Area: No specific service area.  

Planning Guidelines for Urban Community Parks 
• Have frontage on at least two public streets but may be surrounded by public streets 

where the scale of the park is appropriate. 
• Be designed such that they provide 40% of the area of the park in tree canopy by the end 

of the tenth year after its opening. 
• Be primarily soft surfaced and green but may include hard surface elements. 
• Some Urban Community Parks may be able to incorporate low impact development 

stormwater management features.  (Note: This point is not included in Draft Official Plan) 
• Include substantial programmable spaces such as performance venues, sports fields, 

courts and playful elements for children. 
• Include seating and a full furniture program (e.g., lighting, facilities for dogs, facilities for 

people of all abilities including older adults, facilities for children and youth, water play 
features and public art). 

• Urban Community Parks may celebrate and/or acknowledge indigenous 
placemaking/history. 

1.5.1.2 Urban Squares 

Purpose 
Urban Squares are moderately-scaled components of the Pedestrian Realm Network.  Urban 
Squares may provide multifunctional space and programming for social gatherings, festivals and 
civic functions.  Urban Squares are community focal points that should accommodate special 
features such as public art that adds visual, auditory and textural interest and contributes to 
placemaking.  They are expected to develop with the following criteria in mind. 

Provision Standard: Generally, one Urban Square per Strategic Growth Area, but there could be 
more. 

Size Guideline: Expected to be greater than 1,000 metres in size but generally less than 8,000 
square metres. 

Service Area: Expected to serve the residential population and/or local business community within 
approximately a ten-minute walk or 800 metres of residents. 
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Planning Guidelines for Urban Squares 
• Have frontage on at least one public street but may be surrounded by public streets 

where the scale of the square is appropriate. 
• Require that adjacent built form have primary and active frontages facing the Urban 

Square. 
• Be designed such that they provide 40% of the area of the square in tree canopy by the 

end of the tenth year after its opening, with immediate shade at seating areas. 
• Be primarily hard surfaced but shall include some soft surface elements. Soft surface 

elements may include navigational aids, walkway edging, and landscape techniques to 
delineate between clear path of travel an static zones. 

• Include community and civic spaces, as well as performance venues and playful elements 
for people of all ages and ability. 

• Include seating and a full furniture program (e.g., lighting, opportunities for outdoor cafes 
and restaurants, facilities for people of all ages and abilities, water play features and public 
art). 

• Have regard for universal design, older adults and accessibility for people with disabilities. 
• Urban Squares may celebrate and/or acknowledge indigenous placemaking/history. 

1.5.2  Secondary Urban Park Spaces 

Secondary Urban Park Spaces are to be located within Strategic Growth Areas - the Central Area 
and Mixed-Use Corridors as identified on Schedule A – Urban Structure (Peterborough Official 
Plan) where intensified development forms are to be promoted.  Secondary Park Urban Spaces 
are typically smaller than Primary Urban Park Spaces and are generally wholly integrated 
within/adjacent to buildings.  It is the intent that Secondary Urban Park Spaces may be publicly or 
privately owned. 

Secondary Urban Park Spaces are important connectors within the Public Realm Network and 
provide diversity and interest within the Central Area and Mixed-Use Corridors.  Secondary Urban 
Park Spaces include: Urban Pocket Parks, Sliver Parks, Courtyards and Connecting Links. 

Privately owned Urban Park Spaces will only be considered as part of the required parkland 
dedication of the Planning Act, where the City is satisfied that the park space component can be 
accesses by all people, has been designed to Provincial and City standards, and is to be maintained 
to Provincial and City standards.  Legal agreements to ensure the long-term satisfaction of these 
requirements will need to be established. 

1.5.2.1 Urban Pocket Parks 

Purpose 
Urban Pocket Parks are small, pedestrian-friendly spaces that accommodate socializing in dense 
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urban areas.  Urban Pocket Parks are key elements of the inter-connected Public Realm Network.  
They provide social spaces animated by their adjacent uses such as cafes and shops.  Urban 
Pocket Parks are expected to develop with the following criteria in mind.  They are similar to 
Pocket Parks located with the suburban part of the City but may be developed to a higher 
standard and intensity to support more intensive use. 

Provision Standard: No specific provision standard. 

Size Guideline: Urban Pocket Parks are expected to be less than 1,000 square metres in size, but 
generally greater than 75 square metres. 

Service Area: Generally, within a 2 to 5 minute walk (approximately 150-400 metres) of residents, 
visitors and business within a high density, mixed-use neighbourhood.  

Planning Guidelines for Urban Pocket Parks 
• Have frontage on at least one public street but may be surrounded by public streets 

where the scale of the park is appropriate. 
• Require that adjacent built form have primary and active frontages facing the park, where 

appropriate. 
• Be designed such that they provide 50% of the area of the park in tree canopy by the end 

of the tenth year after its opening, with immediate shade at seating areas, 
• Be primarily soft surfaced but may include hard surface elements. 
• Some Urban Pocket Parks may be able to incorporate low impact development 

stormwater management features.   
• Have regard for universal design, older adults and accessibility for people with disabilities. 

• Urban Pocket Parks may celebrate and/or acknowledge indigenous placemaking/history. 

1.5.2.2 Sliver Parks 

Purpose 
Sliver Parks are narrow linear spaces that often front retail spaces and function as a substantially 
widened sidewalk, creating plazas or forecourts between the face of the adjacent building and 
street right-of-way.  They are extensions of the public sidewalk system.  Sliver Parks should be 
established adjacent to building frontage, wherever possible.  Transparent and accessible at-grade 
uses adjacent to Sliver Parks will help to animate the space, improve safety and encourage use.  
Sliver Parks are expected to develop with the following criteria in mind. 

Provision Standard: No specific provision standard. 

Size Guideline: Small, variable sizes based on the urban fabric. 

Service Area: No specific service area.  Sliver Parks will be provided where appropriate. 
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Planning Guidelines for Sliver Parks 
• Require that adjacent built form have primary and active frontages facing these open 

spaces. 
• Be primarily hard surfaced, with limited planting and soft surface elements. 

• Be flexible to accommodate spill out retail space, as well as outdoor cafes and restaurants. 
• Have regard for walkway clear path of travel and edge detection on the sidewalk zone for 

people with disabilities. 
• Sliver Parks may celebrate and/or acknowledge indigenous placemaking/history. 

1.5.2.3 Courtyards 

Purpose 
Courtyards are interior or exterior spaces that are surrounded by buildings, and are lined with 
small stores, restaurants and outdoor cafes.  They promote a high standard of quality and 
pedestrian comfort.  Courtyards should contribute to the logical wayfinding system and help to 
establish a fine-grained Pedestrian Realm Network. 

Indoor and outdoor Courtyards are sometimes public spaces but are often privately owned and 
can be accessed by the public.  Although they enable pedestrians to travel through the 
community quickly and easily, many are destinations unto themselves with seating, restaurants 
and retail frontages, and public art.  They provide valuable opportunities to improve connections 
between the public sidewalk system and the other components of the Pedestrian Realm Network.  
Courtyards are expected to develop with the following criteria in mind. 

Provision Standard: No specific provision standard. 

Size Guideline: Small, variable sizes based on the urban fabric. 

Service Area: No specific service area.  Courtyards will be provided where appropriate. 

Planning Guidelines for Courtyards 
• Have several egress opportunities to the public sidewalk system, building walkway 

network, and multi-use trail network, where applicable. 
• Require that adjacent built form have primary and active frontages facing the courtyard 

space. 
• Have a combination of high quality landscaping and hard surfaces. 

• Have regard for older adults and accessibility for people with disabilities. A majority of a 
courtyard surface area may be static zones for pedestrian realm, but shall include a 
walkway network that ensures a clear path of travel is maintained, through use of surface 
patterns, colours, textures and edge detection as appropriate. 

• Courtyards may celebrate and/or acknowledge indigenous placemaking/history. 
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1.5.2.4 Connecting Links 

Purpose 
Connecting links are outdoor walkways that may be linked with small stores, restaurants and 
outdoor cafes.  These spaces are sometimes public spaces but are often privately owned spaces 
that the public can access.  Although they enable pedestrians to travel through the community 
quickly and easily, many are destinations unto themselves with seating, restaurants and retail 
frontages, and unique public art.  Connecting Links provide valuable opportunities to improve 
connections between the public sidewalk system and other components of the Pedestrian Realm 
Network.  They will play an important role in creating a logical wayfinding system and assist in the 
establishment of a more beautiful and inviting Pedestrian Realm Network within Growth Areas.  
Connecting Links are expected to develop with the following criteria in mind. 

Provision Standard: No specific provision standard. 

Size Guideline: No specific size guideline.  See Planning guidelines below. 

Service Area: No specific service area.  Connecting Links will be provided where appropriate. 

Planning Guidelines for Connecting Links 
• Be provided in high pedestrian volume areas, for easy of movement, as well as the 

creation of unique urban spaces. 
• Be located between pedestrian destinations and may become destinations themselves. 

• Have opportunities for retail along their length, or alternatively, a green, soft landscape 
treatment with plantings and lighting. 

• Be safe and secure with adequate lighting. 
• Width should consider scale of adjacent buildings. 
• Connecting Links may celebrate and/or acknowledge indigenous placemaking/history. 

1.6  Parkland Within Residential Developments  

1.6.1  Secondary Planning for Parks and Other Open Spaces 

Secondary Plans are prepared and administered by the City or their consulting representative. 
They are required under the Official Plan and provide more specific policies allowing for a 
comprehensive study of the land uses in a secondary plan area.  

They are essential to a coordinated planning approach for the secondary plan area and initiating 
detailed policy guidance around Parks and Open Spaces. Secondary Plans may be prepared for 
new developments in the outlying areas of the City, as well as in older neighbourhoods, the 
Central Area and Mixed Use Corridors.  
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It is widely recognized that public health, ecological diversity, environmental, social and cultural 
systems within cities are all benefactors of a well-planned and connected Park System. For the 
purposes of park planning and development, Secondary Plans shall provide a structure and plan 
for important parkland requirements such as improving City-wide green space linkages, parkland 
connectivity and equity, natural heritage preservation, historical recognition, recreation and 
culture facilities and appropriate distribution of all the City’s Parkland Classifications.  

During the initiation of Secondary Planning, the City shall prioritize the establishment of a land-
based framework of Natural Heritage features (if present), potential parkland linkages external to 
the Secondary Planning area and effective community connectivity to parkland within the 
Secondary Planning area. Road systems, commercial areas, educational facilities and other land 
uses shall be laid out respecting the Parks and Natural Heritage framework in a way that may 
further contribute to open space linkages, trails and active transportation.  

1.6.2  Development Dedication 

Developers will convey parkland to the City in accordance with provisions of the Planning Act and 
Official Plan. There shall be no physical encumbrances on the land. Easements in favour of and 
under the control of Utility Companies or Commissions present limitations on the land within the 
easement for park uses and as such shall not be considered as a part of the calculation of land 
dedication for park purposes. 

Parkland sites shall be of appropriate shape, configuration, size and topography to accommodate 
the intent of the use for each parkland classification. Parkland shall be of sufficient size and 
configuration so as to satisfy the standards for grading, drainage, facility setback, fencing and 
other requirements needed to supply the recreation and cultural facilities required by the City 
within the development area.  

In specific cases within subdivision and site plan development, condominiums and consents, the 
City at its option and discretion may negotiate an alternative of cash-in-lieu of parkland dedication 
(in accordance with the provisions of the Official Plan, the Planning Act, the City’s Cash-in-lieu of 
Parkland By-law, or any future Community Benefit By-law) for the acquisition of lands for park 
purposes elsewhere within the City. 

1.6.3  Location of Parkland and Spatial Layout for Parks  

Parkland will be consolidated a location deemed most equitable and appropriate by the City for 
the population it is intended to serve, in the interest of good community planning and the 
preservation and integration of the natural environment regardless of the disposition of land 
ownership. Parkland as a result may become a joint conveyance from two or more ownerships. In 
such instances where multiple landowners are involved in the conveyance of a park, the owners 
are to attempt to reach agreement as to their cost-sharing and performance obligations under the 
development agreements or other planning requirements of the City with regard to the 
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conveyance; thereby avoiding the need for mediation from the City in this regard. 

1.6.4  Acquisition of Parkland 

If land required for a park and its anticipated program exceeds the available parkland dedication 
from development under policy, the City may choose to acquire the balance of land needed, 
ensuring that the park location and configuration satisfies the City’s standards for facility layout, 
setbacks, and orientation. Such land will be subject to the same performance standards as the 
surrounding conveyance and developers shall be responsible to ensure the lands are free of 
encumbrances, fully prepared as described herein and in a condition acceptable to the City. The 
City will acquire such lands in fair and reasonable manner in consideration of policy, market value 
for un-serviced developable land and open negotiations with ownerships. 

1.6.5  Conveyance and Registration 

The timing of conveyance of parkland in accordance with the Planning Act will be stipulated in the 
Development Agreement. The City will typically require conveyance be made to the City during 
registration of the first phase of a subdivision. Condition of the land to be conveyed shall be as 
described herein or as stipulated in the Development Agreement. If as a matter of necessity, and 
with the agreement of the City, conveyance is to occur later in the development process, the City 
will secure a letter-of-credit for the value of lands to be conveyed. Where possible, the 
Development Agreement is to identify development sequencing and the developer shall to the 
best of their ability, supply the City with an approximate schedule of timing for the development 
to allow the City to forecast capital investments and manage expenditures and updating of 
financial planning under the Development Charges By-law. 

1.7  Schools and Park Development  

1.7.1  Sharing of Facilities 

Where deemed advantageous and appropriate in community planning, the City will endeavour to 
site parks and schools together in a campus layout for the benefit of continuity of public land uses, 
efficiency in layout of structured recreational facilities, parkland and green space connectivity, and 
for the purposes of integrating or sharing facilities wherever practicable. The City will consider the 
size of applicable parkland in the potential relationship with adjoining school facilities.  

The City promotes the efficient utilization of publicly controlled parks and open spaces. In 
recognition of the efficiencies of joint use and campus design, the City encourages avoiding the 
installation of boundary fencing or other physical barriers at park/school boundaries; except trees 
and/or other naturally occurring features, where appropriate. Design of such campuses through 
site plan control and park design shall be developed to avoid unnecessary duplication of drainage 
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and grading features between adjoining sites; creating an integration of design for structured 
recreational facilities and site features and amenities. In such planned campuses, consideration 
shall be given to allow the park to be developed independently should the applicable School 
Board decide not to develop a school at its option. Such parks may be reconsidered by the City as 
to their role and function within the community area upon clear notice that a school shall not be 
developed. Planning for parks is to anticipate this eventuality and the disposition of school sites 
within a plan of subdivision may include options for full or partial acquisition by the City 
contingent upon conditions and terms of the development agreement. Costs for such land will be 
determined based on the market value of the land at the time of executing the development 
agreement.  

1.7.2  Relationships and Layout 

To further the objectives for efficient utilization of publicly controlled land and open spaces, the 
City encourages its agency partners to consider joint use of public lands and assets. Where 
deemed to be in the best interest of the parties, the City and School Board may choose to share 
facilities across a common boundary within a park/school campus to provide operational and 
program advantages to each agency. In such instances, the City and School Board may establish a 
mutual agreement for the purposes of negotiating the costs of capital development and future 
maintenance of such shared facilities. Such agreements shall ensure clarity for the parties with 
regard to land dedication and capital investments as they may pertain to Development Charge 
funding and park development. The City will encourage joint use of park/school facilities where 
there is no obvious interference with normal site function for either party. Joint use is considered 
as an advantage to the community as a whole; increasing usable green space for residents while 
limiting the need for repetitive facilities, particularly in paved areas for parking and recreational 
play-court facilities. In principle, no permit cost will be charged between the parties for shared 
facility usage except if the costs of grounds maintenance and repair are unduly affected for one of 
the agencies. Such mutual agreements shall consider insurances and liabilities and the 
maintenance implications of the campus. It is suggested that such agreements be reviewed and 
modified from time to time as may be required to ensure fairness for the parties and the 
reasonable management of operating costs. 

1.8  Green Infrastructure 

1.8.1  Function of Green Infrastructure 

Green Infrastructure Ontario defines green infrastructure as “natural vegetation and vegetative 
technologies that collectively provide society with a broad array of products and services for 
healthy living”. Green infrastructure takes on many forms and includes such things as urban 
forests, greenways, wetlands, storm water facilities, bio-swales, rain gardens, green roofs and 
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permeable paving. Unlike traditional “grey infrastructure”, green infrastructure provides 
economic, social and environmental benefits to a community and helps to reduce costs and the 
growing maintenance pressure placed upon traditional infrastructure. 

1.8.2  Park Features as Green Infrastructure 

By their nature, most municipal parks form an important component of green infrastructure. 
Beyond the presence of trees and open-space, park designs can contribute a greater role to a 
community’s green infrastructure system. Planning and design for new parkland will take into 
consideration green infrastructure opportunities associated with reducing storm water flows away 
from the site and diverting such flows into infiltration trenches, rain gardens, permeable paving, 
etc. 

1.9  Tree Preservation  

1.9.1  Intent 

Draft Approved Plans of Subdivision may contain tree preservation in conjunction with a Park 
Block or Open Space. Tree preservation measures shall ensure significant trees and woodlot units 
that hold value to the community through their inherent ecology, species diversification or 
potential contribution to future park designs, are not put at risk prior to preparation of Park Plans. 

1.9.2  Tree Survey and Preservation Plan 

The City’s Tree Bylaw will govern lands subject to development. Owners of such lands shall be 
required to submit a Tree Preservation Plan and Arborist’s Report for tableland forest units, or 
individual trees, within or adjoining the park lands. Tree Preservation Plans and Arborist’s reports 
shall clearly indicate the specific measures and practices required from the owner and its agents 
for the effective preservation of trees and forest units identified for practical preservation in the 
post development scenario. 

Tree Preservation Plans are to be produced prior to engineering grading and servicing designs for 
the lands in order that engineering for the lands does not unduly prejudice the ability to 
effectively preserve trees and woodland units of significant value to the community. Tree 
Preservation Plans shall be produced in accordance with applicable City policy documents and the 
requirements and conditions of the Draft Plan of Subdivision or Site Plan Approval processes and 
any applicable policies of the Conservation Authority. Pre-servicing or construction activity within 
a development plan may proceed only with approved Tree Preservation Plans in place and shall be 
conducted with regard to and in conformity with the approved Tree Preservation Plans. 

Prior to the start of any type of construction activity for the development of the lands, tree 
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preservation measures as described by the approved Tree Preservation Plan shall be installed, and 
inspected and approved by the City. Preservation measures and fencing are to be routinely 
inspected and repaired/replaced as required for the duration of the construction process. 

1.9.3  Tree Loss Compensation 

The City will require compensation for the removal or damage to trees identified for preservation 
or in compensation for development where clear cutting of tableland forest units is required. 
Compensation will be provided under the in accordance with applicable City By-laws.   

Compensation for tree removal that enables the development of a property will be evaluated on a 
case-by case basis, reasonably considering variables of density, species, area in question and 
quality of trees affected. The City may request or require that trees removed or damaged be 
compensated within public initiatives for re-forestation and rehabilitation of natural landscape 
areas within the City. 

1.9.4  Maintenance, Acceptance and Conveyance of Trees and Woodlots 

Prior to acceptance of a tree preservation area by the City, the developer will convene site 
inspections with City Staff to ascertain the extent of required arboriculture work, hazard tree 
removals and what general maintenance work is required for acceptance. This may include hiring 
the professional services of a Certified Arborist for pruning of dead branches, removal of hazard 
trees identified as risks to people or property, site clean-up of all debris and garbage, and removal 
of any other hazards identified. Completion of such works shall be considered in the release of 
letters-of-credit for a Subdivision or Site Plan. The tree preservation area will be conveyed and 
assumed by the City only after inspections and acceptance for compliance with City standards.  

These arboriculture standards are to also be applied to preserved vegetation that will be retained 
in private ownership through site plan or subdivision plan development. The continued 
maintenance and monitoring of such private preservation areas shall not be the responsibility of 
the City at any time before, during or after the development process. 

1.10  Parks and Storm Water Management Facilities  

1.10.1  Stormwater Ponds, Detention and Attenuation Features 

Stormwater management facilities required for new developments shall not be acceptable as 
parkland dedication under the Planning Act and Official Plan. As such, stormwater ponds or 
extended detention facilities shall not be located within the boundaries of lands conveyed as 
tableland parks. Stormwater facilities are a function of the civil engineering of land development 
and shall occur on lands intended specifically for such purposes. Engineering requirements of the 
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City and Conservation Authority shall define the land requirements and location for such facilities. 
Ponds are commonly located in close proximity to residential lands and as such may form part of a 
continuous open space system adjoining park facilities. In such instances, care shall be taken in the 
design and sizing of pond blocks to assure that any required grade transition areas do not offer 
undue risk to park users. 

1.10.2  Overland Flows and Utility Easements 

If no other stormwater management alternatives are available, and at the developer’s expense, 
storm water controls such as overland flow routes may be accommodated within parks with the 
approval of the City. Such requirements will be accommodated where they will not compromise 
the full use of the park program as planned by the City, and offer no risks to park users in the 
routine use of the park and its facilities. All recreational facilities must be uninterrupted and 
outside of regulated hazard and flood plain lands. If overland flow routes cannot be 
accommodated without compromising the use of the park, the developer will be required to 
amend the plan of subdivision to consolidate additional lands with the park to satisfy both 
requirements. Should there be no other engineering design solutions; and underground sewer 
systems or other utilities be required to pass through the vicinity of the parkland, alignments will 
be reviewed and approved by the City for conformity with the park design program. Where 
amendment to the plan of subdivision proves unworkable, such lands encumbered by the 
presence of the utility or easement shall be deducted from the calculation of dedicated parkland 
and compensation provided to the City based upon the market value of serviced land. 

1.10.3  Passive Recreational Uses 

Stormwater ponds adjacent to parks should be integrated into the park development with a trail 
network that incorporated shade, rest areas, and interpretive panels as appropriate. Stormwater 
management facilities are viewed as open space assets to the community and are to be designed 
as an integral part of the public land system of open spaces.  

1.10.4  Natural Areas and Stormwater Ponds 

Ponds are to be designed as naturalistic landscapes utilizing native plant materials and planting 
designs that emulate the natural environment of local plant communities. Where ponds are a 
continuation of adjacent natural landscapes, they shall be designed to extend any readily apparent 
natural system of forest or meadow community. Where the edges of an existing habitat are 
dominated with invasive or exotic species of plants the development of the pond shall ensure the 
removal of such species and the replacement of foreign vegetation communities with native or a 
non-invasive horticultural varieties for the purpose of rehabilitation of the land. 
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1.10.5  Urban Park Spaces and Stormwater Ponds 

When stormwater ponds are situated within an urban area of high visibility within the streetscape, 
their design will provide a complementary design with high quality of aesthetics and present a 
visual benefit to the community. The shared boundary of the pond and street shall feature a safe 
and manageable grading with slope steepness of 5:1 or less. Designs of this type of pond shall still 
be dominated by native selections of plants and will provide the opportunity for the integration of 
streetscape features, community theme elements and trail connections within the Urban Park 
Spaces Category.  

1.10.6  Stormwater Ponds and Park Maintenance 

All pond designs are to be developed with an emphasis on sustainable design utilizing locally 
available and recycled materials wherever possible. Staking and fasteners for tree support shall be 
of wood and biodegradable materials. Ponds are intended to appear and function as a natural 
landscape and are to be designed to minimize maintenance requirements for the City. While the 
recreational use of any parkland surrounding stormwater ponds are considered a public resource, 
recreational use of the ponds themselves will be discouraged for public safety reasons. The 
interface between parkland and storm water ponds will be clearly defined in park designs in a way 
that separates traditional park maintenance practices such as lawn mowing from the 
management of the natural landscape features of the storm water pond.  City approved warning 
signage will be supplied by the developer and posted upon the initial excavation of the pond. 

1.11  Open Space Management Plans 

1.11.1  Characterization of Open Spaces and Natural Heritage Features 

Natural Heritage features may occupy a part of a park or open space area. Where identified such 
information will be utilized during the preparation of the Park and Open Space components of a 
Secondary Plan. When such Natural Heritage features fall within a Secondary Plan, the identified 
feature and any connecting open space shall be further analyzed and characterized by an 
independent Ecologist or environmental firm to determine the presence of species at risk, the 
ecological function, contribution and value of the Natural Heritage Feature and/or the open 
space.  This analysis will be used to inform the extent of open space and/or Natural Heritage 
Features to be retained and protected within a Secondary Plan. 

1.11.2  Preparation of Management Plans 

When a Secondary Planning process determines open space areas to have high ecological value or 
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Natural Heritage designation, the City should retain an independent Ecologist or environmental 
firm to prepare a Management Plan for the open space. The management plan would identify the 
rationale for management, delineated area for management, and a management work plan and 
tasks over a prescribed period of time. The management plan would identify protection measures 
to be carried out by developers during construction activity and post development protection and 
monitoring measures to be administered by the City.  Open Space Management Plans should be 
prepared prior to any development plans to inform the planning of draft plans of subdivision and 
site plan applications regarding preservation, protection and management measures during and 
after land development. 
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2.0  Design and Development Standards for Parks  
The following section describes the general requirements of the developer regarding the 
condition, pre-servicing and physical development of lands to be conveyed for parkland. These 
requirements are further to any conditions and requirements identified in development 
agreements and their schedules, site plan agreements, Zoning By-laws, along with those required 
as a component part of the Development Charges By-law. If requirements overlap or vary, the City 
will determine what requirements will be required for development on a case-by case basis. 

2.1  Design Features by Park Classification  
As general conditions for all Parks and open spaces designed by, or on behalf of the City each park 
classification will include common elements associated with the City’s image and approach to park 
design. Common elements will include park identification signage, trail markers and information 
and regulation signs as identified in the City’s sign by-laws. At a minimum, all parks will include low 
impact design (LID) solutions and sustainable design practices for energy consumption, bio-
diversity and storm water management, where appropriate.  

Parks may include, some or all of the features identified in the following park categories. At the 
discretion of the City, additional features may be added to parks as deemed appropriate, and 
therefore, features may not necessarily be limited to the following:      

2.1.1  Regional Parks and Other Open Spaces 

Any features or facilities described under the sub-sections for Neighbourhood and Community 
Parks may apply to a Regional Park depending upon the nature of the park and its purpose within 
the overall parks and open space system. Regional Parks can be a variety of sizes and have varying 
purposes depending upon their context and intended use. Facility requirements, features and 
design standards will be determined on a case-by case basis at the beginning of the park design 
process. 

Since Regional Parks are intended to attract visitors from across the City and beyond, many of 
their facilities, features and attributes will be widely appealing; higher and larger in scale; 
specialized in nature; and specific to their location, history and the physical characteristics of each 
site.  

2.1.2 Community Parks and Other Open Spaces 

1. Sports fields for Senior and Junior Play - including soccer pitches, cricket pitches, softball or 
baseball diamonds complete with features and furnishings such as backstops and 
boundary fences, goal posts, players benches and spectator bleachers. 
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2. Any combination of 2 or more major athletic facilities including: baseball, softball, soccer 
pitches, lacrosse, tennis courts, bowling greens, cricket pitches or other structured sport 
facility. 

3. Public art or historical display features. 
4. Shaped landforms, berms and drainage swales. 
5. Areas of tree or natural heritage preservation or rehabilitation planting. 
6. Planting design of trees and shrubs to provide: a target of 30% shade, buffering views and 

activities, defining activity areas, bolstering bio-diversity, and celebration of the Indigenous 
peoples landscape values. 

7. Junior (18 months to 5 years) and senior (6 years to 12 years) playground elements or 
adult exercise equipment with a clear emphasis on barrier-free design. 

8. Water splash pad or other water play feature to serve a broader community area. 
9. Basketball, pickleball and hard surface multi-purpose courts. 
10. Gazebos, picnic shelters or other seasonal structures. 
11. Field houses/washroom buildings. 
12. Indoor Recreation Facilities and required parking facilities. 
13. Parking on site and/or in combination with an adjoining school or other compatible 

facility. 
14. Three-Phase Electrical Supply. 
15. Walkway lighting and lighting for security at park structures. 
16. Floodlighting of major athletic facilities. 
17. 150mm water supply line, utility building for irrigation and water play infrastructure. 
18. Sanitary sewer service to park buildings. 
19. Landmark features of park architecture.  
20. Large areas of unstructured parkland or natural landscapes linked to the surrounding 

community and open space system 
21. Trail heads and trail connections to the interconnected trail network 
22. Walkway network to link buildings, amenities, trails, sidewalks, transit stops, and parking 

lots, where applicable. 
23. Bottle filling stations may be provided. 
24. Regards for older adults and accessibility for people with disabilities. 

2.1.3  Neighbourhood Parks and Other Open Spaces 

Neighbourhood Parks are smaller than most of the Regional and Community Park, but are the 
most frequent park type throughout the City. Due to the quantity and wide distribution 
throughout the City, Neighbourhood Parks are also the most visible and easy to access. Since 
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these parks have evolved over time as new housing and Neighbourhoods are developed, they are 
subject to great variation in design, type of facilities and overall quality and appeal. The City of 
Peterborough has recognized the need for identifying consistent minimum design and facility 
requirements for both new and existing Neighbourhood Parks. Establishing minimum design 
requirements for this category of park will help the City deliver accessible, high quality and 
inclusive Neighbourhood Parks. To achieve this, the Neighbourhood Park Category has the 
following set of minimum requirements for design and facilities:   

1. Park pathway linkages to park features from existing or proposed sidewalks and trails - 
with accessibility compliant hard surfaces.  

2. Junior (18 months to 5 years)/senior (6 years to 12 years) play area(s) with accessibility 
features. 

3. Nature-inspired play areas. 
4. Passive open grassed areas for unstructured multi-use activities 
5. Low impact stormwater infrastructure design features. 
6. Preservation of pre-existing significant natural areas or Natural Heritage Features. 
7. Shade tree and low shrub planting with an overall target of 50% shade cover within the 

park. Include the use of some species with significance to local First Nation Peoples.   
8. Shaded play and play observation seating areas  
9. Sitting / seating / socializing area with accessibility features. 
10. Multi-generational design features. 
11. Park sign visible from street. 
12. Municipal fence between park and residential properties. 
13. Garbage / recycling and needle drop containers located along pathways. 
14. Shade structure. 
15. Min. 25% street frontage. 
16. Single-phase electrical supply source. 
17. 50mm diameter water service stub. 
18. Sub-surface storm and sanitary sewer system stub. 

In addition to the above minimum requirements, Neighbourhood Parks may also contain the 
following variable park features and facilities: 

1. Walkway lighting 
2. Adult outdoor exercise equipment 
3. Multi-purpose sport pad for basketball and other sports 
4. Natural skating rink 
5. Community garden (vegetable or sensory) 
6. Areas of tree preservation and/or rehabilitation 
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7. Entrance / gateway feature 
8. Small-scale water play feature (with optional accessible parking) 
9. Public art / historical / interpretive features 
10. Shaped landforms, berms, and drainage swales 
11. Reinforced turf maintenance access 
12. Minimum 20% accessible picnic tables (where tables exist) 
13. Mobility aid charging stations 

2.1.4 Pocket Parks 

Pocket Parks are typically small areas of land typically located within a road right-of-way and 
comprised of traffic islands or remnant, irregular areas of land near road intersections and trail 
corridors. They are spaces that can contribute to the quality of a streetscape, enhancement of the 
urban tree canopy and opportunities for community gardens for either food production or 
beautification.   

Features and design standards will be determined on a case-by case basis at the beginning of the 
design process with the following design standards as a guide: 

1. Placement of features shall not encumber roadway safety and visibility. 
2. Emphasis shall be placed on green infrastructure opportunities to support source-control 

stormwater management through rainwater infiltration. 
3. Planting designs to help bolster the urban tree canopy.  
4. Designs will be low maintenance.  
5. Accessible benches and small paved areas may be introduced in locations that are safe 

from automobile traffic and snow clearing activities.  
6. Community-initiated gardens may be permitted in Pocket Parks with approval by the City. 
7. Public art may be located in Pocket Parks. 

2.1.5 Urban Park Spaces 

Urban Park Spaces includes a broad range of park sizes and conditions all with the common 
context of being located in the Central Area and Mix Use Corridors. Urban Park Spaces include 
urban community parks, urban squares, urban pocket parks, courtyards, sliver parks and 
connecting links. Some Urban Park Spaces may be owned in whole or in part by a private entity 
based on development agreements with the City. As population grows in the Central Area and Mix 
Use Corridors, the demand and need for Urban Park Spaces will necessitate land and 
development agreements that generate vibrant, social, cultural and environmental pedestrian 
realm spaces. 

Features and design standards will be contextually and functionally specific and determined on a 
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case-by-case basis at the beginning of the park design process. Some basic design features and 
approaches for Urban Park Spaces include the following: 

1. Emphasis shall be placed on green infrastructure opportunities to support source control 
stormwater management through rainwater infiltration. 

2. Planting designs to help bolster the urban tree canopy and diversity.   
3. Accessibility-compliant decorative paved areas that provide seating, socializing and 

gathering areas. 
4. Lighting for safety, aesthetics and evening use of Urban Park Spaces. 
5. Pedestrian linkages that support easy and safe movement through the urban 

environment. 
6. Public art installations and water features. 
7. Wayfinding signage and interpretive opportunities.  
8. Provision of bicycle parking and bike share opportunities.  

2.2  Developer Requirements and Condition of Land Allocated for Parks 
1. Lands designated for future open space or parkland will not be used for the purposes of 

temporary stockpiling or storage of earth, construction supplies or trailers, debris or any 
other materials without express permission of the City.  

2. The developer will ensure that over the course of development, lands allocated for parks 
or open space will possess suitable soil conditions for development purposes and be free 
from compaction, contamination and buried debris or garbage.  

3. Future parkland and open space will not be used for the erection of advertising signage.  
4. When designated parklands have been pre-graded and pre-serviced, they shall be defined 

and protected at their boundary with a post and wire fence and signage approved by the 
City.  

5. At completion of pre-grading, the developer is to provide a survey plan to demonstrate 
that the park pre-grades conform to the geodetic elevations of the subdivision engineer’s 
grading and drainage plans.  

6. The survey will be prepared by a registered Ontario Land Surveyor and will identify the as-
built topographic condition of the park complete with 0.25 meter contour lines and a local 
benchmark.  

7. The City and developer shall coordinate subdivision and park construction activity to 
minimize disturbances to the park and adjacent residents.  

8. Every effort should be made to ensure that park design, development and construction 
occurs immediately upon completion of the developers pre-grading.  
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2.2.1  Topsoil, Fill and Grading Requirements 

As a condition of the Development Agreement, the developer will provide adequate and suitable 
topsoil for park grading as described in this section. Prior to pre-grading of the park by the 
developer, the full depth of existing topsoil will be stripped. Topsoil stripping is to occur in a logical 
sequence with the balance of the subdivision or phase. Topsoil, in the quantities required to re-
establish the entire park to depths of not less than 200 mm and up to 300mm shall be conserved 
and made available for the final grading during park construction. Topsoil conserved for the park is 
to be tested and submitted to the City by the developer to ensure suitable fertility and 
composition. The developer will be responsible to ensure that sufficient quantities of approved 
topsoil are available within 2km of the site for construction of the park. The developer is to 
provide a final sub-grade profile to match the subdivision Grading Plan with sufficient stockpiled 
topsoil for future park construction. 

Topsoil and Grading requirements for developers of Urban Park Spaces will be identified on a 
case-by-case basis, taking into consideration the local context, proposed development and the 
proposed park use. 

2.2.2  Requirement for Services 

Stormwater inlet drop structures shall be provided at each road frontage of the park block. These 
structures shall meet the most recent Ontario Provincial Standard Details (O.P.S.D.) for the 
construction of manholes or manhole/catch basins. Invert elevations for these structures and the 
connections to the local storm sewer system shall provide efficient drainage for the entire block of 
parkland below frost levels. The park, in its pre-grade condition, will be drained with inlet 
structures as needed for each catchment area within the park block. If pre-grade drainage 
structures are not sufficient to drain the parkland, additional drainage structures and connections 
shall be the responsibility and cost of the developer. The developer will also be responsible for 
providing service for sanitary, electrical and water supply 1.5 metres into the park property for 
each park classification as follows: 

1. Regional Park: a sanitary sewer manhole chamber and stub; a 150mm diameter water 
supply line and 3-phase electrical power. If the City Park has more than one street 
frontage, service locations will be confirmed with the City. 

2. Community Park: a sanitary sewer manhole chamber and stub; a 150mm diameter water 
supply line with curb-stop and 3-phase electrical power. If the Community Park has more 
than one street frontage, service locations will be confirmed with the City. 

3. Neighbourhood Park: a 50mm diameter water supply line and a single-phase electrical 
supply line from a local transformer. Services will be stubbed and marked on site with a 
permanent monument. 

4. Pocket Parks: a 50mm diameter water supply line and a single-phase electrical supply line 
from a local transformer. Services will be stubbed and marked on site with a permanent 
monument. 
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5. Urban Park Spaces: Services for Urban Park Spaces will be considered on a case-by-case 
basis taking into consideration the local context, the development conditions that support 
the park and the intended park uses. When such information is not available, the servicing 
requirements shall align with the equivalent Regional, Community, Neighbourhood or 
Pocket park categories. 

The above servicing for parks is to be considered part of the overall subdivision or development 
servicing plan. Detailed drainage requirements within parks will be determined during the park 
design stage. Costs for such stormwater engineering works are to be entirely attributable to the 
developer in the development of the lands.  

If detailed servicing designs are complete for a park block and the developer has not yet 
constructed services around the parkland, the City and developer will explore the potential cost 
efficiencies for the municipal services related to final park construction. The developer may be 
requested to co-ordinate construction of the entire services system and construct the park-
related servicing work in conjunction with general subdivision or development servicing - if 
considered cost-effective for the City. The costs for such City works are to be submitted to the City 
for approval prior to the specific construction activity. The City will reimburse the developer for 
the parkland portion of servicing costs that are the City’s responsibility after inspection and 
acceptance of those services by the City.  

2.2.3  Perimeter Fencing 

Beyond the installation of temporary protective fencing around park and open space blocks, the 
developer shall as a minimum pay for and provide a 1.8 metre (6 ft) high black vinyl coated chain-
link fence to the specifications set out in detail CPD-303 of this document. The fence shall be 
installed around the perimeter of the park along shared property lines with adjoining residential 
or commercial properties.  

If needed, the type of perimeter fencing in any categories of Urban Park Spaces will be 
determined on a case-by-case basis. 

2.2.4  Letter of Credit and Acceptance of Parkland 

As a guarantee of performance to complete the above-referenced requirements, such work will 
be identified in the provisions of the subdivision or development agreement and the value of the 
works described in the applicable schedule/section of the agreement. The City shall secure from 
the developer a letter of credit for the value of all work described above in this section and for any 
additional requirements identified in the development agreement. The letter of credit will be 
based on a cost estimate prepared by the developer’s consultants and reviewed and approved by 
the City. The City will assume responsibility for the park at such time as the parkland is ready to be 
constructed by the City.  
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2.2.5  Agreement to Design and Construct by Developer 

It is the intent of the City to retain consultants for park design drawings and to issue tenders for 
construction of parks. Under certain circumstances, the City may wish to enter into an agreement 
for the early delivery of parkland if it is deemed mutually advantageous to both the subdivision 
developer and the City. In such cases, park construction will be treated as any other Municipally-
approved subdivision construction. The developer will be expected to deliver a park plan to the 
approval of the City and complete the construction to a set of City-approved technical drawings, 
specifications and standards. The construction tender and contract process shall be open, and the 
City reserves the right to review and approve the award of the park construction tender. An 
agreement will be prepared, and a letter-of-credit will be secured from the developer to ensure a 
timely completion and an acceptable level of workmanship suitable to the City.  

2.2.6  Construction Budgets for Parks  

The City will develop capital budget forecasts for park construction based upon conceptual 
designs and projected costs for new parks to be created. Budget forecasts will be updated as 
necessary to reflect the most current construction costs. 

Municipal parks will be assigned individual capital budgets for construction based upon the 
desired facilities for the park and anticipated revenue from Development Charges or other 
sources. If the developer wishes to expand on the planned facilities for a park, for marketing or 
community design purposes, the costs associated with the additional features shall be the 
responsibility of the developer and will not be subject to reimbursement under the Development 
Charges By-law. 

2.2.7  Timing of Construction 

Parks will generally be constructed when the development has reached 50% occupancy, or in the 
case of a phased development, 50% of the first phase has reached occupancy. If servicing 
availability or other factors limit the developer’s ability to reach 50% occupancy, the City at its 
option, may construct the park on an accelerated schedule to ensure service to the local 
community area.  If the park is to be constructed by the developer subject to the conditions 
outlined in section 2.2.5, the project must adhere to the same construction schedule and 
benchmarks. 

2.3  Park Design 

2.3.1  Facility Fit Plan 

Working from staff consultation and the relevant Secondary plan documents, the Developer shall 
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engage the professional services of a qualified, OALA registered Landscape Architect to prepare a 
Facility Fit Plan during the preliminary stages of engineering design and master servicing for the 
development or Draft Plan of Subdivision. The facility fit plan will be submitted to City Staff for 
review and approval prior to Draft Plan approval. The plan will demonstrate that the park size, 
location, configuration and proposed grades will accommodate the major park features desired as 
determined by the City. 

2.3.2  Conceptual Park Plan 

After approval of the Draft Plan of Subdivision or Development Plan complete with a park facility 
fit plan, at the City’s discretion, the developer or the City will engage the services of a qualified 
OALA registered Landscape Architect to prepare a landscape concept plan for the park.  

The Concept Plan shall identify that: 

1. The Park layout and all features including walkways and tree plantings are properly 
located on the site. 

2. Sufficient setbacks as described below are possible to buffer residents from active 
recreational uses. 

3. Setbacks for active facilities shall generally be a minimum of 20 metres from residential 
property to the edge of the recreational use and from the street line of neighbouring 
roads. 

4. General setbacks are guides and should not limit the flexibility of the City to adjust 
setbacks as may be necessary for the specific design conditions. 

5. Orientation and layout of facilities meets City standards. 
6. Tree preservation requirements will be addressed in accordance with the approved Tree 

Preservation Plans and related documents as submitted for the subdivision. 
7. The park grading and drainage to the surrounding subdivision conforms to City 

requirements.  
8. Required services for the future construction of the park are verified and generally 

located.      
9. Surface and sub-surface stormwater and sanitary drainage systems are available and will 

accommodate the predicted needs of the park development. 
10. Relevant approvals from all agencies (hydro, pipelines, etc.) that may be affected by the 

plan. 
11. Universal design, regard for older adults and accessibility for people with disabilities has 

been incorporated into the design. 

2.3.3  Community Engagement 

At the City’s discretion, concept plans will be presented through an effective community 
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engagement process. At least 2 concept plans and image boards shall be presented to determine 
the preferred plan.   

As an alternative to, or in conjunction with the public process, on-line postings of concepts with a 
scheduled time frame to provide input and feedback may be considered. The City will consult with 
the Accessibility Advisory Committee, as required by the AODA, to obtain advice on the 
requirements of accessibility standards and universal design practices as they relate to: 

• New or redeveloped recreational trails to help determine slope and the need for ramps, 
rest areas, passing areas, viewing areas, amenities, and any other related features. 

• The needs of children and caregivers with various disabilities for new or redeveloped 
outdoor play spaces. 

• Design and placement of rest areas along new or redeveloped exterior paths of travel. 

2.3.4  Detailed Design, Construction Drawings and Specifications 

The City or the Developer (if the Developer is authorized to prepare designs) shall engage the 
professional services of an OALA registered Landscape Architect to prepare detail design, 
technical drawings and specifications to fully describe the construction of all park features. 
Detailed design shall include up to three municipal reviews by City staff.  Design and construction 
drawings will be submitted for review at 50%, 75% and 95% completion.  

As a minimum, the following plans will be prepared for all parks to be constructed, whether by the 
City or the developer: 

1. Existing Conditions Plan: Plans and construction drawings are to be prepared utilizing 
current engineering base information completed for the subdivision or development 
design along with current OLS survey information for existing pre-design conditions, legal 
boundaries, survey monuments, topographic features, spot elevations and contours, 
existing vegetation and geodetic elevations at the base of individual existing trees.  

2. Layout Plan: The plan shall display an accurate representation of all works to be 
constructed for the park, complete with dimensions and offsets tied to known or 
temporary lines. Park facilities are to be in conformance with the minimum standards and 
details identified in this document. All materials and finishes for the park development are 
to be labeled and construction details cross referenced to Peterborough City standards or 
other technical standards. 

3. Grading Plan: The plan shall show current geodetic information of the existing grades and 
conditions at the completion of pre-servicing and grading of the park. Grading plans shall 
show the ultimate finished grades for all facilities, landforms and features of the proposed 
park. Grades shall be shown for all sports fields and shall illustrate currently accepted 
standards for field grading and drainage.  The grading plan shall show all areas requiring 
additional engineered fill for construction of the park facilities. Spot elevations and 
contour lines shall be shown to adequately describe all pathway construction, curbs, walls 
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and edges and drainage swales through soft landscape areas. The grades to be achieved 
at drainage inlets are to be clearly shown on the plans. 

4. Servicing Plan: The plan shall show all necessary underground servicing to allow for the 
function of park facilities in accordance with current codes and best industry practices. 
The servicing plan shall show all services, connections and crossings within the park in 
context to each other, and the development of the park and its features. Sewer systems 
shall be illustrated complete with descriptions of pipe materials, dimensions, rim and 
invert elevations of structures. Local sub-drains required for park facilities shall identify 
their location and connection to the main system of drainage. Water supply systems shall 
be illustrated with all necessary pipe dimensions, backflow prevention devices, chambers, 
meters, pipe reducers and appurtenances. All cross references for details and OPSDs are 
to be clearly identified on the plans and/or specifications. 

5. Planting Plan: Plans will be prepared illustrating all trees, shrub and groundcover plantings 
proposed for the park. Plantings shall accurately show the extent of planting beds and the 
location of specimen trees relative to park features, servicing and paving. The planting 
plan shall include the contour grades of the proposed park development to ensure 
accuracy of context for planting. Plant selections shall be based on the inclusion of native 
and indigenous species and/or non-invasive horticultural varieties. Tree plantings shall 
include species of cultural significance to the indigenous people of the region. Planting 
plans should largely emphasize tree planting and limited use of shrubs and perennials that 
require ongoing maintenance. All shrub plantings should be placed in continuous planting 
beds for ease of mowing. Planting plans shall not contain species known to carry or spread 
pests. Seeding of parkland for turf establishment is not acceptable and all proposed 
parkland should receive sod. Proposed naturalization areas will be sodded then 
overseeded with a native seed mix, or at the discretion of the City they may be seeded 
only with appropriate seed mix to suit the site. 

6. Irrigation Plans and Details: Where irrigation Plans for sports fields are required they shall 
be produced by a Certified Irrigation Designer and coordinated with City Recreation staff. 
The irrigation plan is to be reviewed with City operations staff to ensure the proposed 
equipment and controllers are complementary to existing systems and represent current 
technology for water conservation. The City encourages the design of irrigation systems to 
both conserve potable water and utilize rainwater or water that is generated by other 
park facilities. 

7. Electrical Plans: Plans are to be prepared by an independent electrical consultant with 
established municipal experience in the design of lighting and mechanical systems for 
parks. The plan shall be prepared detailing the location and type of all park and sports field 
lighting poles and fixtures. Plans and details shall be in conformance with current electrical 
standards and codes. Electrical designs are to promote energy conservation and where 
appropriate, utilize LED lighting systems. All lighting shall be dark-sky compliant and be 
able to provide sharp light cut-offs near residential areas.  
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8. Construction Details: Detail drawings are to be provided to fully explain the methods of 
construction for all features of the park. The details shall, at a minimum, comply with the 
Standard Construction Details for Parks (Section 3 of this document). Other details as may 
be necessary to explain the full extent of the park construction shall be included and 
reviewed by the appropriate City departments. Any overhead structures and load-bearing 
foundations shall be reviewed and certified by a Structural Engineer. Drawings shall be 
prepared at a maximum metric scale of 1:400 in DWG and PDF files suitable for storage 
and viewing by the City. At the completion of construction, the contractor shall provide 
“As-Built” drawings prepared as a record for the City. For larger park categories that may 
include a more complex storm drainage system, the services of a professional engineer 
will be retained to perform storm sewer design for the park including sizing of pipe, catch 
basin elevations and inverts, and co-ordination with the grading plans of the subdivision. 
Professional fees associated with the engineering component of the detail design will be 
the responsibility of the City or Developer depending on the designated responsibility for 
park design. 

2.3.5  Construction Cost Estimates 

Cost estimates shall be prepared to a level of detail that is compatible with the design stage of the 
park. At a minimum, a high level order of magnitude cost estimate will be prepared during the 
facility fit stage. Budget costing will be prepared for emerging concept plans and detailed 
construction budgets will be prepared prior to tendering the park plans.  

2.4  Park Design Criteria and Site Strategies 

2.4.1  Accessibility of Ontarians with Disabilities Act (AODA) 

All parks shall meet the Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act (AODA). Landscape 
Architects and their sub-consultants will be required to demonstrate training and certification 
through a recognized accessibility training company. All plans and details will meet the Design of 
Public Spaces Standards of the Integrated Accessibility Standards Regulation, including 
requirements for recreational trails and beach access routes, outdoor public use eating areas, 
outdoor play spaces, exterior paths of travel, and accessible parking. Playgrounds shall comply 
with CSA Z614-14 Children’s Playspaces and Equipment as well as CSA Annex H. Where conflicting 
information arises between City Standards and AODA, the City’s Accessibility Compliance 
Coordinator will determine and direct the consultants accordingly.  

2.4.2  Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design Strategies (CPTED) 

Design of park features and recreational facilities shall conform to local, provincial and national 
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regulations and recommendations for the health and safety of park users and those who maintain 
park systems. Contemporary standards for playground safety as well as current accepted 
standards for setbacks and run-out areas for active sports facilities are to be applied to the design 
of parks. Park designs shall have regard for the inclusion of the recognized approaches and 
principles of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED). 

2.4.3  Sustainability and Public Health Strategies 

The City encourages all consultants involved with the design of City parks to apply innovative 
approaches to park design that promote guidelines for sustainable land design, construction and 
maintenance practices. Current guidelines such as those identified in the Green Building Councils 
LEED ND program and the American Sustainable Sites Initiatives should be incorporated into all 
Peterborough City park plans to help support the adaptation to climate change by reducing 
energy and maintenance costs, conserving water, promoting bio-diversity and fostering 
community pride among residents.  

Public health agencies in Ontario are mandated through the Healthy Environments Standard of 
the Ontario Public Health Standard, “to reduce exposure to health hazards and promote the 
development of healthy built and natural environments that support health and mitigate existing 
and emerging risks, including the impacts of a changing climate.” (Ontario Ministry of Health and 
Long-term Care. (2018). Ontario Public Health Standard: Requirements for Programs, Services, 
and Accountability. Toronto, ON: Author, p. 33.) 

Parks, especially those in neighbourhoods, are a key element in a community’s infrastructure that 
contributes to the health and well-being of its citizens. A considerable body of evidence shows 
that exposure to the natural environment has physical, mental, and social health benefits for all 
age categories, which include (World Health Organization. (2017). Urban green spaces: A brief for 
action. World Health Organization Regional Office for Europe, Copenhagen, Denmark. Retrieved 
on July 17, 2019 from http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/342289/Urban-
Green-Spaces_EN_WHO_web3.pdf?ua=1):  

• enabling stress alleviation and relaxation,  

• increasing physical activity and improves physical fitness,  
• improving social interaction and community cohesiveness,  
• improving levels of mental health,  
• improving cognitive and immune function,  

• lowering mortality rates, and  
• providing equitable access to recreation. 

These benefits are not only valuable to each individual but, in turn, contribute to the overall health 
of the community - including access and parkland equity. 
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2.4.4  Sports Fields 

Sports fields will be sited in their most favourable orientation and with symmetrical grading 
design. Design is to consider configurations that will minimize the disturbance to adjacent 
residents. Field dimensions may vary with classification and use but must always include the 
required clearance from neighbouring properties and adjacent park uses. 

The relationship and foul ball risks associated with the placement of backstops will be carefully 
considered to avoid risk impacts on other park facilities. Lighted sports fields may be provided only 
in Regional and Community Parks, with shielded dark sky compliant lighting provided to prevent 
spillage onto adjacent residential properties. Activation circuits and timers for automatic shut-off 
at park closing hours will control lights. 

Ball Diamonds: 
1. Field measurements are to be in accordance with the appropriate City standard detail for 

the level of play provided. 
2. Run-out area shall be 6 metres around perimeter containing no grade changes or 

obstacles. 
3. The perimeter of the outfield is to be assumed as extending from the line of the backstop 

and line fence. 
4. Home run fence in outfield allows run-off distance to be reduced to perimeter line. 
5. Home run fence to be 2.4m minimum in height. 
6. Optimum orientation should place home plate facing to the north-east. 
7. Grading to be crowned at centre-line or sheet draining from infield to outfield. 
8. Infield should be center-crowned from the pitching location at 2%. 
9. Outfield is to be center-crowned at minimum 1.5% consistently from infield to outfield 

fence to avoid grade separation of outfield positions. 
10. Engineered fill is required under entire infield to sub-grade level to accept infield mixture 

depths, and for backstop and bleacher sitting areas. 
11. Topsoil depth in outfield to be a minimum of 200mm in uniform consistent depth with no 

isolated topsoil pockets. 
12. Backstop and line fence footings are to be founded in suitable soils. Size and dimension of 

footings for structure bearing posts and supports are to be reviewed by a Structural 
Engineer based upon soils testing for the site. 
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Rectangle Fields (soccer, football, etc.): 
1. Field measurements are to be in accordance with the appropriate City standard detail for 

the level of play provided with a 5 metre run-out areas for field perimeters. 
2. Orientation of north-south direction between goals is considered optimal for sun 

orientation. 
3. Grading – centre-crowned and sloping to sides at maximum and minimum 1.5 % slope for 

natural turf fields. 
4. Non-crowned fields are not acceptable for senior play. 
5. Senior competitive fields are to be irrigated and sub-drained. Fields may be constructed of 

specialty sand/soil mixes where recommended and directed by the City. 
6. Perimeter line markings are to be provided using environmentally safe paint. 

2.4.5  Hard Surface Courts 

Tennis courts, basketball courts and other multi-purpose hard surface play areas will be provided 
in Regional and Community parks where sufficient space separation is available to minimize noise 
impacts from bouncing balls on adjacent residential neighbourhoods and where a reasonable 
space separation is possible from children’s playground equipment. Small half courts and multi-
purpose hard surfaces may be provided in Neighbourhood parks only where park size and 
sufficient space separation is available to minimize noise impacts. Lighted tennis courts may be 
provided in Regional and Community Parks only with a timer for light shut off at park closing 
hours. 

1. Tennis, Basketball, Pickleball and Multi-purpose Courts - Asphalt surfaces to be of fine 
grade HL3A draining at maximum 2% slope. Sub-base materials to be as required by 
details and soil conditions. Where budget allows, concrete underlay to court surfaces or 
flush concrete curbs are recommended. 

2. Tennis court fencing to be 3 metre high, black chain link with terminal posts and gates as 
detailed in Section 3. 

3. Tennis nets will be installed for seasonal use only. Net posts shall utilize a sleeve and cap 
system for removal and storage of the nets seasonally or for multi-use court play on the 
surface. 

4. Line painting provided by 50mm wide white or yellow durable traffic paint. 
5. Colour coatings are an optional feature where deemed appropriate for competitive 

tournament play or where design suggests. 

2.4.6  Playgrounds 

Article 31 in the United Nations Convention of the Rights of the Child clearly stipulates that 
children have the right to recreation, play and cultural activities (OHCHR. (2019). Convention on 
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the Rights of the Child. Retrieved on July 17, 2019 from 
(https://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/crc.aspx). Park spaces are an excellent 
venue to provide these experiences. Whether structured (e.g., sport) or unstructured (i.e., child-
led, child-directed with no clear goal), play is an essential part of child development.  When 
considering the design of play spaces, various elements are needed to encourage different kinds 
of play - including active and creative play, as well as quiet spaces.  

Playgrounds are to be set back 20 metres at their perimeter from any residential property lines. 
Junior play-spaces may be set back at 10 metres where approved by the City. Play areas are to be 
set back from street lines of local roads by a minimum of 15 metres and 20 metres from the street 
line of a collector road where the boulevard will also act as a buffer. Grading around playground 
areas is to be designed to allow visual surveillance into the play area from the road and 
surroundings. No dense evergreens will be planted near playground areas where views may be 
obstructed, and safety of users be affected. 

1. Playground equipment design will suit the age group intended to be served. 
2. Playgrounds shall include safety signage indicating the appropriate age range for the use 

of the equipment and contact information for the City with regard to maintenance and 
security. 

3. Manufactured equipment that is incorporated into play areas must conform to CSA 
standards for materials, fasteners, safety zones and surfacing needs, and CSA Annex H for 
accessibility. 

4. Play equipment and resilient surfacing is to be enclosed within a zero step concrete 
curbed area, set to level to prevent the drifting of materials. 

5. Loose resilient surfacing shall be a fiber mulch to conform to CSA Standards for the fall-
heights included in the equipment provided. Sub-surface drainage will be provided. 

6. Resilient surfacing shall be fixed rubberized resilient surfacing to CSA conformance in 
response to designed fall heights and to be at finished grade below equipment and flush 
with adjacent surfaces. Sub-surface drainage will be provided in conformance with 
manufacturers recommendations. Where a playground is located in the same park and in 
close proximity to a water play feature only fixed resilient surfacing shall be used to avoid 
transfer of materials into the drainage system. 

7. Sitting areas are to be provided with hard surfacing and connected to pathways and 
sidewalks to allow for accessibility and ease of supervision for the entire play area. 

8. Shade is to be provided through a structure or shade trees within easy reach of the play 
areas. 

9. Create separate play zones that are connected to walkways: 1. Active space; 2. Creative 
space; and 3. Quiet Space. Natural play environments are to be inclusive, gender-neutral 
accessible and equitable, and should be considered when designing play environments.  
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2.4.7  Water Play 

Spray pads or similar water play features may be provided in Regional Parks, Community Parks 
and Neighbourhood Parks that are intended for intensified use. Water supply, plumbing and 
drainage will conform to requirements of the City of Peterborough Engineering and Public Works, 
and will be housed in an above-grade utility building. 

1. Water supply to be potable water only. Custom-designed water recycling plants may be 
included with review and instruction from the City for major facilities. 

2. Water meter, backflow prevention device and all appropriate valves as required are to be 
housed in an above grade utility building whenever feasible. As an alternative, the City 
may accept an above grade Valve Chamber inside the park property. 

3. Drainage to be connected to storm sewer system or grey-water recycling system where 
applicable.  

4. Standing water is not to be a feature of the water play facility. The facility shall drain freely 
to an inlet structure. 

5. Activated by timer with manual activation and shut-off capabilities. 
6. Non slip pavement of concrete or rubberized surface. 

2.4.8  Skate Places 

Small scale skate place features may be provided in Regional and Community Parks, as well as 
larger Neighbourhood Parks that are intended for intensified use. They shall be small areas 
designed to accommodate local skateboard, BMX bike, scooter, and in-line skate use. They will 
form part of the greater selection of park features but not large enough to be considered a 
community skateboard park. Skate places shall be set back a minimum of 30 metres at their 
perimeter from any residential property lines. 

2.4.9  Setbacks and Locations for Park Features 

All recreation sport field facilities including run-out areas, playgrounds, play courts and skate 
places will be sited so as to ensure a minimum setback from the facility perimeter to adjacent 
residential property lines of 30 metres for ball diamonds and skate places and 20 metres for all 
other facilities. This space may contain grading, drainage and buffer planting as required to ensure 
the performance of the facility and the protection of adjoining facilities or properties. Athletic 
facilities shall be designed in consideration of the impacts of the activity of the game-play, and will 
generally not be sited directly adjacent to roads where this setback must be increased to 40 
metres or 2.4 metre high fencing provided to prevent conflict with traffic. Destination park 
features such as play areas, shade structures, exercise equipment and hard surface courts shall be 
connected with accessible walkways and rest areas. A main pathway of suitable width for 
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maintenance vehicles will be provided. 

2.4.10  Grading and Drainage 

Responsibility for site grading and subsurface drainage design is shared between the developer 
and the City. Grading and drainage are to be undertaken in accordance with construction 
drawings and specifications as prepared by a qualified Landscape Architect. Standards to which 
earthworks are undertaken shall respond to the structural integrity requirements of facilities and 
the future maintenance requirements of the City. 

1. Subsurface drainage and sewer works will be installed complete with the required catch 
basins, manholes and connection to developer-provided storm and sanitary sewer stubs 
located in the park at the lot line. Drainage stub requirements for the park will be 
determined early in the development engineering design process in order to service the 
number of drainage districts in the park 

2. Grading design is to be developed to afford sheet drainage of water wherever feasible in 
order to facilitate infiltration for surrounding soils. Sheet drainage shall be designed in a 
reasonable and sensible fashion within sub-drainage areas of the park block. It is not the 
intent to avoid a sewer system but to achieve balance between the use of overland flow 
and piped systems. Grading shall ensure that drainage is contained within the park block 
and is not directed onto neighbouring private properties. 

3. General park drainage will be determined early in the design process of the park to reduce 
or eliminate the use of culverts at walkways. Drainage structures will be placed at 
sufficient intervals and in sufficient quantity to ensure that there are no areas of trapped 
drainage within the park, and to avoid deep swales with steep side slopes. 

4. Engineered fill, free of topsoil organics is required underneath all paved surfaces, 
playgrounds and ball diamond infields. Fill is to be placed and compacted to 95% SPMDD 
in 200mm lifts. Completed filling works are to be tested and the results submitted to the 
City. 

5. Turf-grass swales will be graded to a 2% slope along their length whenever possible unless 
associated with a low impact design LID feature. 1.5% slopes may be accepted over short 
distances to avoid overly steep side slopes for swales. 

6. Slopes and berms will be graded to a maximum 4:1 slope for ease of maintenance. Level 
turf-grass areas (except purpose-designed athletic fields) will have a minimum slope of 2% 
for drainage purposes. 

7. Natural turf sport fields will be graded to 1.5% slopes and crowns as described by 
technical drawings. 

8. Minimum 150mm topsoil layer is required under all grassed areas. Topsoil may be thicker 
in uniform compacted layers. A balanced grading program of topsoil stripping and sub-
grade cutting and filling is to be undertaken for a park development. Trapped pockets of 
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organic material are not to be created. Deeply excavated, isolated areas and areas of 
significant grade change are not to be filled using topsoil. 

9. All park areas are to be finished with fine grade and sod with the exception of preserved 
natural areas and areas of environmental rehabilitation. 

2.4.11  Seating and Socialization Areas 

Benches, waste receptacles, bicycle racks, and picnic and game tables will be provided along 
pathways and at activity locations in support of uses within the park. Park furniture will be 
selected and approved on a site-by-site basis, and in response to specific urban design and 
community design policies for the area. Furnishings for general use are to be cost-effective, 
durable and vandal-resistant, using recycled materials wherever possible. Site furniture for high 
profile sites and historical areas shall be selected in response to the specific design theme and 
historical reference of the area where they are installed. No site furnishings will be provided in 
secluded or remote locations where social gathering is deemed undesirable. 

1. Seating areas will be provided in association with active and intensive park uses. 
2. Trees and or shade structures will be provided near seating areas to provide shade for 

comfort of users. 
3. Benches selected will be comfortable, durable, low maintenance and vandal resistant. 

Accessible benches will be provided wherever rest stops or other seating areas are 
provided. 

4. Waste receptacles and recycling stations will be sufficiently large to minimize the need for 
excessive pickup requirements. 

5. Site furniture will be permanently mounted onto a concrete slab or concrete footing for 
both security and accessibility. 

6. Picnic tables be will provided with barrier free access. 

2.4.12  Provision for Shade 

The shade targets for parkland is established under Section 2.1 for each park category and is 
intended to provide increased protection from ultra-violet radiation.  Trees using their mature 
canopy size for calculations will largely accommodate shade target provisions. Shade structures 
may be provided in all categories of parkland and shall range in size according to the use and 
associated activities. Structures should be located near playground and park activity areas for the 
benefit of park users and observers. At the discretion of the City, structures may be prefabricated 
or custom designed. In either case, construction shall be of durable, vandal resistant materials. 
Connections between posts, roof lines and soffits, etc. will be designed in such a way to prevent 
nesting of birds. Column detailing and roof heights shall be designed to deter access to the roof. 
All shade structures will include a morality light with timer or photocell for nighttime security. All 
custom designed structures will be designed and certified by a registered structural engineer.  
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2.4.13  Tree and Shrub Planting 

In addition to protecting the existing vegetation that is designated for preservation within 
parkland, new tree planting will be provided to support existing natural landscapes, remediate and 
recover existing landscapes, enhance community aesthetics and design objectives for the park, 
provide shade cover and shelter for park users, define space and to generally support 
environmental quality and public health. A mixture of deciduous and coniferous trees will be 
provided, in consideration of the facilities being accommodated and the intent of the park design. 

1. Emphasis is to be given to the planting of native trees, indigenous to the area and non-
invasive horticultural varieties that provide maximum shade coverage. Consideration shall 
be given to tree selections that hold significance to Indigenous Peoples. 

2. Tree planting will be designed to allow visibility and surveillance into the park from the 
street and surrounding neighbourhood. Public safety will be considered through the 
principles of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED). 

3. Shade trees will be provided adjacent to sitting areas, parking lots and in other locations 
where comfort zones are desirable. 

4. Parkland will focus on accommodating a diversity of native trees, flowering species and 
specimens which may not be typically used for street tree planting. 

5. Trees shall generally be a minimum 60mm caliper for deciduous shade trees, 40-50mm 
caliper for ornamental trees and multi-stem varieties, and 1.8 metres height for 
coniferous trees. Trees sizes will not be less that the prescribed sizes within the City of 
Peterborough’s Urban Forestry Standards 

6. At the completion of construction warranty periods, the City shall replace dead trees in 
accordance with available budgets approved for such activity. 

7. Extensive shrub planting and floral displays requiring high levels of maintenance are to 
generally be avoided: except where approved as appropriate as features in Regional and 
Community Regional Parks; or as gateway features approved in accordance with the City’s 
ability to maintain them. 

8. Trees planted in urban areas with confined root zone space shall include design features 
such as structural soil or silva cell systems for oxygen exchange and either a manual or drip 
irrigation system depending on site specific conditions.  

2.4.14  Parking Areas 

Parking lots will be paved in asphalt with a cast-in-place concrete barrier curb or defined by 
precast/recycled concrete bumper curbs. The use of permeable paving and designs promoting 
storm water infiltration for parking area construction is encouraged by the City. Granular parking 
lots may be provided in natural parkland settings and open spaces where free-draining natural 
characteristics are desired. Parking stalls shall generally be 2.7m x 5.7m with a 6.4m wide driving 
lane. 

369



Section 2 | Design for Parks 

City of Peterborough Parks Development Standards  |43 

1. Parking lots within parks will not be maintained in winter except if associated with a 
specific trail head area, other year round facilities such as a school or community centre. 

2. Subsurface drainage and connection to storm sewer is typically required for all parking lots 
enclosed by a poured concrete curb, with surface draining toward the inlet structures at 
2% minimum slope. 

3. The City promotes the use of low impact design features to support or replace traditional 
drainage systems. Features such as bio-swales, infiltration trenches and rain gardens are 
encouraged. 

4. Curb ramps and depressed curbs are to be a minimum of 1.5 metres width and shall be 
provided for barrier free access to the park features. They shall be located where 
walkways transition to vehicular zones, including access aisles serving accessible parking 
spaces. Provide tactile attention indicators as required. 

5. Grass or planted parking islands with large canopy shade trees shall be incorporated into 
parking lots that exceed 20 car parking spaces. 

6. Type A accessible parking spaces will measure 3.4m wide x 5.7m long. Type B accessible 
parking spaces will measure 2.7m wide x 5.7m long. Provide accessible parking signs in 
compliance with section 11 of Ontario Regulation 581 Accessible Parking for Persons with 
Disabilities. The sign shall include a no parking icon, the international symbol of access, a 
“Van Accessible” tag for the Type A spaces, and meet the colour scheme outlined in the 
regulation. Access aisles must have a minimum width of 1.5m for the full length of the 
parking space. Provide high tonal contrast diagonal lines to demarcate the access aisle. 
The access aisle may be shared by two accessible parking spaces. Accessible parking 
spaces shall be located in a manner that does not require pedestrians to navigate along 
drive aisles or behind parked vehicles. 

7. Accessible parking spaces will be provided at a rate of 2 spaces for each Regional and 
Community Park, and at Neighbourhood Parks on an as-needed basis, or as a required by 
the AODA or the City’s Zoning By-Law. The highest standard shall apply. Line painting 
(100mm wide) will be provided on asphalt surfaces to identify each parking stall using 
white OPS standard traffic paint. Accessible parking spaces shall have a maximum running 
and cross slope of 2%. 

8. Granular parking lots shall have pre-cast concrete or recycled plastic bumper curbs, each 
to identify one parking space. 

9. Curb units are to be pinned in place 300mm inside of perimeter of the parking area to 
afford ease of edge maintenance and grass cutting. 

10. Granular parking lots will be graded to sheet drain at minimum 2% slope to drainage 
swales, infiltration features or directly to the surrounding landscape. 

11. Granular and paved parking lots will be constructed as detailed in the standard details 
section of this document.  

12. Compaction and materials testing are to be carried out, and all base material and paving is 
to be certified by an accredited testing agency. 
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2.4.15  Walkways and Pedestrian Circulation 

Walkways will be provided within parks to connect recreation facilities and to provide amenity and 
access to passive areas in a convenient, safe and barrier-free manner. Parks should have a defined 
entrance visible within the streetscape. The park entrance should be visible and convenient with 
regard to access to the site and the likely desire lines expected from park users. 

Park users should have a clear view of approaching pedestrian and vehicular traffic on adjacent 
roadways. Proper connections will be made to municipal sidewalks, roadways, parking lots and 
open space trail linkages where appropriate. Seating areas and other pedestrian pavement 
surfaces may be of asphalt, concrete, unit paving or combination thereof, as dictated by site 
conditions and design intent. The design of all surfaces shall have regard for accessibility for 
people with disabilities. 

1. Typically, park walkways shall be paved and are to be 2.0 metres in width for secondary 
pedestrian use and 3.0 metres wide for primary route areas where they also serve to 
provide access for park maintenance service vehicles. 

2. Walkways will be paved as per standard duty asphalt paving detail in the standard details 
section of this document. 

3. Pedestrian walkways that also serve as primary maintenance routes shall be heavy-duty 
pavement as detailed in this document. 

4. Compaction and materials testing are to be carried out, and all base material and paving 
certified by an accredited testing agency. 

5. Walkways will be crowned or cross sloped at 1% minimum drainage.  
6. Asphalt edges will be tamped to a 45 degree angle, and adjacent sod will be installed 

25mm below finished surface of walkway so as not to trap water on the pathway surface. 
7. Walkways will meet flush with sidewalks and other pavement surfaces with no tripping 

hazards and to provide barrier-free access for strollers, bicycles and mobility aids such as 
wheelchairs. 

8. P-gates with a clear opening width of a minimum 1100mm will be installed to restrict 
vehicular access onto pedestrian pathways, yet permit accessibility for strollers, bicycles 
and mobility aids such as wheelchairs. 

9. Site drainage across pedestrian walkways will be permitted but designs are to ensure that 
no areas of trapped drainage are created on the site, causing water to pond and icing of 
the walkways. 

10. Site grading and sub-surface drainage systems will be utilized to minimize the use of 
culverts underneath walkways. 

11. Park pathways are not maintained in the winter unless they act as part of the active 
transportation network. Municipal roads and sidewalks are to be the primary winter 
season access for the surrounding neighbourhood area. 
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12. All walkways and pedestrian circulation shall meet the AODA requirements. Where 
conflicting information arises between the City Standards and the AODA, the City’s 
Accessibility Compliance Coordinator will determine the direct the consultants 
accordingly. 

13. Parking lots shall include a walkway network that serves the: 
o Parked vehicles,  
o Accessible parking spaces, in a manner that does not require people to navigate 

behind parked vehicles or along a drive aisle, 
o Building entrances and emergency exists, 
o Active transportation network, 
o Conventional transit network, 
o Specialized transit and accessible taxi with a drop-off / pick-up zone. 

14. Parking Lots shall include lighting.
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3.1 Intent and Use of Standard Details  
The standard details contained in this section are intended to serve as guides for parks staff, 
developers and park design consultants. They are to serve as minimum standards for detailing and 
designing features of a new or renovated park. It is expected that as individual park designs move 
forward, adaptations and modifications to these details will occur to serve site-specific conditions 
or design expectations by the City to exceed the standards herein.  

3.1.1 Using of Details  

Details are numbered and labeled for easy access within the document. They may be copied and 
attached to construction drawings if modification of such details is not required. It is 
recommended that park design consultants carefully determine if details can be used without 
alteration, as doing so does not absolve the consultant from their responsibility as set out in the 
terms and conditions of their consulting agreement with the City.  

3.1.2 Modification of Details  

Details are intended to set out the minimum requirements for construction of park features. Any 
modifications to the details that minimizes dimensions, use of materials, sizes or volumes and 
types of materials must be approved by the City prior to change.  

3.1.3 Updating of Details  

Over the life of this document, updates and modification will occur to certain details and 
construction practices. It is the responsibility of the consultants to the City or developer, to ensure 
that the most current version of the document is being referenced and used. 

3.2 Standard Details  

3.2.1 Standard Details - Table of Contents  

Sports and Recreation  Dwg. # Plot Scale 
Senior Baseball Diamond 101 1:750 
Baseball Field Backstop Fence – Detail (1 of 3) 102 1:250 
Baseball Field Backstop Fence – Section (2 of 3) 103 1:75 
Baseball Field Backstop Fence – Elevation (3 of 3) 104 1:200 
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Sports and Recreation  Dwg. # Plot Scale 
Baseball Players Enclosure Detail 105 1:150 
Baseball Players Enclosure – Roof Enlargement Detail 106 1:100 
Baseball/Softball Outfield Fence 107 1:25 
Baseball/Softball 1st and 3rd Line Fence 108 1:25 
Baseball/Softball Foul Line Post 109 1:25 
Baseball/Softball Chain Link Single Swing Gate 110 1:25 
Baseball/Softball Chain Link Double Swing Gate 111 1:25 
Baseball/Softball Warning Track 112 1:25 
Baseball Bullpen 113 1:150 
Baseball Pitcher’s Mound and Home Plate 114 1:100 
Baseball Players Bench 115 1:10 
Senior Baseball Diamond Typical Irrigation Layout 116 1:750 
Senior Softball Field Typical Layout 117 1:750 
Senior Softball Field Backstop Fence-Detail (1 of 3) 118 1:250 
Senior Softball Field Backstop Fence-Section (2 of 3) 119 1:75 
Senior Softball Field Backstop Fence-Elevation (3 of 3) 120 1:200 
Senior Softball Field Typical Irrigation Layout 121 1:750 
Junior Softball Field Typical Layout 122 1:500 
Junior Softball Field Backstop Fence – Detail 123 1:200 
Senior Soccer Pitch 124 1:750 
Senior Soccer Pitch Typical Irrigation Layout 125 1:750 
Intermediate Soccer Pitch 126 1:500 
Junior Soccer Pitch 127 1:500 
Multi-Tier Metal Bleacher with Guardrail 128 1:25 
Basketball Court Layout  129 1:150 
Basketball Hoop Footing Detail 130 1:20 
Multi-Purpose Court Asphalt Paving 131 1:10 
Tennis Court Layout Plan 132 1:250 
Tennis Court Fence and Gate 133 1:25 
Tennis Court Asphalt Surfacing 134 1:10 
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Planting Dwg. # Plot Scale 
Deciduous Tree Planting  201 1:10 
Coniferous Tree Planting  202 1:10 
Continuous Shrub Planting Bed  203 1:10 
Tree Planting in Hard Landscape  204 1:20 
Multi-Stemmed Tree Guying  205 1:10 
Naturalization Stake  206 1:20 
 
Paving Dwg. # Plot Scale 
Typical Walking and Cycling Trail Width and Clearance Requirements 301 1:40 
Standard Duty Asphalt Paving  302 1:10 
Heavy Duty Asphalt Paving  303 1:10 
Standard Duty Concrete Paving  304 1:10 
Heavy Duty Concrete Paving  305 1:10 
Unit Paving on Concrete Base  306 1:10 
Limestone Screening Path  307 1:10 
Concrete Curb  308 1:10 
Flush Curb Edge Adjacent Unit Paving on Concrete Base  309 1:10 
Playground Subsurface Drainage  310 1:10 
Playground Rubberized Surfacing and Flush Curb  311 1:10 
 
Site Furnishings Dwg. # Plot Scale  
‘P’ Gate Barrier 401 1:20  
Permanent Bollard 402 1:20  
Urban Streetscape Bollard 403 1:20  
Urban Streetscape Bicycle Rack 404 1:20  
Urban Streetscape Bench on Concrete Pad 405 1:20  
Standard Park Bench on Concrete Pad 406 1:20  
Trash Container on Concrete Pad 407 1:20  
2-Unit Recycling Container on Concrete Pad 408 1:20  
In-Ground Waste Management Container 409 1:20  
Park Light Detail 410 1:40  
Community Sign 411 N.T.S.  
City Park Sign 412 N.T.S.  
Parkette Sign 413 N.T.S. 

378



Section 3 | Construction Details for Parks 

City of Peterborough Parks Development Standards |52 

 
Fencing Dwg. # Plot Scale 
Chain Link Fence 501 1:25  
Chain Link Security Gate – Single 502 1:25  
Chain Link Security Gate – Double 503 1:25  
Wood Fence 504 1:25  
Wood Acoustic Fence 505 1:25  
Siltation Control Perimeter Fencing 506 1:20  
Tree Preservation Protection Fence 507 1:10 
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PER DETAIL

SONOTUBE FORMED
CONCRETE FOOTING;
CONCRETE TO BE 30
MPa at 28 days

WIDTH AS NOTED
ON DETAIL

50

25
0

50

FINISH GRADE
AS PER DETAILS

DEPTH AS
NOTED ON

DETAIL

STRUCTURAL NOTES:

A. MAIN POSTS: 168mm (6-12") OD GALVANIZED STEEL PIPE
B. MAIN POSTS: 114mm (4-1

2") OD GALVANIZED STEEL PIPE
C. MAIN POSTS:90mm (3-1

2") OD GALVANIZED STEEL PIPE
D. RAILS: 64mm (2-1

2") OD GALVANIZED STEEL PIPE
E. RAILS: 48mm (2") OD GALVANIZED STEEL PIPE
F. END CAPS: ALL END CAPS MUST BE WELDED IN PLACE
G. MESH: CHAIN LINK FABRIC FOR BACKSTOP, WINGS AND

OVERHANG PLAYERS ENCLOSURE TO BE 50mm (2") MESH OF
GALVANIZED STEEL, 6 GAUGE WIRE, EDGES KNUCKLED UNDER

H. FOUL POLE: TO BE WHITE; SHOP DRAWINGS TO BE APPROVED

ALL CHAIN LINK FENCE, BACKSTOP, PLAYERS' BENCH
ENCLOSURE, GATES AND BULLPEN NOTES:

1. REFER TO STRUCTURAL NOTES FOR ALL POSTS, RAILS AND MESH
2. ALL POSTS, RAILS, CAPS, ELBOWS AND OTHER JOINTS MUST BE

WELDED.
3. TOP RAIL OF OVERHANG MUST BE CONTINUOUS PIPE
4. CHAIN LINK FABRIC TO BE ATTACHED TO INSIDE (PLAYING SIDE) OF

BACKSTOP SCREEN AND FENCES AND THE TOP OF OVERHANG.
5. FABRIC OF OVERHANG TO EXTEND 25mm BEYOND PIPE FRAME.
6. TENSION BANDS TO BE 400mm O/C. BOLT ENDS TO BE AT BACK OF

BACKSTOP SCREEN AND FENCES.
7. 9 GAUGE WIRE TIES TO BE 300mm O/C. WRAPPED TWICE THROUGH

MESH AND TWISTED TWICE.
8. ALL STEEL PIPE TO BE SCHEDULE 40 GALVANIZED
9. REFER TO TYPICAL FOOTING DETAIL.
10. ALL DIMENSIONS SHOWN IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS OTHERWISE

INDICATED.

TYPICAL FOOTING DETAIL

SENIOR SOFTBALL FIELD
BACKSTOP FENCE -
SECTION (2 OF 3)

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-109SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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ENCLOSURE
AREA

PLAYERS BENCH AREA

FIRST BASE WING

LINE FENCE
SEE DETAIL

ELEVATION OF  BACKSTOP - SIDE VIEW
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E
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D

30
60

10
20

10
20

BACK OF PLAYERS
ENCLOSURE AREA

3000 TYP.

A

ELEVATION OF BACK SECTION
OF BACKSTOP

ELEVATION OF BACK OF
PLAYER'S ENCLOSURE

BACK SECTION
BACKSTOP

SOFTBALL FIELD BACKSTOP FENCE 1:200

REFER TO
TYPICAL
FOOTING
DETAIL

FOOTING
TYPE 'A'

FOOTING
TYPE 'B'

FOOTING
TYPE 'C'

A B C
21

00

800 450

18
00

15
00

300

A B C

SENIOR SOFTBALL FIELD
BACKSTOP FENCE -
ELEVATION (3 OF 3)

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-110SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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PAINTED FOUL LINE

68600 [225'] FOULINE

12
20

0

BACKSTOP AND
WING FENCING
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O

U
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5500

18300 [60']

3000 HIGH FOUL POST
PAINTED YELLOW

SODDED
OUTFIELD

OUTFIELD LINE - PAINTED

INFIELD SCREENINGS

R17700

21
00

68
00
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00

5722
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OUTFIE
LD

 FENCE C
ENTRE LI

NE

DWG. TITLE

JUNIOR SOFTBALL FIELD
TYPICAL LAYOUT

DATE

CPD-111SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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ACCB
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C

C

A

B

B
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B

30003000240024002400

3000

24
00

30
00

30
00

24
00

24
00

MAIN POSTS (A) 115mm O.D.
TYPICAL GALVANIZED PIPE

MAIN POSTS (C) 73mm O.D.
TYPICAL GALVANIZED PIPE

MAIN POSTS (B) 90mm O.D.
TYPICAL GALVANIZED PIPE

ALL HORIZONTAL RAILS
48mm O.D. TYPICAL
GALVANIZED PIPE

12
00

3000

36
70

E
Q

.1
E

Q
.1

50

BACKSTOP FENCE FABRIC,
REFER TO NOTES

ALL HORIZONTAL RAILS
TO BE 48mm O.D.
GALVANIZED PIPE

GALVANIZED POST CAPS
WELDED TO POSTS

ELEVATION OF BACKSTOP FENCING (N.T.S.)

E
Q

.2
E

Q
.2

E
Q

.2

PLAN VIEW

POST SIZES AS PER PLAN
VIEW

A

SEE TYPICAL FOOTING

450

18
00

POST AS PER
DETAIL

SONOTUBE FORMED
CONCRETE
FOOTING;
CONCRETE TO BE 30
MPa at 28 days

50

25
0

50 FINISH GRADE AS
PER DETAILS

S
E

E
S

E
C

TI
O

N
TYPICAL FOOTING DETAIL

50
E

Q
.2

E
Q

.2

B

15
00

SEE
SECTION

E
Q

.1
E

Q
.1

BACKSTOP FENCE
FABRIC,   REFER TO
NOTES

GALVANIZED POST
CAPS WELDED TO
POSTS

POST SIZES AS PER
PLAN VIEW

ELEVATION OF WING FENCING (N.T.S.)

ALL HORIZONTAL RAILS
TO BE 48mm O.D.
GALVANIZED PIPE

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS SHOWN IN MILLIMETRES,

UNLESS STATED OTHERWISE.
2. ALL FABRIC TO BE 9 GAUGE GALVANIZED

CHAINLINK WOVEN IN A 50mm MESH.
2. ALL POSTS, RAILS, CAPS, ELBOWS AND

OTHER JOINTS MUST BE WELDED.
3. TOP RAIL OF OVERHANG MUST BE

CONTINUOUS PIPE.
4. CHAIN LINK FABRIC TO BE ATTACHED TO

INSIDE (PLAYING SIDE) OF BACKSTOP
SCREEN AND FENCES.

5. TENSION BANDS TO BE 400mm O/C. BOLT
ENDS TO BE AT BACK OF BACKSTOP
SCREEN AND FENCES.

6. 9 GAUGE WIRE TIES TO BE 300mm O/C.
WRAPPED TWICE THROUGH MESH AND
TWISTED TWICE.

7. ALL STEEL PIPE TO BE SCHEDULE 40
GALVANIZED.

WING FENCE

300

DWG. TITLE

JUNIOR SOFTBALL FIELD
BACKSTOP FENCE - DETAIL

DATE

CPD-112SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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R1000 TYP.
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15

0

165007320
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0
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NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS SHOWN IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS

OTHERWISE INDICATED.
2. PREFERRED ORIENTATION: NORTH/SOUTH
3. SOCCER PITCHES TO BE CENTRE CROWNED WITH

MIN. 1% GRADE.
4. GOALS TO BE 2440mm HIGH BY 7320mm LONG [8'x24'].
5. GOALS TO BE ANCHORED AT ALL TIMES.
6. EXISTING SOIL CONDITIONS TO BE TESTED AND

AMENDED TO ENSURE THE FERTILITY AND
COMPOSITION IS SUITABLE FOR OPTIMUM TURF
PERFORMANCE.

TYPICAL LIGHT
LOCATION

7500

VARIES

SENIOR SOCCER PITCH

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-113SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS SHOWN IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS OTHERWISE

INDICATED.
2. PREFERRED ORIENTATION: NORTH/SOUTH
3. SOCCER PITCHES TO BE CENTRE CROWNED  WITH MIN. 1% GRADE.
4. INTERMEDIATE GOALS (9v9) TO BE 1830mm HIGH BY 5485mm LONG

[6'x18'].
5. GOALS TO BE ANCHORED AT ALL TIMES.
6. EXISTING SOIL CONDITIONS TO BE TESTED AND AMENDED TO

ENSURE THE FERTILITY AND COMPOSITION IS SUITABLE FOR
OPTIMUM TURF PERFORMANCE.

9v9
(players ages 11 & 12 yrs)
Min. Field Size: 42m X 60m
Max Field Size: 55m x 75m
Goals: size 6ft x 18ft (1830 x 5485)

R65
00

PLAYOUT LINE

13
00

0

32000

M
IN

. 5
5m

 T
O

 M
A

X
. 7

5m
   

[1
80

' T
O

 2
46

']

MIN. 42m TO MAX. 60m   [138' TO 197']

INTERMEDIATE SOCCER PITCH

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-114SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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JUNIOR (7v7) SOCCER PITCH 1:500

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS SHOWN IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS

OTHERWISE INDICATED.
2. PREFERRED ORIENTATION: NORTH/SOUTH.
3. SOCCER PITCHES TO BE CENTRE CROWNED  WITH

MIN. 1% GRADE.
4. JUNIOR GOALS (7v7) TO BE 1830mm HIGH X 4875mm

LONG [6' X 16'].
5. GOALS TO BE ANCHORED AT ALL TIMES.
6. EXISTING SOIL CONDITIONS TO BE TESTED AND

AMENDED TO ENSURE THE FERTILITY AND
COMPOSITION IS SUITABLE FOR OPTIMUM TURF
PERFORMANCE.

7v7
(players ages 9 & 10 yrs)
Min. Field Size: 30m X 40m
Max Field Size: 36m x 55m
Goals: size 6ft high x 16ft long
(1830x4875)

R65
00

R
1000 TYP.

MIN. 30m TO MAX. 36m   [98' TO 118']

PLAYOUT LINE
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M
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O
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X
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' T
O
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50

00

15000
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4875
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30

JUNIOR SOCCER PITCH

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-115SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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1250 12500

58
00

1200

R6250
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25
00

0 
[8

4'
]

15000 [50']

3600

15
75 12
00

12
00

12
00

R1800

1800

KEY

THREE-POINT LINE

FREE-THROW LINE

END LINE

50mm WIDE WHITE
PAINTED COURT
LINES (TYP.)

EDGE OF ASPHALT

RESTRAINING
CIRCLE

R1800
R60

0

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS SHOWN IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED.
2. WHEN MASKING OFF LINES WITH TAPE, DO NOT CUT TAPE ON ASPHALT SURFACE.

VARIES

BASKETBALL COURT LAYOUT

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-116SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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NET, REFER TO
SPECIFICATIONS

BACKBOARD
REFER TO
SPECIFICATIONS

VA
R

IE
S

, 1
50

0m
m

 M
IN

.

600

15
0

MULTI-PURPOSE ASPHALT
COURT SURFACING

CONCRETE SONOTUBE
FOOTING

SUBGRADE
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS STATED

OTHERWISE.CONCRETE MIX  TO BE 32 MPa  AT 28 DAYS.

BASKETBALL POST, REFER
TO SPECIFICATIONS

CONFIRM WITH SPECIFICATIONS

75
m

m
 M
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0
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R
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S

: 3
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D
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R
D
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40
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BASKETBALL HOOP
FOOTING DETAIL

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-117SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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SUBGRADE
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

HL3A ASPHALT
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

20
0 GRANULAR 'A'

COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

HL8 ASPHALT
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS STATED OTHERWISE.
2. MULTI-PURPOSE COURT MAY INCLUDE THE INSTALLATION OF

SINGLE BASKETBALL HOOP  OR OTHER HARD SURFACE SPORTS
FEATURES AS DETERMINED BY PARKS PROGRAM.

3. DIMENSIONS OF MULTI-PURPOSE COURTS WILL VARY BUT
TYPICAL COURT SIZE TO BE APPROXIMATELY 12500mm X
15000mm.

1% MIN. (2% MAX.) CROSS
SLOPE, REFER TO PLAN

40
40

300

HAND TAMP OUTER EDGE OF
ASPHALT TO 45 DEGREES
WHERE ASPHALT MEETS SOFT
LANDSCAPING

SOD ON TOPSOIL

100100

10
0

30
0

45°50

19mm DIA. CLEAR STONE

100mm DIA. PERFORATED PVC
PIPE WITH FILTER SOCK; MIN.
1% SLOPE TO DRAIN

MULTI-PURPOSE COURT
ASPHALT PAVING

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-118SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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3050mm HIGH CHAINLINK
FENCE
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76
m
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NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS SHOWN IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS

OTHERWISE INDICATED.
2. COURT ORIENTATION NORTH/SOUTH LENGTHWISE.
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TENNIS COURT
LAYOUT PLAN

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-119SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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30
50

 [1
0'

]

250

12
00

21
35

10
00

50
0

1200mm

HINGE BOLT (TYP.)

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS SHOWN IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS STATED

OTHERWISE.
2. GATE FRAMES TO BE CONSTRUCTED OF 45mm O.D.

GALVANIZED STEEL PIPE, SHOP BENT, WELDED AND GROUND
SMOOTH. WELD ALL JOINTS.

3. ALL CHAIN LINK FABRIC TO BE BLACK VINYL COATED WOVEN
40mm MESH, No.9 GAUGE GALVANIZED STEEL CORE;  SECURE
TO FRAME, STRETCHER BAR AND BRACE RAIL WITH 9 GAUGE
WIRE TIES AT 300mm O.C., KNUCKLED.

4. BOLT ENDS TO BE AT BACK OF GATE.
5. ALL STEEL PIPE TO BE SCHEDULE 40 GALVANIZED PIPE.
6. ALL GATE AND FENCE COMPONENTS SHALL BE FINISHED

WITH BLACK GLOSS ENAMEL ELECTROSTATICALLY APPLIED.
7. CONCRETE FOOTINGS TO BE 30 MPa AT 28 DAYS.

350

50

FRAME MEMBER
43mm MIN. (TYP.)

CHAINLINK WOVEN
MESH, SEE NOTES

3000

90mm O.D.
TERMINAL POSTS
TO BE INSTALLED
AT GATES AND
CORNERS

STRETCHER BAR:
5x19mm MIN.;
BANDS: 3x19mm
MIN. @ 300mm O.C.
(TYP.)

60mm O.D. LINE POST

43mm O.D. BRACE
RAIL (TYP.) TO BE
INSTALLED AT
ENDS AND GATE,
AND TO BE
SPACED MIDWAY
BETWEEN TOP
RAIL AND BOTTOM
RAIL

43mm O.D. TOP RAIL

43mm O.D. BOTTOM RAIL

350

10
00

SUBGRADE, COMPACTED
TO 98% S.P.D.

SONOTUBE FORMED
CONCRETE FOOTING,
DEPTH AND DIAMETER AS
DETAILED.  TOP TO BE
DOMED BY HAND 75mm
BELOW GRADE.

LOCKING DEVICE
SET AT 950 HEIGHT

TENNIS COURT
FENCE AND GATE

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-120SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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SUBGRADE
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

HL3A ASPHALT
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

19mm DIA. GRANULAR 'A'
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

HL8 ASPHALT
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS STATED OTHERWISE.
2. TENNIS NET SPECIFICATIONS AND MANUFACTURER'S

INSTALLATION DETAILS TO BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY
CITY.

3. CONCRETE FOOTINGS TO BE 30 MPa AT 28 DAYS.

300

HAND TAMP OUTER EDGE
OF ASPHALT TO 45
DEGREES WHERE ASPHALT
MEETS SOFT LANDSCAPING

SOD ON TOPSOIL

100100

10
0

45°

19mm DIA. CLEAR
STONE

100mm DIA.
PERFORATED PVC
PIPE WITH FILTER
SOCK; MIN. 1% SLOPE
TO DRAIN

40
50

10
0

20
0

30
0

TENNIS FENCE POST

CONCRETE FOOTING

50mm DIA. GRANULAR 'B'
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

200

TENNIS COURT
ASPHALT SURFACING

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-121SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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PAVING

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAILS

402



PRIMARY PATH 3000mm TYPICAL WIDTH

1000mm MIN. 1000mm MIN.

PRUNE EXISTING
BRANCHES THAT
INTERFERE WITH PATH
SYSTEM

CLEARANCE CLEARANCE

30
00

m
m

 M
IN

. H
E

IG
H

T 
C

LE
A

R
A

N
C

E

SECONDARY PATH 2000mm TYPICAL WIDTH

TYPICAL WALKING AND
CYCLING TRAIL WIDTH AND
CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-201SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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SUBGRADE
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

HL3A ASPHALT
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

20
0 GRANULAR 'A'

COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

HL8 ASPHALT
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS STATED

OTHERWISE.
2. REFER TO DETAIL CPD-201 FOR TYPICAL WALKWAY WIDTHS

AND CLEARANCES.
3. WHERE ASPHALT PAVING PROVIDES AN ACCESSIBLE ROUTE,

CROSS SLOPE SHALL NOT EXCEED 4%.

1% MIN. CROSS SLOPE,
REFER TO PLAN

40
40

STANDARD DUTY ASPHALT PAVING 1:10

300

45°

HAND TAMP OUTER EDGE OF
ASPHALT TO 45 DEGREES WHERE
ASPHALT MEETS SOFT
LANDSCAPING

REFER TO LAYOUT PLAN FOR
ADJACENT SURFACE

STANDARD DUTY
ASPHALT PAVING

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-202SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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GRANULAR 'B'
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

HL3A ASPHALT
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

GRANULAR 'A'
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

HL8 ASPHALT
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS STATED

OTHERWISE.
2. REFER TO DETAIL CPD-201 FOR TYPICAL WALKWAY WIDTHS

AND CLEARANCES.
3. GRANULAR BASE TO EXTEND MIN. 150mm BEYOND PAVED

EDGE.
4. WHERE ASPHALT PAVING PROVIDES AN ACCESSIBLE ROUTE,

CROSS SLOPE SHALL NOT EXCEED 4%.

2% MIN. CROSS SLOPE,
REFER TO PLAN

65
50

15
0

25
0

SUBGRADE
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

HEAVY DUTY
ASPHALT PAVING

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-203SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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R5 TYP.

FIBRE BOARD EXPANSION JOINT

CONCRETE

CONCRETE

CONCRETE PAVING,
SEE NOTES

GRANULAR 'A'
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

SUBGRADE
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS STATED OTHERWISE.
2. REFER TO DETAIL CPD-201 FOR TYPICAL WALKWAY WIDTHS AND

CLEARANCES.
3. CONCRETE MIX  TO BE 30 MPa  AT 28 DAYS.
4. GRANULAR BASE TO EXTEND MIN. 150mm BEYOND PAVED EDGE.
5. LIGHT BROOM FINISH.
6. PROVIDE CLEAN STRAIGHT ASPHALT IMPREGNATED FIBRE

BOARD EXPANSION JOINT BETWEEN NEW CONCRETE PAVING
AND EXISTING STRUCTURES.  NO MARGINS AND LIGHTLY
TOOLED EDGES ONLY.

7. EXPANSION JOINTS AT MAX. 6.0m INTERVALS
8. CONTROL JOINTS AT MAX. 3.0m INTERVALS.
9. WHERE CONCRETE PAVING PROVIDES AN ACCESSIBLE ROUTE,

CROSS SLOPE SHALL NOT EXCEED 4%.

NO TOOLED BORDERS

ENLARGEMENT OF JOINTS

REINFORCING: 150mm X150mm
WELDED WIRE MESH, CONTINUOUS
THROUGHOUT; ENSURE 50mm
COVER OF CONCRETE ON ALL
SIDES

12
5

15
0

1% MIN. CROSS SLOPE,
REFER TO PLAN

SAWCUT CONTROL JOINT -
1/4 DEPTH OF CONCRETE
THICKNESS

STANDARD DUTY
CONCRETE PAVING

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-204SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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R5 TYP.

CONCRETE PAVING,
SEE NOTES

GRANULAR 'A'
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

SUBGRADE
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS STATED OTHERWISE.
2. REFER TO DETAIL CPD-201 FOR TYPICAL WALKWAY WIDTHS AND

CLEARANCES.
3. CONCRETE MIX  TO BE 30 MPa  AT 28 DAYS.
4. GRANULAR BASE TO EXTEND MIN. 150mm BEYOND PAVED EDGE.
5. LIGHT BROOM FINISH.
6. PROVIDE CLEAN STRAIGHT ASPHALT IMPREGNATED FIBRE BOARD

EXPANSION JOINT BETWEEN NEW CONCRETE PAVING AND EXISTING
STRUCTURES.  NO MARGINS AND LIGHTLY TOOLED EDGES ONLY.

7. EXPANSION JOINTS AT MAX. 6.0m INTERVALS
8. CONTROL JOINTS AT MAX. 3.0m INTERVALS.
9. WHERE CONCRETE PAVING PROVIDES AN ACCESSIBLE ROUTE, CROSS

SLOPE SHALL NOT EXCEED 4%.

ENLARGEMENT OF JOINTS

REINFORCING: 150mm X150mm
WELDED WIRE MESH, CONTINUOUS
THROUGHOUT; ENSURE 50mm
COVER OF CONCRETE ON ALL
SIDES

20
0

20
0

1% MIN. CROSS SLOPE,
REFER TO PLAN

FIBRE BOARD EXPANSION JOINT

CONCRETE

NO TOOLED BORDERS

CONCRETE

SAWCUT CONTROL JOINT -
1/4 DEPTH OF CONCRETE
THICKNESS

HEAVY DUTY CONCRETE
PAVING

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-205SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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CLEAN SHARP MASONRY SAND

ALUMINUM EDGE RESTRAINT
FASTENED TO CONCRETE BASE
WHERE PAVERS MEET SOD

30
12

5
15

0

250

GRANULAR 'A'
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

CONCRETE PAVING,
SEE NOTES

UNIT PAVERS

TIGHTLY BUTTED SAND SWEPT
JOINTS

ADJACENT SOD/PLANTING BED

SUBGRADE
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS STATED OTHERWISE.
2. GRANULAR BASE TO EXTEND MIN. 150mm BEYOND PAVED EDGE.
3. PROVIDE CONTRAST BETWEEN CLEAR PATH OF TRAVEL AND

AMENITY AREAS.

150

UNIT PAVING ON
CONCRETE BASE

DWG. TITLE

ADD NOTE: RE. MINIMAL / ACCENT
PAVING (BRIAN?)

DATE

CPD-206SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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LIMESTONE SCREENINGS
COMPACTED TO 98%
S.P.D.; SEE NOTES

10
0

15
0 GRANULAR 'A'

COMPACTED TO 98%
S.P.D.

SUBGRADE
COMPACTED TO 95%
S.P.D.

1% MIN. CROSS SLOPE,
REFER TO PLAN

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS STATED

OTHERWISE.
2. REFER TO CPD-201 FOR TYPICAL WALKWAY WIDTHS AND

CLEARANCES.
3. GRANULAR BASE TO EXTEND MIN. 150mm BEYOND

FINISHED GRANULAR COURSE.
4. WHERE LIMESTONE SCREENINGS  PROVIDES AN

ACCESSIBLE ROUTE, CROSS SLOPE SHALL NOT EXCEED
4%.

LIMESTONE SCREENING
PATH

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-207SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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25

150

50

25
0

15
0

R50
R5

ADJACENT CONCRETE
PAVING

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS STATED OTHERWISE.
2. CONCRETE MIX  TO BE 30 MPa AT 28 DAYS.
3. GRANULAR BASE TO EXTEND MIN. 150mm BEYOND PAVED EDGE.
4. EXPANSION JOINTS AT MAX. 6000mm INTERVALS.
5. CURB SHALL BE FORMED WITH WOOD OR STEEL.
6. DETECTABLE WARNING PLATES TO BE CAST IRON PLATES BY NEENAH ENTERPRISES INC.

www.nfco.com  1-800-558-5075 OR APPROVED EQUAL.
6.1 DO NOT POWDER COAT
6.2     WIDTH TO BE 610mm MAX.
6.3 PROVIDE SHOP DRAWINGS FOR APPROVAL COMPLETE WITH LOCATION KEY.
6.4 INSTALL AS PER MANUFACTURER'S INSTRUCTIONS AND SPECIFICATIONS

ADJACENT ASPHALT
PAVING

40
0

25
0

ADDITIONAL WIDTH WHEN
ADJACENT TO SIDEWALK

POURED CONCRETE
CURB

GRANULAR 'A'
COMPACTED TO 98%
S.P.D.

SUBGRADE
COMPACTED TO 98%
S.P.D.

DROPPED CURB

250

TACTILE ATTENTION INDICATOR
FULL LENGTH OF CURB RAMP OR
DEPRESSED CURB; SEE NOTES

CONCRETE CURB

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-208SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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FLUSH CURB AT CROSS WALK 1:10

15
0

GRANULAR 'A'
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

CONCRETE PAVING,
SEE NOTES

UNIT PAVERS

TIGHTLY BUTTED SAND SWEPT
JOINTS

SUBGRADE
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

30

150

ADJACENT SOD/PLANTING BED

REINFORCING: 150mm X150mm
WELDED WIRE MESH,
CONTINUOUS THROUGHOUT;
ENSURE 50mm COVER OF
CONCRETE ON ALL SIDES

150

12
5

CLEAN SHARP MASONRY SAND

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS STATED OTHERWISE.
2. CONCRETE MIX  TO BE 30 MPa AT 28 DAYS.
3. GRANULAR BASE TO EXTEND MIN. 150mm BEYOND PAVED EDGE.
4. PROVIDE CONTRAST BETWEEN CLEAR PATH OF TRAVEL AND

AMENITY AREAS.

DWG. TITLE

FLUSH CURB EDGE
ADJACENT UNIT PAVING
ON CONCRETE BASE

KEEP THIS DETAIL/RENAME???

DATE

CPD-209SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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PLAYGROUND RUBBERIZED
SURFACING

SUBGRADE COMPACTED TO
98% S.P.D.

NOTES:

1. ALL DIMENSIONS IN MILLIMETERS, UNLESS STATED OTHERWISE.
2. REFER TO GRADING PLAN FOR DRAIN PIPE LOCATION, LAYOUT,

AND INVERT ELEVATIONS.
3. INSTALLATION TO BE COMPLETED IN ACCORDANCE WITH

MANUFACTURERS SPECIFICATIONS.
4. WHERE PLAYGROUND RUBBERIZED SURFACING  PROVIDES AN

ACCESSIBLE ROUTE, CROSS SLOPE SHALL NOT EXCEED 4%.
5. PROVIDE CONTRAST BETWEEN CLEAR PATH OF TRAVEL,

PLAYGROUND PLAY AREAS, AND ADJACENT WALKWAYS.

50
VA

R
IE

S

175 175

25
0 

M
IN

.

300mm MIN.
OVERLAP

19mm DIA. CLEAR CRUSHED
STONE

PERFORATED PVC DRAIN PIPE C/W
SOCK, SLOPE AT 1.5% MINIMUM.

TERRAFIX 270R GEOTEXTILE OR
APPROVED EQUAL TO SURROUND
GRANULAR AND OVERLAP 300mm

19mm CLEAR CRUSHED STONE
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

PLAYGROUND SUBSURFACE DRAINAGE 1:10

VA
R

IE
S

1% MIN. CROSS SLOPE,
REFER TO PLAN

PLAYGROUND
SUBSURFACE DRAINAGE

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-210SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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ADJACENT SURFACE

19mm CLEAR CRUSHED STONE
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

SUBGRADE COMPACTED TO
98% S.P.D.

NOTES:

1. ALL DIMENSIONS IN MILLIMETERS, UNLESS STATED OTHERWISE.
2. CUSHION LAYER THICKNESS IS DEPENDENT ON CRITICAL

FALL HEIGHT OF PLAY STRUCTURES.
3. BACKFILL PLAYGROUND POSTS WITH GRANULAR.  COMPACT TO

98% S.P.D.
4. INSTALLATION OF RUBBERIZED SURFACING TO BE COMPLETED IN

ACCORDANCE WITH MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS.
5. CONCRETE MIX  TO BE 30 MPa AT 28 DAYS.
6. GRANULAR BASE TO EXTEND MIN. 150mm BEYOND PAVED EDGE.
7. EXPANSION JOINTS AT MAX. 6000mm INTERVALS.
8. CURB SHALL BE FORMED WITH WOOD OR STEEL.
9. PROVIDE CONTRAST BETWEEN CLEAR PATH OF TRAVEL,

PLAYGROUND PLAY AREAS, AND ADJACENT WALKWAYS.

PLAYGROUND RUBBERIZED
SURFACING- CUSHION LAYER

GEOTEXTILE FILTER CLOTH

EXTEND WEARING COURSE
75mm  DOWN CONCRETE FACE;
CONCRETE FACE TO BE PRIMED
TO ENSURE ENSURE BOND

VA
R

IE
S

15
0 

M
IN

.

PLAYGROUND RUBBERIZED
SURFACING- WEARING COURSE

VA
R

IE
S

40
0

50

FLUSH CONCRETE CURB

200

20
0

150

GRANULAR 'A'
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

250 150

PLAYGROUND RUBBERIZED
SURFACING AND FLUSH CURB

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-211SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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3200

17
5

400 1000 mm1800

LOW CURB, TAPER ENDS TO
MEET FLUSH WITH PAVEMENT
GRADE AND ADJACENT
SURFACE, MIRROR SLOPE TO
EITHER END.

CONCRETE BENCH PAD
(SEE SECTION)

SURFACE MOUNT ACCESSIBLE BENCH; 1800mm LONG
WITH ARM RESTS. SECURE BENCHES TO CONCRETE PAD
AS PER MANUFACTURER'S INSTALLATION SPECIFICATIONS.

ASPHALT PATHWAY

M
in

. 2
54

 m
m

DIRECTION OF BROOM
FINISH

13
70

 M
IN

.

CONFIGURATION OF CONCRETE
PAD VARIABLE

MIN. 2% (MAX. 4%) SLOPES
ON CONCRETE PAD

200m
m

200 m
m

76 m
m

175

50

SODDED LAWN OR PLANTING
BED; REFER TO LANDSCAPE
PLANS FOR DETAILS

LOW CURB POURED WITH
CONCRETE PAVING

GRANULAR 'A' BASE
COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.
IN 50mm LIFTS

SUBGRADE COMPACTED
TO 95% S.P.D.

NOTES:
1. CONCRETE MIX TO BE TYPE 10, CLASS C2, 32 MPa. REFER TO SPECIFICATIONS.
2. REFER TO GRADING PLAN FOR TOP AND BOTTOM OF CURB ELEVATIONS.

CURB AT BACK OF CONCRETE PAVING SEATING AREAS

76
 m

m Min. 300 mm

LOW CURB, TAPER ENDS TO
MEET FLUSH WITH PAVEMENT
GRADE AND ADJACENT
SURFACE, MIRROR SLOPE TO
EITHER END.

FINISHED GRADE OF
CONCRETE BENCH PAD

TAPERED CURB SECTION

SINGLE BENCH SEATING
LAYOUT

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-212SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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FENCING

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAILS

415



18
00

 [6
']

10
00

50
0

SECURE FABRIC
ALONG LINE POSTS
WITH 9 GAUGE
WIRE TIRES @
300mm O.C.

STRETCHER BAR: 5x19mm MIN.;
BANDS: 3x19mm MIN. @ 300mm
O.C.

UNDISTURBED
SUBGRADE

SONOTUBE FORMED CONCRETE
FOOTING, DEPTH AND DIAMETER
AS DETAILED.  TOP TO BE
DOMED BY HAND 75mm BELOW
GRADE.

6 GAUGE SINGLE
STRAND TENSION
WIRE No.9 GAUGE;
SECURED WITH A
DROP FORGED
TURNBUCKLE

CLCL

90 O.D. TERMINAL POSTS TO
BE INSTALLED AT CORNERS,
GATES, STRAINING AREAS
AND STEEP GRADES;
ALL POSTS TO BE SECURELY
FITTED WITH GALVANIZED
STEEL WEATHER-TIGHT CAPS

43mm O.D.
HORIZONTAL BRACE
RAIL AT ALL ENDS,
STRAINING AREAS
AND STEEP SLOPES

300

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS SHOWN IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS

STATED OTHERWISE.
2. ALL CHAIN LINK FABRIC TO BE BLACK VINYL COATED

WOVEN 50mm MESH, 1800 - No.9 GAUGE GALVANIZED
STEEL CORE; SECURE TO TOP RAIL, BRACE RAIL, LINE
POSTS, TENSION WIRE AND STRETCHER BAR WITH 9
GAUGE WIRE TIES, KNUCKLED.

3. ALL FENCE POSTS AND PIPE TO BE SCHEDULE '40'
GALVANIZED PIPE.

4. ALL FENCE COMPONENTS TO BE FINISHED WITH BLACK
GLOSS ENAMEL ELECTROSTATICALLY APPLIED.

5. NO PLASTIC FITTINGS OR COMPONENTS TO BE USED.
6. CONCRETE FOOTINGS TO BE 30 MPa AT 28 DAYS.

POP-RIVET
TO
POST

3000 MAX.

75
 M

A
X

.

250

15
00

12
00

75

60 O.D. LINE POST

43mm O.D. TOP
RAIL; SECURE
FABRIC WITH 9
GAUGE WIRE TIES
@ 450 O.C.

CHAINLINK WOVEN
MESH, SEE NOTES

180mm COUPLING

CHAIN LINK FENCE

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-301SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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18
00

 [6
']

10
00

50
0 SONOTUBE

FORMED
CONCRETE
FOOTING

1200mm

90mm O.D. TERMINAL GATE
POSTS

HINGE BOLT (TYP.)

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS SHOWN IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS

STATED OTHERWISE.
2. GATE FRAMES TO BE CONSTRUCTED OF 45mm O.D.

GALVANIZED STEEL PIPE, SHOP BENT, WELDED AND
GROUND SMOOTH.

3. ALL CHAIN LINK FABRIC TO BE BLACK VINYL COATED
WOVEN 50mm MESH, 1800 - No.9 GAUGE GALVANIZED
STEEL CORE;  SECURE TO FRAME, STRETCHER BAR
AND BRACE RAIL WITH 9 GAUGE WIRE TIES AT 300mm
O.C., KNUCKLED.

4. BOLT ENDS TO BE AT BACK OF GATE.
5. ALL STEEL PIPE TO BE SCHEDULE 40 GALVANIZED PIPE.
6. ALL GATE COMPONENTS SHALL BE FINISHED WITH

BLACK GLOSS ENAMEL ELECTROSTATICALLY APPLIED.
7. EACH GATE TO BE COMPLETE WITH WHEELS.
8. WELD ALL JOINTS.
9. CONCRETE FOOTINGS TO BE 30 MPa AT 28 DAYS.
10. FOR  LINE POST CAP DETAIL REFER TO OPSD 972.132

300

75
 M

A
X

.

POP-RIVET
TO
POST

STRETCHER BAR: 5x19mm MIN.;
BANDS: 3x19mm MIN. @ 300mm
O.C.

FRAME MEMBER 43mm MIN.
(TYP.)

CHAINLINK WOVEN MESH,
SEE NOTES

LOCKING DEVICE
SET AT 950 HEIGHT

CHAIN LINK SECURITY
GATE - SINGLE

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-302SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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18
00

 [6
']

10
00

50
0 SONOTUBE FORMED

CONCRETE FOOTING

DROP BOLT

VARIES

90mm O.D. TERMINAL GATE
POSTS

INTERNAL BRACE 43mm
MIN. (TYP.)

STEEL GATE
CENTRE REST

HINGE BOLT (TYP.)

FRAME MEMBER
43mm MIN. (TYP.)

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS SHOWN IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS STATED OTHERWISE.
2. GATE FRAMES TO BE CONSTRUCTED OF 45mm O.D. GALVANIZED STEEL PIPE,

SHOP BENT, WELDED AND GROUND SMOOTH.
3. ALL CHAIN LINK FABRIC TO BE BLACK VINYL COATED WOVEN 50mm MESH,

1800 - No.9 GAUGE GALVANIZED STEEL CORE;  SECURE TO FRAME,
STRETCHER BAR AND BRACE RAIL WITH 9 GAUGE WIRE TIES AT 300mm O.C.,
KNUCKLED.

4. BOLT ENDS TO BE AT BACK OF GATE.
5. ALL STEEL PIPE TO BE SCHEDULE 40 GALVANIZED PIPE.
6. ALL GATE COMPONENTS SHALL BE FINISHED WITH BLACK GLOSS ENAMEL

ELECTROSTATICALLY APPLIED.
7. EACH GATE TO BE COMPLETE WITH WHEELS.
8. WELD ALL JOINTS.
9. CONCRETE FOOTINGS TO BE 30 MPa AT 28 DAYS.
10. FOR  LINE POST CAP DETAIL REFER TO OPSD 972.132

FOOT BOLT
CASTERS

300

SONOTUBE FORMED
CONCRETE FOOTING, TOP
FLUSH WITH FINISH GRADE

75
 M

A
X

.

CHAINLINK WOVEN
MESH, SEE NOTES

POP-RIVET
TO
POST

LOCKING DEVICE
SET AT 950 HEIGHT

12
00

200

STRETCHER BAR: 5x19mm MIN.;
BANDS: 3x19mm MIN. @ 300mm
O.C.

CHAIN LINK SECURITY
GATE - DOUBLE

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-303SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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300mm DIA. SONOTUBE
25MPa CAST-IN-PLACE
CONCRETE

GRANULAR 'A'

UNDISTURBED
SUBGRADE OR
COMPACTED FILL

FINISH GRADE
AS PER PLAN

12
00

 M
IN

.

15
0 

TY
P.

NOTES:

1. ALL DIMENSIONS ARE IN MILLIMETRES UNLESS
STATED OTHERWISE.

2. ALL WOOD TO BE CONSTRUCTION GRADE
PRESSURE TREATED WOOD.

3. ALL NAILS TO BE GALVANIZED SPIRAL NAILS
4. EACH HORIZONTAL BOARD IS TO BE NAILED WITH

TWO NAILS PER RAIL.
5. ON SLOPES STEP FENCE PANELS A MINIMUM OF

50mm TO A MAXIMUM OF 150mm AT EACH POST.
6. CONCRETE FOOTINGS TO BE 25 MPa AT 28 DAYS.

18
00

SECTION

38x140mm (2"x6")

140x140mm (6"x6")
WOODEN POST

19x140mm 1"x6")
STAGGERED
BOARDS

15
0

14
0

WOODEN CAP

PLAN

ELEVATION

2440

38x140mm (2"x6")
TOP RAIL

19x140mm (1"x6")
STAGGERED
BOARDS, BEHIND

38x140mm (2"x6")

100 TYP.

120 TYP.

38x140mm (2"x6")  TOP RAIL

19x140mm 1"x6") STAGGERED BOARDS

2440

CL

EQ.

15
0 

TY
P.

38x140mm (2"x6")
BOTTOM RAIL

150 TYP.

15
0

14
0

EQ.

300

100 TYP. 120 TYP.

140X140 WOODEN POST
WOODEN CAP

LC LC

LC LC

WOOD FENCE

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-304SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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300mm DIA. SONOTUBE
25MPa CAST-IN-PLACE
CONCRETE

GRANULAR 'A'

UNDISTURBED
SUBGRADE OR
COMPACTED FILL

FINISH GRADE
AS PER PLAN

12
00

 M
IN

.

15
0 

TY
P.

NOTES:

1. ALL DIMENSIONS ARE IN MILLIMETRES UNLESS
STATED OTHERWISE.

2. ALL WOOD TO BE CONSTRUCTION GRADE
PRESSURE TREATED WOOD.

3. ALL NAILS TO BE GALVANIZED SPIRAL NAILS
4. EACH HORIZONTAL BOARD IS TO BE NAILED WITH

TWO NAILS PER RAIL.
5. ON SLOPES STEP FENCE PANELS A MINIMUM OF

50mm TO A MAXIMUM OF 150mm AT EACH POST.
6. CONCRETE FOOTINGS TO BE 25 MPa AT 28 DAYS.

18
00

SECTION

140x140mm (6"x6")
WOODEN POST

50

WOODEN CAP

PLAN

140X140 WOODEN POST

ELEVATION

2440

38x140mm
(2"x6")

WOODEN CAP

38x140mm
(2"x6") COPING

38x140mm (2"x6")  COPING

38x140mm (2"x6") VERTICAL
T/G BOARDS (DRESSED)

2480

LC
CL

15
0 

TY
P.

38x140mm (2"x6")
SKIRT RAIL

150 TYP.
50

300

20x38 ROUTED GROOVE

38x140mm (2"x6")
VERTICAL T/G
BOARDS (DRESSED)

19x140mm (1"x6")
FASCIA BOARD

LC

LC LC

ACOUSTIC FENCE

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-305SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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SEDIMENT CONTROL FABRIC
(TERRAFIX 270R OR
EQUIVALENT)
MINIMUM 900mm ABOVE
GRADE, WIRED TO T-BARS

20
0

200

12
00

12
00

DIRECTION OF FLOW

90
0 

M
IN

IM
U

M

LAY A MIN. OF 300mm OF
FABRIC IN BOTTOM OF
TRENCH, BACKFILL AND
COMPACT

T-BARS SPACED @ 2000mm
MAXIMUM

EXISTING GRADE

AREA UNDER
CONSTRUCTION

AREA TO BE
PROTECTED

NOTES:
1. ALL DIMENSIONS IN MILLIMETRES, UNLESS OTHERWISE STATED.

PLAN VIEW

MAIN RUN
2m END RUN

2m END RUN

DIRECTION
OF FLOW

SILTATION CONTROL
PERIMETER FENCING

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-306SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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SPECIFICATION FOR THE PROTECTION
AND PRESERVATION OF EXISTING TREES

1. ALL EXISTING TREES WHICH ARE TO
REMAIN, SHALL BE FULLY PROTECTED
WITH HOARDING, I.E.. 1200MM (4')
SNOW FENCING, ERECTED BEYOND
THEIR "DRIP LINE". GROUPS  OF
TREES AND OTHER EXISTING
PLANTINGS TO BE PROTECTED,
SHALL BE DONE IN A LIKE MANNER
WITH HOARDING AROUND THE
ENTIRE CLUMP(S).  AREAS WITHIN
THE PROTECTIVE FENCING SHALL
REMAIN UNDISTURBED AND SHALL
NOT BE USED FOR THE STORAGE OF
BUILDING MATERIALS OR EQUIPMENT;

2. NO RIGGING CABLES SHALL BE
WRAPPED AROUND OR INSTALLED IN
TREES AND SURPLUS SOIL,
EQUIPMENT, DEBRIS OR MATERIALS
SHALL NOT BE PLACED OVER ROOT
SYSTEMS OF THE TREES WITHIN THE
PROTECTIVE FENCING.  NO
CONTAMINANTS WILL BE DUMPED OR
FLUSHED WHERE FEEDER ROOTS OF
TREES EXIST;

3. WHERE LIMBS OR PORTIONS OF
TREES ARE REMOVED TO
ACCOMMODATE CONSTRUCTION
WORK, THEY WILL BE REMOVED
CAREFULLY BY ACCEPTED
HORTICULTURAL PRACTICES;

4. WHERE ROOT SYSTEMS OF
PROTECTED TREES ARE EXPOSED
DIRECTLY ADJACENT TO OR
DAMAGED BY CONSTRUCTION WORK,
THEY SHALL BE TRIMMED NEATLY
AND THE AREA BACKFILLED WITH
APPROPRIATE MATERIAL TO PREVENT
DESICCATION;

5. WHERE NECESSARY, THE TREES WILL
BE GIVEN AN OVERALL PRUNING TO
RESTORE THE BALANCE BETWEEN
ROOTS AND TOPGROWTH OR TO
RESTORE THE APPEARANCE OF THE
TREE;

6. IF GRADES AROUND TREES TO BE
PROTECTED ARE LIKELY TO CHANGE,
TAKE SUCH PRECAUTIONS AS DRY
WELLING AND ROOT FEEDING TO
MAINTAIN THE HEALTH OF THE TREES;

7. TREE PROTECTION ZONES SHALL BE
ESTABLISHED PRIOR TO THE
COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITY ON SITE, AND SHALL REMAIN
FOR THE DURATION OF WORK,
MAINTAINED IN GOOD CONDITION AT
ALL TIMES.

12
00

61
0

EXISTING TREE

POST LINE 1 METRE
OUTSIDE OF TREE
CANOPY

STEEL 'T'-BAR OR
100mm x100mm WOOD
POSTS AT 1800mm
SPACING MAX.

TOP AND MID RAILS
TO BE INSTALLED AND
MAINTAINED
THROUGHOUT
CONSTRUCTION

1200mm HIGH FENCE
MESH TO THE
APPROVAL OF THE
LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT

LEED REQUIREMENTS FOR TREE
PROTECTION

1. LAND CLEARING DEBRIS-DISPOSE OF
ANY/ALL LAND CLEARING DEBRIS IN
ACCORDANCE WITH SPECIFICATION
SECTION 01355 WASTE MANAGEMENT
AND DISPOSAL.

2. COORDINATE THE ERECTION OF
TREE PROTECTION FENCE WITH SITE
ACTIVITIES REQUIRED FOR
SEDIMENTATION AND EROSION
CONTROL IN ACCORDANCE WITH
SPECIFICATION SECTION 02370
EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION
CONTROL.

EARTH FILL TAMPED
THOROUGHLY AROUND
WOOD POSTS

300mm MIN. DIA. HOLE

DWG. TITLE

TREE PRESERVATION
PROTECTION FENCE

DATE

CPD-307SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019

422



SUPPLEMENTAL
PLANTING

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAILS

423



PLANTING BED OR ADJACENT
SURFACING

GROWING MATERIAL MAY INCLUDE,
BUT NOT LIMITED TO, STRUCTURAL
SOIL,  SOIL CELLS, OR HIGH QUALITY
SANDY LOAM

SUBDRAIN CONNECTED TO STORM
SERVICING

SURFACE TREATMENT SHALL
ALLOW FOR TRUNK GROWTH
(TARGET 2-3X 400mm DBH)

DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS:

· DESIGN OPTIONS FOR TREE PLANTING IN HARD
LANDSCAPES IN THE ORDER OF OPTIMAL CONDITIONS
FOR TREE HEALTH INCLUDE:
1.  OPEN PLANTING BED
2.  RAISED PLANTER
3.  PLANTER COVER

· WHERE SPACE ALLOWS TREES TO BE PLANTED IN 1800mm
WIDE CONTINUOUS TREE TRENCH.

· TARGET SIZE  FOR HARD LANDSCAPE TREE TRENCH  TO
BE MINIMUM 400mm DBH FOR REASONABLE
ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFIT

· 15 CU.M. OF HIGH QUALITY SOIL SHOULD BE PROVIDED
PER TREE AND EACH TREE SHOULD HAVE DIRECT
ACCESS TO AT LEAST 30 CU.M. OF HIGH QUALITY
GROWING MATERIAL

UNDISTURBED OR COMPACTED
SUBGRADE, COMPACTED TO 98% S.P.D.

M
IN

. 1
20

0

DECIDUOUS TREE, SEE TREE
SELECTION NOTES

CURB/EDGE OF PAVING

1800 WIDE CONTINUOUS SOIL TRENCH

TREE SELECTION:

· SELECT TREES THAT ARE FREE OF DISEASES, DAMAGE AND
GIRDLED ROOTS. REVIEW NURSERY STOCK PRIOR TO DELIVERY.

· PLANTING TO BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH CANADIAN NURSERY
AND LANDSCAPE ASSOCIATION CANADIAN STANDARDS FOR
NURSERY STOCK, THE LANDSCAPE ONTARIO HORTICULTURAL
TRADES ASSOCIATION LANDSCAPE GUIDELINES AND
STANDARDS, AND THE INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY OF
ARBORICULTURE FOR TREES AND SHRUBS.

· SELECT TREES WITH A BRANCHING STRUCTURE STARTING
1800mm ABOVE GRADE.

· REFER TO SOFT LANDSCAPE PLANTING DETAILS FOR FURTHER
PLANTING INSTALLATION INSTRUCTIONS.

TREE PLANTING IN HARD
LANDSCAPE

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-401SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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SECTION

ASPHALT PAVING

PLANTING AS PER PLAN

GRANITE COBBLE MULCH TO MEET
FLUSH WITH ADJACENT TOPS OF
CURBS (25-50mm DIAM. AT 150mm
DEEP)

EPDM LINER (BOTH SIDES), FULL
DEPTH OF EXCAVATION, BUT NOT ON
BOTTOM OF PIT

1.2m DEPTH OF AMENDED SOIL FILTER
MEDIUM (REFER TO SOIL
COMPOSITION NOTES , BELOW)

100mm PEA GRAVEL CHOKING LAYER

300mm DEPTH OF 50mm DIAMETER
CLEAR STONE

UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE

AMENDED SOIL FILTER MEDIUM SOIL COMPOSITION:
1. SAND: 2 TO 0.05mm, 85-88% by weight
2. FINES: less than 0.05mm, 8-12% by weight
3. ORGANIC MATTER - leaf compost(or approved alternative), 3-5% by weight
4. SOILS TO HAVE AN INFILTRATION RATE OF APPROXIMATELY 12 TO 30 MM/HR

C.I.P. CONCRETE CURB FLUSH WITH
ADJACENT PAVING

NOTE:

TEST SOIL POROSITY
DURING EXCAVATION AND
NOTIFY LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT OF RESULTS

12
00

10
0

30
0

INFILTRATION PLANTER

DWG. TITLE

DATE

CPD-402SCALE
N.T.S.

REVISION No.

DWG. No.

CITY OF PETERBOROUGH

STANDARD DETAIL
SEPTEMBER 2019
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To:   Members of the General Committee  
 
From: Sheldon Laidman, Commissioner of Community Services  
 
Meeting Date: February 3, 2020 
 
Subject: Report CSACH20-001   
  Review of Demolition Proposal at 107 Park Street North 
 

 

Purpose 

A report regarding the demolition of the smokestack at the former Canadian General 
Electric plant. 

Recommendation  

That Council approve the recommendation outlined in Report CSACH20-001, dated 
February 3, 2020, of the Commissioner of Community Services, as follows:  

That, pursuant to the requirements of the Ontario Heritage Act as it pertains to 
properties listed on the City’s Heritage Register, the recommendation of the 
Peterborough Architectural Conservation Advisory Committee (PACAC) that the 
smokestack located at 107 Park Street N (former CGE plant) be approved for 
demolition. 

Budget and Financial Implications 

There are no budgetary or financial implications as the result of the recommendations of 
this report. 

Background 

City Council, at its meeting of August 27, 2018, approved the recommendations of 
Report CSACH18-004 Listing of Properties on the Heritage Register recommending the 
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addition of the property at 107 Park Street N, the former Canadian General Electric 
(CGE) plant, as a listed property on the City’s Heritage Register. Section 27 of the 
Ontario Heritage Act R.S.O. 1990 requires that the owner of the property must give the 
council of the municipality at least 60 days notice of the owner’s intention to demolish or 
remove a building or structure from a listed property. JMX Contracting Inc., 27 Anderson 
Blvd. Uxbridge, ON L9P 0C7, acting as the agent for the owners of the property has 
indicated the company will seek a permit to demolish the smokestack at the former CGE 
plant.  This report acts as notice to Council.  If this recommendation is adopted the 
designation will not proceed and the demolition will be able to proceed 

Under the requirements of the Section 27 of the Ontario Heritage Act, the council of a 
municipality shall consult with its municipal heritage committee before making a 
decision regarding the removal of structures on Listed properties. At its meeting of 
January 7, 2020, the PACAC approved the recommendations of Report PACAC20-009 
as follows: 

a) That the PACAC review the application for demolition of a portion of the Listed 
property known municipally as 107 Park Street North, and;  

b) That the PACAC support the recommendation of staff that the smokestack on the 
former Canadian General Electric (CGE) factory site may be demolished, and;  

c) That PACAC support the recommendation of staff that the CGE site remain a listed 
property, and;  

d) That staff be directed to forward PACAC’s recommendations to Council. 

As indicated by the above recommendation to the PACAC, staff has reviewed the 
demolition proposal and does not feel that the stack is historically significant. This 
determination does not extend to the entire complex, however, and staff believes that 
the property should remain listed so that the 60 day notice period remains in effect 
should other more historic structures be proposed for demolition on the property.   

Submitted by, 

Sheldon Laidman,  
Commissioner of Community Services 

Contact Name: 
Erik Hanson, Heritage Resources Coordinator  
Phone: 705-742-7777 Ext. 1489 
Toll Free: 1-855-738-3755 
Fax: 705-748-8824 
E-Mail: ehanson@peterborough.ca 
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To: Members of the General Committee 

From: Sheldon Laidman,  
 Commissioner of Community Services 
 
Meeting Date: February 3, 2020  

Subject: Report CSSS20-002 
 Community Wellbeing Plan  
 

Purpose 

A report to receive the Community Wellbeing Plan.  The Community Wellbeing Plan 
establishes local government priorities to improve the quality of life for people that live in 
the City and County of Peterborough and Curve Lake First Nation. 

Recommendation  

That Council approve the recommendation outlined in Report CSSS20-002, dated 
February 3, 2020 of the Community Services Commissioner, as follows: 

That the Community Wellbeing Plan be considered by Council in establishing priorities 
to improve the quality of life for all residents.  

Budget and Financial Implications 

Any budget and financial implications from future decisions coming from the 
recommendations in the Community Wellbeing Plan will be provided to Council during 
those decision-making processes.  
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Background 

In 2017, early discussions related to a Community Wellbeing Plan started with the 
Housing and Social Services Division. It became evident that this planning process 
involved the greater Peterborough area and a wide range of municipal services from 
snow removal to homelessness. All areas of local government play important roles for 
residents’ quality of life.  

Throughout the planning process several reports have gone to Councils and 
Committees for direction and to provide updates.  

The goals of the Community Wellbeing Plan are to: 

1. Make recommendations for Councils’ consideration related to the priorities to 
improve the quality of life for people that live in the City and County of 
Peterborough and Curve Lake.  

2. Provide a framework for progress reports and outcome measurement of 
wellbeing. 

3. Continue to improve community engagement between residents and local 
government. 

Priority areas, themes and guiding principles were shared as they were developed and 
validated through community discussions. The last reports to Councils were in 2018 and 
identified the end of the community consultation phase. The focus of the work shifted to 
a staff process to summarize priorities, identify activities and plans that support and 
reinforce the priorities and determine where gaps may exist.   

In the meantime, there have been a number of changes at both the municipal and 
provincial levels. Another process that is closely related to the Community Wellbeing 
Plan is the Community Safety and Wellbeing Plan (CSWB). When it is proclaimed to be 
in force, the Community Safety and Policing Act, 2019 will require municipalities to 
prepare and adopt a Community Safety and Well-being Plan.  

Municipalities are to work in partnership with police services and other community 
partners in the health and social services sectors to prepare and adopt the first plan 
within two years. The goal of CSWB planning is to achieve the ideal state of a 
sustainable community where everyone is safe, has a sense of belonging, access to 
services and where individuals and families are able to meet their needs for education, 
health care, food, housing, income, and social and cultural expression.  

Given the timing of the two processes, it was decided by staff to finalize the Community 
Wellbeing Plan, based on the community engagement, and then the information may be 
used as part of the CSWB process over the next year. Staff expect to undertake this 
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required CSWB along with other County municipalities and have initiated those 
discussions.   

The report will let the community know that municipal government has listened. By 
identifying and communicating community identified themes, staff expect that the plan 
will work as a catalyst to encourage the community to work together to create change. 
The community feedback related to the Community Wellbeing Plan has already been 
used to inform other municipal and community work. The community feedback was 
included as part of MP Maryam Monsef’s Quality of Life meeting and the Precarious 
Employment Research Initiative Peterborough conference in November of 2018. Input 
and comments have all been shared with: 

 City Official Plan process;   

 10-year Housing and Homelessness Plan five-year review;  

 Curve Lake Health and Family Services Committee;  

 Peterborough Public Health Family and Community Health Team; 

 Community Impact Committee and Board of the United Way of Greater 
Peterborough  

The final Community Wellbeing Plan is attached as Appendix A. It outlines the plan 
development, guiding principles, key themes and lessons learned in community 
engagement. The community engagement information from the Community Wellbeing 
Plan can be used in other strategic planning processes throughout the City and County 
to support residents’ quality of life, such as the upcoming Community Safety and 
Wellbeing Plan.  

This report was presented to the Joint Service Steering Committee on October 24, 2019 
as Report Number CSSSJSSC19-010 where the recommendation was endorsed.  

Submitted by,  

Sheldon Laidman,         
Commissioner of Community Services  
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Contact Name: 

Ellen Armstrong 
Manager Social Services Division 
Phone: 705-748-8830 Ext. 3770 
Toll Free: 1-855-738-3755 Ext. 3770 
Fax: 705-876-4610 
E-Mail: earmstrong@peterborough.ca  

Attachments: 
Appendix A – Community Wellbeing Plan 
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Letter from the Chair

Improving the quality of life for all.
The Peterborough Community 
Wellbeing Plan is a long-term 
plan that will strategically guide 
local government’s decisions and 
improve the quality of life for all 
residents.

I would like to thank the 
Community Advisory Network 
who were instrumental in 
guiding the development of 
this strategic document. They 
provided valuable insights and 
contributions that helped staff 
do the best job in ensuring 
a diversity of voices in the 
engagement process. Listening to 
the community was an integral 
component of this planning 
process and the experience 
has helped to enhance the 
community engagement capacity 
of local government. 

The Community Wellbeing Plan 
identifies key themes to guide 
future decision making for local 
government. It is not only a road 
map for local governments but 
a useful tool for organizations, 
businesses and residents who are 
key allies in achieving community 
wellbeing.

Please read and share the report. 
Help us to build a community 
where we can all live, grow and 
thrive. 

Larry Stinson

Chair of Community Wellbeing 
Plan Advisory Network

Director of Operations, 
Peterborough Public Health

Looking Forward

4Peterborough Community Wellbeing Plan
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Peterborough Community Wellbeing Plan 6

The Plan on One Page
The Community Wellbeing Plan establishes local government 
priorities to improve the quality of life for people that live in the City 
and County of Peterborough and Curve Lake First Nation. The Plan 
identifies those community priorities and some of the lessons learned 
about community engagement along the way.

Here are the results of over a year of planning and engagement.

4 Parts of the Plan
Phase 1 -
Planning to 
plan.

Phase 2 - 
Community 
engagement: 
identifying 
priorities.

Phase 3 - 
Community 
engagement: 
focusing on 
solutions.

Phase 4 – 
Drafting the 
report: applying 
the principles.

Peterborough Strengths
Residents are proud of Peterborough. They take pride in:

• A strong sense of belonging to their communities

• A high level of volunteerism

• Exciting arts and culture opportunities

• A beautiful natural environment and a drive to preserve it

• A strong attachment to our heritage as a community 

There are 7 Community Identified Themes:
1. Environmental Stewardship - All residents and future generations 

can live in a healthy and stable environment.

2. Democratic and Community Engagement - All residents feel 
included and engaged in their community and local government.

3. Good jobs - All residents have access to good jobs.

4. Healthy Community - All residents have access to high quality 
health, community and social services.

5. Housing  - All residents have access to a range of safe, affordable 
housing options.

6. Income and Poverty - All residents have access to income to cover 
basic needs.

7. Transportation - All residents can get around by walking, riding, 
driving or public transit.

The community identified themes will help local government, 
organizations, agencies and residents work towards these goals. 
Everyone will have a better understanding of the work underway, 
how to align the work and where to fill in the gaps. This plan is a 
strategic tool for long term planning together.

Report CSSS20-002 - Appendix A - Community Wellbeing Plan
437



“Community wellbeing is the combination of social, economic, 
environmental, cultural, and political conditions identified by 
individuals and their communities as essential for them to flourish 
and fulfill their potential.” (Wiseman and Brasher)

Municipalities are already active in the area of community wellbeing. 
As the Service Manager for Ontario Works, Children’s Services, and 
Housing and Homelessness for the City and County of Peterborough, 
the City is required to develop service plans in these areas. Locally, 
municipal governments have also taken an active role in Age-
friendly Peterborough, Sustainable Peterborough and Accessibility 
plans all of which contribute to community wellbeing.

A municipal Community Wellbeing plan builds on these existing 
plans and helps identify opportunities to address unmet needs 
or augment existing work. There are many organizations and 
committees across the Peterborough area also working on 
community wellbeing. They are looking to connect differently 
and work more efficiently together. The goal is to make the 
Peterborough area a place for residents to live, grow, and thrive.

Meeting the needs of the people of the City and County of 
Peterborough cannot be done in isolation or solely the responsibility 
of municipalities. A cross section of stakeholders from the public 
sector, the not for profit sector, and the business sector must 
collaborate for the community wellbeing to be maximized. Now is 
the time for local government to take a lead role to help further 
these collective efforts.

The Community Wellbeing Plan will be a guide for social planning 
and program development across the region. It will help to guide 
decisions related to policies, priorities, programs and services in 
the municipality, and hopefully throughout the community as well. 
Although the goal of this plan is to inform how local governments 
can impact well-being, wellbeing is a community responsibility. The 
information gathered can be beneficial to all those who contribute 
to building stronger communities.

Introduction

WELLBEING

Introduction
Municipalities are already active in the area of community 
wellbeing. As the Service Manager for Ontario Works, Children’s 
Services, and Housing and Homelessness for the City and 
County of Peterborough, the City is required to develop service 
plans in these areas. Locally, municipal governments have also 
taken an active role in Age-friendly Peterborough, Sustainable 
Peterborough and Accessibility plans all of which contribute to 
community wellbeing.

A municipal Community Wellbeing plan builds on these existing 
plans and helps identify opportunities to address unmet needs 
or augment existing work. There are many organizations and 
committees across the Peterborough area also working on 
community wellbeing. They are looking to connect differently 
and work more efficiently together. The goal is to make the 
Peterborough area a place for residents to live, grow, and thrive.

Meeting the needs of the people of the City and County 
of Peterborough cannot be done in isolation or solely the 
responsibility of municipalities. A cross section of stakeholders 
from the public sector, the not for profit sector, and the business 
sector must collaborate for the community wellbeing to be 
maximized. Now is the time for local government to take a lead 
role to help further these collective efforts.

The Community Wellbeing Plan will be a guide for social 
planning and program development across the region. It will 
help to guide decisions related to policies, priorities, programs 
and services in the municipality, and hopefully throughout the 
community as well. Although the goal of this plan is to inform 
how local governments can impact wellbeing, wellbeing is a 
community responsibility. The information gathered can be 
beneficial to all those who contribute to building stronger 
communities.

Community wellbeing is the combination 
of social, economic, environmental, 
cultural, and political conditions identified 
by individuals and their communities as 
essential for them to flourish and fulfill 
their potential. (Wiseman and Brasher)

LIVE GROW THRIVE
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Goals

1 2 3
1. Make recommendations 

for Councils’ consideration 
related to the priorities 
to improve the quality of 
life for people that live 
in the City and County of 
Peterborough and Curve 
Lake.

2. Provide a framework 
for progress reports and 
outcome measurement of 
wellbeing.

3. Continue to improve 
community engagement 
between residents and 
local government.

Plan Development
The Community Wellbeing Plan was developed over 4 phases.
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3. Continue to improve 
community engagement 
between residents and 
local government.

3

Plan Development
The Community Wellbeing Plan was developed over 4 phases.

Phase 1 
Planning to plan.

Phase 2 
Community engagement: identifying 
priorities.

Phase 3 
Community engagement: 
focusing on solutions.

Phase 4
Drafting the report: 
applying the principles and 
guidelines.
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Phase 1
Planning to plan
The first phase of the planning process focused on gathering existing data and information.

Existing Plans
A review was completed of 26 existing local 
plans related to community wellbeing. The 
Additional Resources section provides links to 
the local plans that were reviewed. The work 
in other communities was also reviewed to 
gather best practices. The information was 
used to inform the planning process and to 
establish an understanding of the existing 
wellbeing in our community.

Canadian Index of Wellbeing 
The review identified the importance of a 
framework for measuring quality of life. 
A variety of practices were investigated as 
possible frameworks. The Canadian Index of 
Wellbeing, developed at the University of 
Waterloo, and used across Canada at federal, 
provincial and municipal levels has been 
selected as the tool to support Peterborough’s 
Community Wellbeing Plan.

01Phase
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The Canadian Index of Wellbeing is based on 8 domains or areas as 
follows:

Community Vitality - Do strong, active, and inclusive relationships exist among 
people and between all types of organizations?

Democratic Engagement - Are people advancing democracy through political 
institutions, organizations and activities?

Education - Are instruction, schooling, and training from youth to adulthood 
available? Accessible? Do they prepare people for work, life, and changing times?

Environment - Are we protecting our environment while revitalizing our 
ecosystems and working towards sustainability?

Healthy Population - Are people physically, mentally, and socially healthy?

Leisure and Culture - Are arts, culture and recreation activities available and being 
embraced?

Living Standards - Are we economically secure?

Time Use - Are we balancing our leisure, work, social, and rest time to improve 
wellbeing?

The Canadian Index of Wellbeing was used as the framework to collect local data and develop 
Fact Sheets for each area, as well as a tool to identify priorities and strengths in a community 
survey.
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Phase 2 
Identifying priorities
Community Engagement: Staff actively went out to community events and meetings to 
promote awareness about the Community Wellbeing Plan and the initial survey that would be 
used to help establish priorities. Staff focused on getting out to the public by hosting pop up 
events where the public was gathering as well as attending meetings with established groups.

Pop ups
Nine pop ups were set up at: (569 people engaged)

• Peterborough Exhibition

• Peterborough Farmers Market

• Peterborough Public Library

• Peterborough Zoo

• Lakefield Farmers Market

• Peterborough Sports & Wellness Centre

• Lang Pioneer Village

• Curve Lake Safety and Wellbeing Fair

• Social Services Office

Presentations
Presentations and surveys were also completed at the following committees and groups: (12 
meetings – 162 surveys completed)

• Downtown Business Improvement Area 
Board

• Planning Table for Youth

• Peterborough Youth council

• Early Years Planning Table

• Youth Service Forum

• Lakefield Round Table

• Peterborough Youth Commission

• Joint Accessibility Committee

• Hiawatha LIFE Staff

• Homelessness Support Services Coordinating 
Committee

• Peterborough Family Resource Centre

• BEL Rotary

02Phase
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Importance

2

4

3.5     3.7      3.9     4.1     4.3     4.5     4.7

3

Strengths

There was also an active online presence to promote the plan and 
survey.

11,000 Twitter impressions

19,000 Facebook views

Almost 2,500 webpage views

154 email subscribers

 
What we heard
Overall, through a combination of online and in-
person, there were 950 completed surveys. 

Survey questions asked participants to rank, 
on a scale of 1 to 5, how strong and how 
important each area was for the community. 
Healthy populations, living standards and 
democratic engagement were identified as the 
most important areas with the most room for 
growth. These three areas became the areas of 
focus for the next phase of engagement.

Survey respondents were also asked “What are your 
suggestions for your local government to improve the 
community wellbeing?” A summary of the responses 
can be found on the website and the key ideas have 
been included in the Key Themes section of this report.

What people are talking about
Engagement 150

Housing 106

Health 81

Employment 73

Income 61

Environment 54

Transportation 50

Downtown 38

Land Use 38

Recreation and Sports 29
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Phase 3
Focusing on solutions
The second part of the community engagement consisted of 4 workshops. 

All workshops provided an opportunity to 
share the results of the survey and to provide 
some information about the scope of local 
government. The first three workshops each 
focused on a specific area: living standards, 
healthy communities and democratic 
engagement. The fourth workshop was an 
opportunity to bring all the ideas together, 
identify priorities and the criteria and 
principles that would be important for this 
plan. Workshops were held at different times 
of day and in both the City and County to 
provide the best opportunities for residents 
to be engaged. After the workshops, there 
were additional stakeholder interviews 
scheduled to gather further information in 
specific under represented areas. There was 
also the opportunity to submit additional 
ideas online.

Throughout the process there were over 
170 ideas generated. Some of the ideas 
have been incorporated into the guiding 
principles. Some of the ideas are already 
underway. Some of the ideas are highlighted 
in the priorities section of the report and a 
few ideas can’t be implemented locally right 
now. The ideas from the workshops, online 
submissions and stakeholder interviews 
have been summarized and included in the 
Key Themes section of the report, with the 
survey comments. Finally, two “wrap up” 
sessions were held, one town hall meeting 
in the City and an open house in the County 
to report back to the community about the 
information that had been heard.

03Phase
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Phase 4
Drafting the report: applying the principles
and guidelines

 

The final phase of the report was writing. This process can take time but, in the meantime, 
the community feedback related to the Community Wellbeing Plan has been used to 
inform other municipal and community work.

It is also recognized that local government cannot do this work alone. The community 
feedback was included as part of Maryam Monsef MPs Quality of Life and Jobs Summit 
and the Precarious Employment Research Initiative Peterborough conference. Input and 
comments have all been shared with:

• City Official Plan process,

• 10-year Housing and Homelessness Plan five-year review,

• Curve Lake Health and Family Services Committee,

• Peterborough Public Health Family and Community Health Team,

• Community Impact Committee and Board of the United Way of Greater Peterborough.

04Phase
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Guiding Principles
The Community Advisory Network started with 7 Guiding Principles. Throughout the community 
engagement process those principles were reinforced by the community, but a few more 
important concepts also emerged. As part of the final workshop, the revised principles were 
further defined and then confirmed at the Wrap Up Events in both the City and the County.

One important message that was echoed in a variety of ways was the concept that our planning 
should consider both equity for all people as well as sustainability. Rather than develop a 
principle or an action item to capture this concept, it has been developed as two lenses through 
which all our decisions should be made.

Community Wellbeing Plan
Peterborough

live  •  grow  •  thrive

Sustainable

Equity for
All

Accountable and 
Transparent

Alignment

Collaborative

Empowerment

Inclusive and
Belonging

Innovative

Responsive

Vibrant

Accountable and Transparent: Ensure 
accountability and transparency throughout 
all phases of Plan development and 
implementation.

Alignment: Ensure the Plan and activities align 
with and support existing priorities, without 
duplication of efforts.

Collaborative: Ensure comprehensive 
collaboration and involvement of others to 
achieve a diverse and representative voice 
throughout the Plan and its implementation.

Empowerment: Foster a shared sense of 
Plan ownership and build individual and 
community capacity to take charge of their 
own wellbeing.

Inclusive: Foster inclusiveness and belonging 
within the Plan and its implementation, to 
cultivate a sense of connection and build 
mutual trust, respect, and resiliency within the 
community.

Innovative: Approach Plan development 
and implementation with an innovation and 
progressive mindset to leave behind outdated 
patterns and be open to embracing positive 
change.

Responsive: Ensure a responsive approach 
to Plan development and implementation 
through openness and timely responses to the 
input of others.

Vibrant: Ensure the Plan and activities help to 
build a vibrant community full of energy and 
life.

Report CSSS20-002 - Appendix A - Community Wellbeing Plan
447



Peterborough Community Wellbeing Plan17

Key Themes
Over 10 months of research and community 
engagement, key themes became evident. The 
seven key themes that have been identified by 
the community are:

1. Environmental Stewardship

2. Democratic and Community 
Engagement

3. Good jobs

4. Health Community

5. Housing 

6. Income and poverty

7. Transportation

In an attempt to rank the importance of these 
priorities, it became evident that one is not 
more important than the other, but all are 
interdependent. For example, when discussing 
accessible and affordable transportation it 
could be about reducing carbon footprint, 
getting to work, staying active or just being 
able to pay for a bus ticket.

Identifying the community priorities will 
help everyone, local government, as well as 
organizations, agencies and residents work 
towards these goals. There will be a better 
understanding of current work underway, how 
to align the work and where there is a  need to 
fill in the gaps. This plan is a strategic tool for 
long term planning.
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Democratic and Community 
Engagement

All residents feel included and engaged in their community and 
local government.

What we heard
People want:
To Be Heard

• to be heard by decision makers, 
their input valued, and their 
ideas respected.

To Be Included

• Council and municipal 
government to include those 
often not represented, as well 
as draw upon the expertise 
available within the community 
to assist in decision making.

Accountability

• Councils and municipal 
government to be accountable, 
transparent and honest.

To be Informed

• to know the reasoning and 
evidence behind decisions and 
have more open communication 
and opportunity to work 
together more effectively.

Improved Essential Services

• municipal governments to work together more effectively and 
advocate with provincial and federal governments to improve essential 
services for wellbeing, such as mental health supports.

Some community ideas:
• Embed the values of transparency and commitment in strategic plans

• Focus on Indigenous engagement 

• Develop policy and processes that supports engagement: 
communications, wards, adaptive planning

• Develop tools to support engagement: website, social media training

 Engagement Community 
Vitality

Leisure and 
Culture
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Environmental Stewardship

All residents and future generations can live in a healthy and 
stable environment.

What we heard
People identified a strong link between the environment and community 
wellbeing. They see municipal government, in its development process, as 
playing a large role in protection and sustainability. Citizens want a voice in 
decision making and are concerned about greenspace. There is a desire to 
encourage increased use of solar panels, compost, and bike trails.

Some community ideas:
• Sustainability lens – 

cost benefit analysis 
for decisions in all 
areas for all decisions

• Economic 
development related 
to Sustainable 
Peterborough Plan

• Flood management 
– improve 
infrastructures

• Community gardens, 
green roofs and 
greenhouse

• Promote electric 
vehicles

• Enforce the no idling 
bylaw

Environment Engagement  
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Good Jobs

All residents have access to good jobs.

What we heard
Employment is recognized as an important factor for a healthier 
community. Concern was identified with unemployment rates and resulting 
social implications. People hoped that more stable employment would 
help improve physical and mental health. Local government should attract 
new businesses offering higher paid jobs to engage and retain youth and 
have more diversified jobs to attract university graduates. People were 
concerned about job security, managing precarious employment, and 
an improved employment outlook and expansion of benefits needed to 
promote a higher quality of life.

Some community ideas:
• Coordinate the employment 

sector across education and 
training, employment placement, 
and economic development

• Develop community benefit 
agreements and social 
procurement

• Local government should be 
a model employer: diversity, 
stability, training and living wage 

• Innovative employment 
opportunities to support social 
enterprises, small business and 
young professionals

       

Living 
Standards

Education Time Use
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Healthy Community

All residents have access to high quality health, community and 
social services.

What we heard
People are concerned about universal access to local health services. People 
state that there is a need for more doctors, nurses, nurse practitioners, and 
walk in clinics, as well as reduced wait times. Need more public promotion 
of healthy foods and physical activities (particularly in schools). People 
want funding for increased mental health services, including substance use, 
and for affordable and accessible counselling with decreased wait times. 
Identified link between mental health, affordable housing and poverty; 
must approach in integrated way to promote community wellbeing. In 
Curve Lake the quality of water was a concern.

Some community ideas:
• Activity and 

community 
centres (rural, 
youth and 
seniors)

• Free and 
accessible 
wellbeing/ 
play activities 
and facilities

• Hubs, 
gathering 
spaces and 
collaborations

• Support for 
youth

          

Healthy 
Populations

Community 
Vitality 

Leisure and 
Culture 
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Housing

All residents have access to a range of safe, affordable housing 
options.
What we heard
There were concerns with overall quality, cost and access to housing in a 
highly competitive market. Rents are unmanageable for those receiving 
minimum wage or financial assistance. There is a lack of available 
housing and dissatisfaction with the type and quality of existing housing. 
Vulnerable groups identified included seniors, students, working poor, 
people with disabilities and people who are unemployed. People wanted 
more social housing and more homeless shelters. The downtown core 
and broader community could be improved with newer residences and 
apartment buildings.

Some community ideas:
• More 

affordable 
rental housing 
and rent 
supplements

• Housing for 
vulnerable 
groups (youth, 
seniors etc.)

• Commit to 
ending chronic 
Peterborough 
homelessness 
in 5 years

• Improve 
quality of 
housing 
through 
retrofits and 
incentives

 

Living Standards 
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Income and Poverty

All residents have access to an income enough to cover their 
basic needs.
What we heard
Residents see financially supporting people with low income as a priority. 
Poverty is seen as a significant barrier to social inclusion and wellbeing. 
Needs were identified for rent controls, a budget for rent supplements, 
and for more subsidized housing or rent-geared-to-income housing.

Beyond the direct control of the community, more advocacy should be 
completed at the community level to push for structural change and 
improvements in the area of income. Examples: increase amount of 
financial assistance for individuals receiving Ontario Works and Ontario 
Disability Support Program; support a guaranteed income program; lower 
hydro bills; increased minimum wage, and introduction of a living wage.

Some community ideas:
• Increase financial 

empowerment and 
financial literacy

• Participate in Social 
Assistance reform

• Support poverty 
reduction - basic 
income guarantee 
and living wage

 

Living standards
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Transportation

All residents can get around their community by walking, riding, 
driving or public transit.
What we heard
Active use of side-walks, bike lanes, and trails (increased/in good repair) is 
seen as environmentally friendly and promotes a healthy, active lifestyle 
vs. overuse of cars. Public transportation (transit) also valued as it supports 
youth, students, seniors, those with accessibility needs, and ensures 
community members can actively participate in community life.

Improvements recommended include more buses and more / improved 
routes (i.e. with access to popular destinations). Transportation equity 
needed for accessibility improvements and more options in rural areas.

Some community ideas:

• Transportation – affordable and 
accessible

• Active transportation

• Walking infrastructure (snow 
removal and lighting etc.)

• Cycling infrastructure

• County transit

              

Leisure and 
Culture
Living Standards

Environment Healthy 
Populations
Time Use
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Lessons Learned in 
Community Engagement
One of the original goals of the Community Wellbeing Plan was to improve community 
engagement with residents. Some new strategies were tried. Sometimes it worked and 
sometimes it didn’t. Here are some of the lessons learned from the process.

Lesson 1: Go talk to the people; 
don’t expect them to come to you.
There was much higher success 
engaging people when staff went to 
places where they already gathered, 
rather than expecting people to come 
to meetings. Agencies appreciated visits 
to pre-existing meetings rather than 
adding something extra to the schedule 
and community members were happy 
to chat at events that were fun, such as 
the market or Peterborough Pulse.

Lesson 2: Keep track of who you 
talk to, so you know who you have 
missed
Where possible, the general 
demographics of the people 
engaged were tracked. As the survey 
engagement wrapped up, groups of 
people that were under represented 
were identified and an extra effort was 
made to get them involved. It is not a 
science, but it helps.

Lesson 3: Be prepared to manage 
expectations
Community engagement is an excellent 
opportunity to inform the public. 
There were some ideas proposed that 
were not within the control of local 
government. It was important to be 
specific up front about what local 
government can and cannot do. Be 
clear about the community’s role in the 
decision-making process.

Lesson 4: Provide lots of different 
ways to engage 
Different people have different 
preferences related to engagement. It is 
important to provide a variety of styles 
of engagement at different locations 
and different times of day.

Lesson 5: Be flexible
Not everything is going to work 
out. When snow and ice result in 
poor attendance at a workshop it is 
important to adapt. In this case, there 
was a special attempt to reach out to 
organizations and community groups to 
fill the gap.

Lesson 6: Report back to the 
community
People provided many comments and 
ideas throughout the process. There 
was positive feedback when there were 
reports back on both the survey and 
overall results. These opportunities to 
report help to build trust. 

1

2

3

4

5

6
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Tracking Process
This report is intended to help build a higher quality of life for our residents – to help make 
the Peterborough area a better place to live, grow and thrive. As a strategic tool for longer 
term planning, everyone will own parts of the progress.

More Resources
Additional information about the community plan can be found on the website at
www.peterborough.ca/ptbowellbeing. 

The website includes the following useful documents:

• Fact Sheets

• Summary of Survey

• Survey Comments

• The Big Ideas

• Local Plans Reviewed

Keep in Touch
Please provide feedback or comments:

www.peterborough.ca/ptbowellbeing

ptbowellbeing@peterborough.ca

705-742-7777 Ext. 1477

#PtboWellbeing

This report is available online at 
www.peterborough.ca/ptbowellbeing 
and in other formats upon request.

Community Wellbeing Plan
Peterborough

live  •  grow  •  thrive
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To: Members of the General Committee 

From: Cynthia Fletcher 
Commissioner of Infrastructure and Planning Services 

Meeting Date: February 3, 2020 

Subject: Report IPSPL20-001 
Proposed Telecommunication Structure – 1562 Sherbrooke 
Street 

Purpose 

A report to inform Council of the conclusion of the consultation with the City for a 
proposed telecommunications structure under the City’s Telecommunications Structures 
Policy and Procedure (No. 0025-P01), for a structure at 1562 Sherbrooke Street.  

Recommendations 

That Council approve the recommendations outlined in Report IPSPL20-001 dated 
February 3, 2020, of the Commissioner of Infrastructure and Planning Services, as 
follows: 
 
a) That Innovation Science and Economic Development Canada (ISED) be advised 

that the proposal for a telecommunication structure by Rogers Communications 
Inc. at 1562 Sherbrooke Street has been subject to the City of Peterborough’s 
Telecommunications Structures Policy and Procedure; and  

b) That Innovation Science and Economic Development Canada be further advised 
that the proposal for a telecommunications structure at 1562 Sherbrooke Street 
has generated some concerns, which the applicant has addressed as documented 
by SpectraSite Inc. and summarized in Exhibit E of Report IPSPL20-001 
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Budget and Financial Implications 

There are no direct budget or financial implications arising from the recommendations of 
this report. The City’s Policy and Procedure related to proposed Telecommunication 
Structures requires all costs associated with notice and information to the public and 
agencies/departments, are borne by the applicant.  

Background 

SpectraSite Inc. proposes to erect a new communications tower by way of a monopole 
with a height of 50 m on the property known as 1562 Sherbrooke Street.  

While the City is not the approval authority for telecommunication structure installations, 
the City of Peterborough has a Policy and Procedure related to public consultation for the 
siting and design of Telecommunications Structures. The procedure identifies principles 
for site selection and details the City’s consultation requirements for proposed 
communications towers, as part of the Land Use Authority consultation anticipated by 
Innovation Science and Economic Development Canada prior to Federal approval. The 
procedure requires a report to Council, advising that the proper consultation program has 
been carried out but does not include a recommendation to approve or deny the 
application as the City is not the approval authority.  The applicant has followed the City’s 
procedure with regards to the municipal consultation process in order to satisfy Federal 
requirements.  
 
Due to its proposed height of 50 m, and the proposed location of the tower within 150 m 
of lands zoned for residential purpose, the proposal is required by the Procedure to be 
circulated to the Public as well as to agencies and departments.  Notice was mailed in 
accordance with the Procedure.  A newspaper ad was required and appeared in the 
Peterborough Examiner on November 4, 2019, detailing the description of the proposal 
and details of Public Information Session. The Public Consultation process also requires 
a Public Information Session, which was held by the applicants on November 20, 2019 at 
the Royal Canadian Legion, in the Banquet Hall located at 1550 Lansdowne Street, 
Peterborough. Two people attended the information session, not including 
representatives from SpectraSite Inc, City Planning Staff and City Councillors. General 
inquiries regarding the site were expressed at the session. 
 
A summary of the session and written comments is attached as Exhibit E to this report.  
Subsequent to the public information session, SpectraSite provided opportunity for written 
comments. Several comments were received regarding site selection, infrastructure 
needs, proximity to the residential apartment building, consultation process and 
notification requirements, tower’s lighting requirements, removal of trees, health 
concerns, loss in property value, co-location opportunities and design.  
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City staff and Councillors also heard from the owner and residents of 1570 Sherbrooke 
Street.  The adjacent residents requested a re-location of the tower on the subject 
property to avoid cutting down trees and minimizing the visual impact on the existing flora 
and fauna.  
 
Rogers’ representative has responded and addressed written comments with a revised 
Site Plan that relocates the proposed tower 9.5m east and introduces planting of new 
coniferous trees along west and north side of the compound. Even with the relocation, the 
proposed tower is within 150 metres of residential lands.  The revised site plan is 
attached as an Exhibit C to this report.  
 
The proposal was also circulated to agencies and departments for comment. As a result 
of the circulations, Planning Staff forwarded comments to the applicant in November 
2019, outlining requirements related to the current Site Plan Agreement for the property. 
 
A PDI-owned substation is also located on the westerly portion of the subject lands. In 
response to the request for the lease of a portion of the lands for the new 
telecommunications tower, PDI would not support any development that would limit their 
ability to refurbish this site and have agreed to the proposed revised location. Hydro One 
has also been consulted and defers to PDI with no objection to the proposed location (as 
revised) insofar as it does not interfere with easement driveway access to the existing 
hydro substation. The proponent has agreed to meet tenant’s requirements to avoid 
disruption in the Hydro One operation as described in Schedule E of this report. 
 
The applicant has agreed to address all of the requirements to the City’s satisfaction.  

Summary 

The applicant has complied with the City’s Telecommunications Structures Policy and 
Procedure for the proposed telecommunication structure, including Public Consultation. 
The Procedure outlines a priority order for site selection. The existing water tower has 
reached its capacity to hold any additional telecommunication components, thereby 
creating a need for an additional structure. The subject proposal for a monopole is 
located on lands that are within 150 m (492 feet) of lands zoned to permit residential use. 
The principles for site selection, as identified in the approved procedure, discourages new 
telecommunication structures within 120 metres (or 3 times the tower height, whichever is 
greater) of any land zoned to permit residential or where an elementary or secondary 
school is located. The applicant has complied with the City’s process and addressed 
concerns and requirements to the City’s satisfaction. 
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Submitted by, 

Cynthia Fletcher 
Commissioner of Infrastructure and Planning Services 

Contact Names: 
Ken Hetherington 
Manager, Planning Division 
Phone: 705-742-7777, Ext. 1781 
Toll Free: 1-855-738-3755 
Fax: 705-742-5218 
E-mail: khetherington@peterborough.ca 

Caroline Kimble 
Land Use Planner 
Phone: 705-742-7777, Extension 1735 
Toll Free: 1-855-738-3755 
Fax: 705-742-5218 
E-mail: ckimble@peterborough.ca 

Attachments: 
Exhibit A – Land Use Map 
Exhibit B – Proposed Concept Site Plan 
Exhibit C – Revised Concept Site Plan 
Exhibit D – Public Consultation Package  
Exhibit E – Summary of Public Consultation Comments  
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Exhibit A – Land Use Map – Page 1 of 1  
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Exhibit B – Concept Site Plan – Page 1 of 1  

465



Report IPSPL20-001 
Telecommunications Structure – 1562 Sherbrooke St. Page 7 

Exhibit C – Revised Concept Site Plan – Page 1 of 1 
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Public Consultation Package – Wireless Communications Site 
 

Rogers Site: C6250 
 

Proposed Site Location: 1562 Sherbrooke Street, Peterborough, ON. 
 
 

 
  Information received shall form part of Innovation, Science and Economic Development 
Canada (ISED), formerly known as Industry Canada. Public Consultation Process under the 
Spectrum Management and Telecommunications Client Procedures Circular CPC-2-0-03, Issue 
5, and will be collected in compliance with the Personal Information Protection and Electronic 
Documents Act. The information collected will be used solely for the purpose of documenting 
Rogers’ consultation and communicating the results of this consultation, including your comments 
to the City of Peterborough and/or ISED (formerly Industry Canada) and communicating with you 
concerning this proposal should that be required.  

 

Prepared by: SpectraSite Inc. – Agents for Rogers Communications Inc. 
291 Plymouth Trail 
Newmarket, ON L3Y 6G6 
 
Laura Sterling, Site Acquisition Specialist 
lauras@spectrasiteinc.com 
Phone: (905) 251-8848 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IPSPL20-001 - Exhibit D 
Public Consultation Package 
Page 1 of 11
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Wireless Communications Site 
 
 
Purpose 
 
This information package is an invitation to the public to provide comments regarding a proposed 
wireless communication installation at an address known as 1562 Sherbrooke Street, 
Peterborough. 
 
Introduction 

The on-going increase in the use of personal cellular phones and other wireless devices and 
broadband internet for personal, business and emergency purposes requires the development of 
new wireless communication infrastructure. Canadians currently use more than 27.6 million 
wireless devices on a daily basis. More importantly, each year Canadians place more than 6 
million calls to 911 or other emergency numbers from their mobile phones.  

Rogers Communications Inc. “Rogers” constantly strives to improve coverage and network quality 
for the sake of their clients.  In the recent past, due to subscriber feedback, our Network Planning 
and Engineering departments have become aware of coverage deficiencies within the general 
area of Sherbrooke St. & Denure Dr.  

This document outlines the site evaluation and justification process in accordance with the 
requirements of ISED’s Spectrum Management and Telecommunications Policy, CPC-2-0-03, 
Issue 5 (Jul. 15, 2014) and provides a description of the system associated with the proposed 
wireless communication installation on property known as 1562 Sherbrooke St., Peterborough. 
 
 
Background & Coverage Requirement 
 
The selection of a wireless communications site works similarly to fitting a piece into a puzzle. In 
this case, the puzzle is a complex radio network, situated in a suburban setting. Client demand, 
radio frequency engineering principles, local topography and land use opportunities working in 
concert with one another direct the geography of our sites.  
 
In order to achieve a reliable wireless network, carriers must provide a seamless transmission 
signal to alleviate any gaps in coverage. Gaps in coverage are responsible for dropped calls, and 
unavailable service to clients. Rogers Communications Inc. would utilize the following proposed 
site location in order to provide high quality network signal for its high speed wireless voice and 
data network. 
 
The site as proposed will achieve the necessary engineering coverage objectives for our network. 
The proposed location will enhance much relied upon communication services in the area such 
as EMS Response, Police and Fire; will significantly improve our wireless signal quality for the 
local residents; those traveling along the major roads as well provide local subscribers with 
Rogers’ 4G wireless network coverage and capacity for products and services such as 
BlackBerry, iPhone, cellular phone and wireless internet through the Rogers Rocket Stick 
technology in the surrounding area. 
 
 
 

IPSPL20-001 - Exhibit D 
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Proposed Site Location 
 
The Subject Property, with an approximate area of 0.20 hectares, is known as 1562 Sherbrooke 
Street, Peterborough. 
 
Legal property name is known as PT LT 8 CON 13(N MONAGHAN), PT 2 PL 166850; 
PETERBOROUGH 
 
The geographic coordinates for the relocated site are as follows: 
 
Latitude (NAD83) N  44˚ 17’ 25.8”    
Longitude (NAD 83) W  78˚ 22’ 12.1”  
 
A copy of Rogers’ surveyed site plan has been attached for your reference and information. 
 
 
Figure 1 – Proposed tower location on the subject property is shown with yellow circle in aerial 
image below. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Subject Property 
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Proposed Facility Location 
 
The proposed wireless communication structure will be located at the northwest side of the 
subject property, approximately 49 metres north of Sherbrooke Street; and approximately 58 
metres west of Hywood Rd. 
 
The proposed installation for 1562 Sherbrooke Street is a 50 metre Monopole communications 
structure with associated radio equipment cabinet on cast in place reinforced concrete slab. The 
installation would occupy a ground compound area of 9.5 metres by 7.6 metres or 72 square 
metres. 
 
The Monopole design has been used throughout Peterborough and is appropriate considering 
the area context. The design, construction and installation of the installation will be consistent with 
the required engineering practices including structural adequacy.  
 
Please refer below for a sample of the installation for your reference (Figure 2). The viewscape 
provided below simulates the view of the proposed installation from the north end of Hywood Rd. 
looking south. The process of simulating the proposed facility into the existing condition of the 
viewscape was done by superimposing an image of the proposed structure on a photograph taken 
for that viewscape.  
 
The photo simulation is intended to be a close representation of the proposed installation. 
 
Figure 2 
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Description of Proposed System 
 
Rogers proposes to initially install a 3-sectored LTE 700, 2100, and 2600 MHz and UMTS 850 
MHz services, as well as the offset 3-sectored LTE 850 and 1900 MHz services.  The installation 
would provide an opportunity to accommodate future technology services as well as other 
potential co-location with additional licensed carriers helping to further reduce the number of future 
structures in the area, which is encouraged by the City of Peterborough and ISED. 

 
Rogers makes every effort in order to minimize the visual impact of our installations. The following 
are some of the considerations used by Rogers in development criteria of the proposal outlined 
in order to minimize the visual profile of the installation: 
 
• Locating adjacent to a municipal water tank allows for minimal additional visual impact in the 

area. 
 
• The proposed site location has been set back from the road in order to minimize its potential 

impacts on the community.  
 
• During construction precautions will be taken to minimize any disruption to the current 

operation on the site and to the surrounding residents. Once site is in service, there will be no 
noise associated with the daily operation of the installation. 

 
•  
 
Proximity to Existing Residential dwellings 
 
The City of Peterborough encourages for towers to maximize the distance to public uses. Rogers’ 
proposed site location is set in a suburban setting located adjacent to a municipal water tower. 

 
The City of Peterborough requires notification to residences that live within 150 metres (492 feet) 
from the base of the proposed tower. The subject property is 0.20 hectares (approximately .49 
acres) parcel of land, there are multiple residential dwellings within the notice radius. 
 
 
Control of Public Access 
 
The site facility would include One (1) radio equipment walk-in cabinet with an exterior finish that 
will blend in with its surroundings on a cast in place reinforced concrete slab. A 2.4 metre high 
chain link security fence topped with barbed wire would be installed around the base of the 
installation and would include one locked gate access point.  The walk-in equipment cabinet (WIC) 
will contain radio equipment, backup battery power, maintenance tools, manuals and a first aid 
kit.  The installation will also be equipped with a silent alarm system. 
 
 
Municipal Consultation Process 
 
Rogers Communications Inc. is regulated and licensed by ISED to provide inter-provincial 
wireless voice and data services. As a federal undertaking, Rogers is required by ISED to 
consult with land-use authorities in siting antenna locations. 
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The consultation process established under ISED’s authority is intended to allow the local land-
use authorities the opportunity to address land-use concerns while respecting the federal 
government’s exclusive jurisdiction in the siting and operation of wireless voice and data systems. 
 
As the provisions of the Ontario Planning Act and other municipal by-laws and regulations do not 
apply to federal undertakings, wireless communication facilities are not required to obtain 
municipal permits of any kind. Rogers is however required to follow established and documented 
wireless protocols or processes set forth by land-use authorities. 
 
The City of Peterborough has developed a protocol for establishing telecommunication facilities 
in the City of Peterborough.  In fulfillment of the City of Peterborough’s request for public 
notification, Rogers is providing an information package and an invitation to an Information Open 
House to all those property owners located within a radius of 150 metres (492 feet) from subject 
property. Concurrent to the mailing of this invitation, Rogers will place a notice in the local 
community newspaper.  A copy of this information package and an invitation to the Information 
Open House will be provided to the City of Peterborough’s planning staff and ISED as part of the 
municipal consultation process. At the request of the City of Peterborough, Rogers will be hosting 
one information session in order to allow for appropriate opportunity for the public to provide 
comments relevant to the proposal. 
 
Rogers will be hosting a Drop-In Information Session on Wednesday , November 20th, 2019 
commencing from 6:00 pm – 8:00 pm at the Royal Canadian Legion, in the Banquet Hall  
located at 1550 Lansdowne St. Peterborough, ON. K9J 2A2.  Any person may attend this 
public information session during the specified time to allow the public, City of Peterborough and 
the applicant to exchange information. 
 
 
Federal Requirements 
 
In addition to the requirements for consultation with municipal authorities and the public, Rogers 
must also fulfill other important obligations including the following: 
 
 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act 
 
ISED requires that the installation and modification of antenna systems be done in a manner that 
complies with appropriate environmental legislation. This includes the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Act, 2012 (CEAA 2012), where the antenna system is incidental to a physical activity 
or project designated under CEAA 2012, or is located on federal lands. 
 
Rogers attests that the radio antenna system as proposed for this site is not located within 
federal lands or forms part of or incidental to projects that are designated by the Regulations 
Designating Physical Activities or otherwise designated by the Minister of the Environment as 
requiring an environmental assessment. In accordance with the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Act, 2012, this installation is excluded from assessment.  

For additional detailed information, please consult the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act 
at: http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/C-15.21/  
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Engineering Practices 
 
Rogers attests that the radio antenna system as proposed for this site will be constructed in 
compliance with the National Building Code and The Canadian Standard Association, and respect 
good engineering practices including structural adequacy. 
 
 
 
Transport Canada’s Aeronautical Obstruction Marking Requirements 
 
Where lighting is anticipated/ required – Please check with Construction Specialist: 
Rogers anticipates that the proposed installation will require markings or lighting and will submit 
the necessary applications to the appropriate parties to obtain required approvals. 
In the instance where our structure requires lighting/marking, these requirements would be in 
compliance with CAR 621 Standards Obstruction Markings. The aforementioned standards 
provide for: 
A combination of a medium intensity flashing white light during the day and steady burning aviation 
red light and/or flashing aviation red beacons at night 
For additional detailed information, please consult Transport Canada 
at: http://www.tc.gc.ca/eng/civilaviation/regserv/cars/part6-standards-standard621-3808.htm 
 
 
Health Canada’s Safety Code 6 Compliance 
 
Health Canada is responsible for research and investigation to determine and promulgate the 
health protection limits for Exposure to the RF electromagnetic energy. Accordingly, Health 
Canada has developed a guideline entitled “Limits of Human Exposure to Radiofrequency 
Electromagnetic Field in the Frequency Range from 3kHz to 300 GHz – Safety Code 6”. The 
exposure limits specified in Safety Code 6 were established from the results of hundreds of 
studies over the past several decades where the effects of RF energy on biological organisms 
were examined.  
 
Radio communication, including technical aspects related to broadcasting, is under responsibility  
of ISED, which has the power to establish standards, rules, policies and procedures. ISED, under 
this authority, has adopted Safety Code 6 for the protection of the general public. As such, ISED 
requires all proponents and operators to ensure that their installations and apparatus comply with 
the Safety Code 6 at all times. 
 
Rogers Communications Inc. attests that the radio antenna system described in this notification 
package will at all times comply with Health Canada’s Safety Code 6 limits, as may be amended 
from time to time, for the protection of the general public including any combined effects of 
additional carrier co-locations and nearby installations within the local radio environment. In fact, 
emissions levels of Roger’s wireless communication installations are far below the limits outlined 
in Safety Code 6. 
 
More information in the area of RF exposure and health is available at the following web sites: 
Safety Code 6:  
http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/ewh-semt/pubs/radiation/radio_guide-lignes_direct-eng.php 
General Information:  
http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/ewh-semt/radiation/cons/stations/index-eng.php  
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ISED’s, Spectrum Management 
 
Please be advised that the approval of this site and its design is under the exclusive jurisdiction 
of the Government of Canada through ISED. For more information on ISED’s public consultation 
guidelines including CPC-2-0-03, Issue 5 (Jul. 15, 2014) contact 
(http://www.ic.gc.ca/epic/site/smt-gst.nsf/en/sf08777e.html)  
or the local ISED office at spectrum.ottawa@ic.gc.ca: 
 
Eastern Ontario District Office 
Bell Canada Building, Suite C-100 
160 Elgin St., 11th floor, Ottawa, ON. K2P 2P7 
Telephone: 613-998-3693 
Fax: 613-998-5919 
 
General information relating to antenna systems is available on ISED’s Spectrum Management 
and Telecommunications website (http://www.ic.gc.ca/epic/site/smt-gst.nsf/en/home) 
 
 
Public consultation obligations 
 
Rogers Communications Inc. is committed to effective public consultation. The public is invited to 
provide comments to Rogers about this proposal by mail, electronic mail, phone. Please send 
your comments to the address below by the close of business day on December 5th, 2019: 
 
SpectraSite Inc., Agents for Rogers Communications Inc. 
291 Plymouth Trail 
Newmarket, ON L3Y 6G6 
Attn: Laura Sterling, Site Acquisition Specialist 
Spectrasite Inc. 
e-mail: lauras@spectrasiteinc.com 
Phone: (905) 251-8848 
 
Closing Date for Submission of Written Public Comments   
 
ISED’s rules contain requirements for timely response to your questions, comments or concerns. 
We will acknowledge receipt of all communication within 14 days and will provide a formal 
response to the Municipality and those members of the public who communicate to Rogers, within 
60 days. The members of the public who communicated with Rogers will then have 21 days to 
review and reply to Rogers a final response. 
 
 
Proponent’s Contact Information: 
 
SpectraSite Inc., Agents for Rogers Communications Inc. 
Laura Sterling, Site Acquisition Specialist 
Spectrasite Inc. 
291 Plymouth Trail 
Newmarket, ON L3Y 6G6 
Phone: (905) 251-8848 
lauras@spectrasiteinc.com 
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Land Use Authority Contact Information: 
 
City of Peterborough 
Caroline Kimble 
500 George St. N. 
Peterborough, ON K9H 3R9 
ckimble@peterborough.ca 
Phone: (705) 742-7777  X1735  
 
Conclusion 
 
Access to reliable wireless communications services is of great importance to residents’ and 
travelers’ safety and well-being in today’s society. Wireless technology has fast become the 
preferred method of conducting business and personal communications among a large part of 
the population. 
 
The trend of future telecom is to become truly “wireless”, that is the delivery of the voice and data 
communications via conventional telephone lines, such as telephone poles along streets and roads, 
will be virtually obsolete.  The current wireless infrastructure will be able to meet this trend and still 
provide a reliable system.  Strong wireless networks are building blocks for all sectors of the 
economy and must be considered a competitive advantage for Canadian communities.  Improved 
wireless coverage also means better access to emergency services such as fire, police or 
ambulance, and greater business development opportunities. The availability of high quality, 
robust and reliable wireless networks results in significant direct and indirect benefits to all 
Canadians.  
 
Rogers feels that the proposed site is well located to provide and improve wireless voice and data 
services in the targeted area. The proposed site is also situated and designed to have minimal 
impact on surrounding land uses.  
  
Rogers looks forward to working with City of Peterborough in providing improved wireless services 
to the community.  
 
 
SpectraSite Inc. 
Laura Sterling 
Site Acquisition Specialist 
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Public Comment Record 
 

 
 

Rogers Proposed Wireless Communications Installation 
 

1562 Sherbrooke Street, Peterborough, ON. 
 
 
Name: 
 
Address: 
 
Telephone:      E-mail: 
 
 

Comments 
To be considered part of this consultation, comments must be received by close of 

business day on December 5, 2019.  Please forward your comments to: 
 

SpectraSite Inc., Agents for Rogers Communications Inc. 
c/o Laura Sterling, Site Acquisition Specialist 

291 Plymouth Trail 
Newmarket, ON L3Y 6G6 

Phone: 905-251-8848 E-mail: lauras@spectrasiteinc.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Continue on reverse if required… 
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*Information received shall form part of ISED’s Public Consultation Process under the Spectrum Management and 
Telecommunications Client Procedures Circular CPC-2-0-03, Issue 4, and will be collected in compliance with the 
Personal Information Protection and Electronic Documents Act. The information collected will be used solely for the 
purpose of documenting Rogers’ consultation, communicating the results of this consultation, including your comments, 
to the Town of Aurora and/or ISED and communicating with you concerning this proposal should that be required.* 
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291 Plymouth Trail      Laura Sterling 

Newmarket, ON      T: 905-251-8848 

L3Y 6G6       email: lauras@spectrasiteinc.com 

 

       

January 8, 2020 

Attention:  Caroline Kimble 

Land Use Planner 

Infrastructure and Planning Services Department 

City of Peterborough 
 

 

RE: Proposed Rogers Communications Tower at 1562 Sherbrook St, Peterborough 

 

 

Summary of Public Consultation 

We are pleased to provide the following summary of public consultation for Rogers proposed 
telecommunications tower at 1562 Sherbrook St, Peterborough. Public consultation began November 
4th, 2019 when an ad was placed in the Peterborough Examiner Newspaper. Information packages 
were mailed to all property owners within 150 meters of the tower base and a Public Consultation Drop-
In Session was also held on November 20th . We received multiple inquiry from the public. Below is a 
record of communication: 
 

 

Attended Public Open House Nov. 20th 

General inquiries 

 

 

Attended Public Open House Nov. 20th 

General inquiries  

 

 

Councillor Henry Clarke 

Attended Public Open House Nov. 20th 

General inquiries  

 

 

Councillor Don Vassiliadis 

Attended Public Open House Nov. 20th 

General inquiries  
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Email – Nov. 28th 

Addressed concerns about loss in property value and health concerns.  

Responded by email – Dec.2 nd 
 

  

Email – Nov. 28th 

Questions regarding notification procedures as well concerns about location and visual impact from 

apartment building. 

Responded by email – Dec.2 nd 

 
 

 
Email – Nov. 28th 

Concerned about location and close proximity to apartment building.  

 

Responded by email – Dec.2 nd 
 

 

  
Email – Nov. 28th 

Concerns regarding health, proximity to apartment building, removal of trees and lighting on tower. 

 

Responded by email – Dec.2 nd 
 

 
 

Email – Nov. 28th 

Concerns regarding proximity to apartment building, removal of trees and lighting on tower. 

 

Responded by email – Dec.2 nd 
 

 
 

Email – Nov. 28th 

Concerned about how the tower will impact the current view they have of a small forested area.  

 

Responded by email – Dec.2 nd 
 

 
  

Email – Nov. 29th 
Concerned about health, lighting on tower as well as location and visual impact from apartment 
building.  
 
Responded by email – Dec.2 nd 
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Email – Dec. 1st 
Concerns regarding health, location proximity to apartment building and lighting on tower. 
 
Responded by email – Dec.2 nd 
 
 

 
Phone call – Dec. 3rd 
Questions regarding notification procedures and how the tower is built to manage and distribute 
lightning strikes.  
 
Responded by email – Dec.5th 
 
 

Email – Dec. 4th & 11th  
Concerns regarding health, proximity to apartment building and lighting on tower.  
 
Responded by email – Dec.5 th  and 11th  
 
 

Email – Dec. 4th 

Opposed to the current placement of the tower on the property and the potential loss of trees impacting 

the view from several of the apartments facing East.   

 

Responded to Stan via a phone conversation. Discussed moving the compounded to the east of the 

proposed location as much as possible.  

 

 

Mike Ploc, P.Eng. – V.P. Electric Utility, Peterborough Utilities Group 

Engaged in several discussions with Mike regarding the proposed site.  

 

Nov. 4th Mike provided the following comments in email -  This property contains a PDI-owned 

substation. This substation is scheduled to be rehabilitated in 2022. PDI would not support any site 

development that will limit our ability to refurbish this site. 

 

Follow up call with Mike – Mike indicated this property would likely be retained and that Hydro One 

would be a tenant.   

 

Nov.18 th  received email from Mike with the following comments: 

Hydro One has concluded that the plan for the Communication Tower is acceptable provided the 

following: 

1. the area behind the MS #35 Station to a minimum of 50 feet should always remain clear of any  

obstructions/improvements, both permanent and temporary in nature.  

2. access from Hywood Road as currently configured or as it may be improved by Hydro One should 

always remain clear of equipment and vehicles.  

3. Rogers should ensure that there is sufficient clearance for Hydro One to bring cranes onto the site 

to replace equipment as needed.  
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As a result of conversations, emails and feedback we received during public consultation Rogers has 

agreed to modify the proposed site plan in the following way:  

1. Move the compound approximately 9.5 metres to the east in order to respond to Mr. Steinsky’s 
comments and the numerous comments received from his tenants in the apartment building to the 
west.  

2. Plant new trees along the west and north side of the compound in order to provide an additional 
visual buffer.  

Please find the revised Site Plan attached.  

 

 

We have sent the revised Site Plan to Mike Ploc for review. Subject to Mike’s approval we formerly 

request the City of Peterborough provide a letter of concurrence for the proposed tower installation, to 

Innovation Science and Economic Development Canada (ISED). The letter of concurrence should 

confirm the applicant has completed municipal consultation, public consultation and address all relevant 

concerns to the satisfaction of the City of Peterborough. It has been a pleasure working with the City of 

Peterborough staff to complete municipal consultation for Rogers new tower installation.  

 

 

Best Regards 

 

Laura Sterling 
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To: Members of the General Committee 

From: Cynthia Fletcher 
Commissioner of Infrastructure and Planning Services 

Meeting Date: February 3, 2020 

Subject: Report IPSPL20-002 
Proposed Telecommunication Structure – 1040 Lansdowne 
Street West 

Purpose 

A report to inform Council of the conclusion of the consultation with the City for a 
proposed telecommunications structure under the City’s Telecommunications Structures 
Policy and Procedure (No. 0025-P01), for a structure at 1040 Lansdowne Street West.  

Recommendations: 

That Council approve the recommendations outlined in Report IPSPL20-002 dated 
February 3, 2020, of the Commissioner of Infrastructure and Planning Services, as 
follows: 
 
a) That Innovation Science and Economic Development Canada be advised that the 

proposal for a telecommunication structure by Rogers Communications Inc. at 
1040 Lansdowne Street West has been circulated in accordance with the City of 
Peterborough’s Telecommunications Structures Policy and Procedure; and  

b) That Innovation Science and Economic Development Canada be further advised 
that the proposal for a telecommunications structure at 1040 Lansdowne Street 
West has generated some concerns, which the applicant has addressed as 
documented by SpectraSite Inc. and summarized in Exhibit ‘D’ of Report IPSPL20-
002 
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Budget and Financial Implications 

There are no direct budget or financial implications arising from the recommendations of 
this report. The City’s Policy and Procedure related to proposed Telecommunication 
Structures requires all costs associated with notice and information to the public and 
agencies/departments, are borne by the applicant.  

Background 

Rogers Communications Inc. proposes to erect a new communications tower by way of a 
monopole with a height of 30 m on the property known as 1040 Lansdowne Street West.  

While the City is not the approval authority for telecommunication structure installations, 
the City of Peterborough has a Policy and Procedure related to public consultation for the 
siting and design of Telecommunications Structures. The procedure identifies principles 
for site selection and details the City’s consultation requirements for proposed 
communications towers, as part of the Land Use Authority consultation anticipated by 
Innovation Science and Economic Development Canada prior to Federal approval. The 
procedure requires a report to Council, advising that the proper consultation program has 
been carried out but does not include a recommendation to approve or deny the 
application as the City is not the approval authority.  The applicant has followed the City’s 
procedure with regards to the municipal consultation process in order to satisfy Federal 
requirements.  
 
Due to its proposed height of 30 m, and the proposed location of the tower within 120 m 
of lands zoned for residential purpose, the proposal is required by the Procedure to be 
circulated to the Public as well as to agencies and departments.  Notice was mailed in 
accordance with the Procedure.  A newspaper ad was required and appeared in the 
Peterborough Examiner on November 4, 2019, detailing the description of the proposal 
and details of the Public Information Session. The Public Consultation process also 
requires a Public Information Session, which was held by the applicants on November 20, 
2019 at the Royal Canadian Legion, in the Banquet Hall located at 1550 Lansdowne 
Street, Peterborough. Three people attended the information session, not including 
representatives from Rogers, City Planning Staff and City Councillors.  General inquiries 
and health concerns were expressed at the session.  
 
A summary of the session is attached as Exhibit D to this report.  In addition to the public 
information session, Rogers provided opportunity for written comments. Concerns 
regarding proximity to the residential properties, the site and site selection, consultation 
process requirements, tower’s lighting requirements, co-location opportunities and design 
were expressed via email and addressed by the proponent in a timely manner. 
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The proposal was also circulated to agencies and departments for comment. As a result 
of the circulations, Planning Staff forwarded comments to the applicant in November 
2019, outlining requirements related to the proposed installation from a Site Plan 
perspective and will result in an amendment to the current Site Plan Agreement for the 
property.  The applicant has agreed to address all of the requirements to the City’s 
satisfaction. 

Summary 

The applicant has complied with the requirements for consultation as identified in the 
City’s Telecommunications Structures Policy and Procedure for the proposed 
telecommunication structure, including Public Consultation.  The Procedure outlines a 
priority order for site selection.  The subject proposal for a monopole is located on lands 
that are within 120 m of lands zoned to permit residential use.  The proposed tower is 
located within 120 m of 9 residential properties. The principles for site selection, as 
identified in the approved procedure, discourages new telecommunication structures 
within 120 metres (or 3 times the tower height, whichever is greater) of any land zoned to 
permit residential or where an elementary or secondary school is located.  Despite this 
preference in the City’s Telecommunications Structures Policy and Procedure, the City is 
not the approval authority. 

Submitted by, 

Cynthia Fletcher 
Commissioner of Infrastructure and Planning Services 

Contact Names: 
Ken Hetherington 
Manager, Planning Division 
Phone: 705-742-7777, Ext. 1781 
Toll Free: 1-855-738-3755 
Fax: 705-742-5218 
E-mail: khetherington@peterborough.ca 

Caroline Kimble 
Land Use Planner 
Phone: 705-742-7777, Extension 1735 
Toll Free: 1-855-738-3755 
Fax: 705-742-5218 
E-mail: ckimble@peterborough.ca 
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Attachments: 
Exhibit A – Land Use Map 
Exhibit B – Proposed Concept Site Plan 
Exhibit C – Public Consultation Package  
Exhibit D – Summary of Public Consultation Comments 
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Exhibit A – Land Use Map – Page 1 of 1 
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Exhibit B – Concept Site Plan – Page 1 of 1 
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Public Consultation Package – Wireless Communications Site 
 

Rogers Site: C6245 
 

Proposed Site Location: 1040 Lansdowne Street, Peterborough, ON. 
 
 

 
  Information received shall form part of Innovation, Science and Economic Development 
Canada (ISED), formerly known as Industry Canada. Public Consultation Process under the 
Spectrum Management and Telecommunications Client Procedures Circular CPC-2-0-03, Issue 
5, and will be collected in compliance with the Personal Information Protection and Electronic 
Documents Act. The information collected will be used solely for the purpose of documenting 
Rogers’ consultation and communicating the results of this consultation, including your comments 
to the City of Peterborough and/or ISED (formerly Industry Canada) and communicating with you 
concerning this proposal should that be required.  

 

Prepared by: SpectraSite Inc. – Agents for Rogers Communications Inc. 
291 Plymouth Trail 
Newmarket, ON L3Y 6G6 
 
Laura Sterling, Site Acquisition Specialist 
lauras@spectrasiteinc.com 
Phone: (905) 251-8848 
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Wireless Communications Site 
 
 
Purpose 
 
This information package is an invitation to the public to provide comments regarding a proposed 
wireless communication installation at an address known as 1040 Lansdowne Street, 
Peterborough. 
 
Introduction 

The on-going increase in the use of personal cellular phones and other wireless devices and 
broadband internet for personal, business and emergency purposes requires the development of 
new wireless communication infrastructure. Canadians currently use more than 27.6 million 
wireless devices on a daily basis. More importantly, each year Canadians place more than 6 
million calls to 911 or other emergency numbers from their mobile phones.  

Rogers Communications Inc. “Rogers” constantly strives to improve coverage and network quality 
for the sake of their clients.  In the recent past, due to subscriber feedback, our Network Planning 
and Engineering departments have become aware of coverage deficiencies within the general 
area of The Parkway & Lansdowne Street.  

This document outlines the site evaluation and justification process in accordance with the 
requirements of ISED’s Spectrum Management and Telecommunications Policy, CPC-2-0-03, 
Issue 5 (Jul. 15, 2014) and provides a description of the system associated with the proposed 
wireless communication installation on property known as 1040 Lansdowne Street, Peterborough 
 
 
Background & Coverage Requirement 
 
The selection of a wireless communications site works similarly to fitting a piece into a puzzle. In 
this case, the puzzle is a complex radio network, situated in a suburban setting. Client demand, 
radio frequency engineering principles, local topography and land use opportunities working in 
concert with one another direct the geography of our sites.  
 
In order to achieve a reliable wireless network, carriers must provide a seamless transmission 
signal to alleviate any gaps in coverage. Gaps in coverage are responsible for dropped calls, and 
unavailable service to clients. Rogers Communications Inc. would utilize the following proposed 
site location in order to provide high quality network signal for its high speed wireless voice and 
data network. 
 
The site as proposed will achieve the necessary engineering coverage objectives for our network. 
The proposed location will enhance much relied upon communication services in the area such 
as EMS Response, Police and Fire; will significantly improve our wireless signal quality for the 
local residents; those traveling along the major roads as well provide local subscribers with 
Rogers’ 4G wireless network coverage and capacity for products and services such as 
BlackBerry, iPhone, cellular phone and wireless internet through the Rogers Rocket Stick 
technology in the surrounding area. 
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Proposed Site Location 
 
The Subject Property, with an approximate area of 0.39 hectares, is known as 1040 Lansdowne 
Street, Peterborough. 
 
Legal property name is known as PT LT 10, CON 12 , NORTH MONAGHAN, PT 1 45R6560 
EXCEPT PT 1 45R11154, T/W R509639 ; PETERBOROUGH  
 
The geographic coordinates for the relocated site are as follows: 
Latitude (NAD83) N 44˚ 16’ 57.7”     
Longitude (NAD 83) W 78˚ 20’ 45.2” 
 
A copy of Rogers’ surveyed site plan has been attached for your reference and information. 
 
 
Figure 1 – Proposed tower location on the subject property is shown with yellow circle in an aerial 
image below. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Subject Property 
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Proposed Facility Location 
 
The proposed wireless communication structure will be located at the furthest north side of the 
subject property, approximately 91 metres north of Lansdowne Street; and approximately 134 
metres west of The Parkway. 
 
The proposed installation for 1040 Lansdowne Street is a 30 metre Monopole communications 
structure with associated radio equipment cabinet on cast in place reinforced concrete slab. The 
installation would occupy a ground compound area of 9.5 metres by 7.6 metres or 72 square 
metres. 
 
The Monopole design has been used throughout Peterborough and is appropriate considering 
the area context. The design, construction and installation of the installation will be consistent with 
the required engineering practices including structural adequacy.  
 
Please refer below for a sample of the installation for your reference (Figure 2). The viewscape 
provided below simulates the view of the proposed installation from The Parkway & Lansdowne 
St. The process of simulating the proposed facility into the existing condition of the viewscape 
was done by superimposing an image of the proposed structure on a photograph taken for that 
viewscape.  
 
The photo simulation is intended to be a close representation of the proposed installation. 
 
Figure 2 
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Description of Proposed System 
 
Rogers proposes to initially install a 3-sectored LTE 700, 2100, and 2600 MHz and UMTS 850 
MHz services, as well as the offset 3-sectored LTE 850 and 1900 MHz services.  The installation 
would provide an opportunity to accommodate future technology services as well as other 
potential co-location with additional licensed carriers helping to further reduce the number of future 
structures in the area, which is encouraged by the City of Peterborough and ISED. 

 
Rogers makes every effort in order to minimize the visual impact of our installations. The following 
are some of the considerations used by Rogers in development criteria of the proposal outlined 
in order to minimize the visual profile of the installation: 
 
• The proposed site location has been set back from the road in order to minimize its potential 

impacts on the community.  
 
• During construction precautions will be taken to minimize any disruption to the current 

operation on the site and to the surrounding residents. Once site is in service, there will be no 
noise associated with the daily operation of the installation. 

 
Proximity to Existing Residential dwellings 
 
The City of Peterborough encourages for towers to maximize the distance to public uses. Rogers’ 
proposed site location is set in a suburban setting with a commercial/industrial buffer between the 
existing residential uses surrounding the subject property. 

 
The City of Peterborough requires notification to residences that live within 120 metres ( 394 feet) 
from the base of the proposed tower. The subject property is 0.39 hectares (approximately .96 
acres) parcel of land, and the nearest residential dwellings are located to the north and north west 
of the subject property. The nearest residential dwelling is located approximately 103 metres (338 
feet) north west of the proposed facility compound. 
 
Control of Public Access 
 
The site facility would include One (1) radio equipment walk-in cabinet with an exterior finish that 
will blend in with its surroundings on a cast in place reinforced concrete slab. A landscape buffer 
will surround the base of the compound.  The walk-in equipment cabinet (WIC) will contain radio 
equipment, backup battery power, maintenance tools, manuals and a first aid kit.  The installation 
will also be equipped with a silent alarm system. 
 
Municipal Consultation Process 
 
Rogers Communications Inc. is regulated and licensed by ISED to provide inter-provincial 
wireless voice and data services. As a federal undertaking, Rogers is required by ISED to 
consult with land-use authorities in siting antenna locations. 
 
The consultation process established under ISED’s authority is intended to allow the local land-
use authorities the opportunity to address land-use concerns while respecting the federal 
government’s exclusive jurisdiction in the siting and operation of wireless voice and data systems. 
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As the provisions of the Ontario Planning Act and other municipal by-laws and regulations do not 
apply to federal undertakings, wireless communication facilities are not required to obtain 
municipal permits of any kind. Rogers is however required to follow established and documented 
wireless protocols or processes set forth by land-use authorities. 
 
The City of Peterborough has developed a protocol for establishing telecommunication facilities 
in the City of Peterborough.  In fulfillment of the City of Peterborough’s request for public 
notification, Rogers is providing an information package and an invitation to an Information Open 
House to all those property owners located within a radius of 120 metres (394 feet) from subject 
property. Concurrent to the mailing of this invitation, Rogers will place a notice in the local 
community newspaper.  A copy of this information package and an invitation to the Information 
Open House will be provided to the City of Peterborough’s planning staff and ISED as part of the 
municipal consultation process. At the request of the City of Peterborough, Rogers will be hosting 
one information session in order to allow for appropriate opportunity for the public to provide 
comments relevant to the proposal. 
 
Rogers will be hosting a Drop-In Information Session on Wednesday , November 20th, 2019 
commencing from 6:00 pm – 8:00 pm at the Royal Canadian Legion, in the Banquet Hall  
located at 1550 Lansdowne St. Peterborough ON. K9J 2A2.  Any person may attend this public 
information session during the specified time to allow the public, City of Peterborough and the 
applicant to exchange information. 
 
Federal Requirements 
 
In addition to the requirements for consultation with municipal authorities and the public, Rogers 
must also fulfill other important obligations including the following: 
 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act 
 
ISED requires that the installation and modification of antenna systems be done in a manner that 
complies with appropriate environmental legislation. This includes the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Act, 2012 (CEAA 2012), where the antenna system is incidental to a physical activity 
or project designated under CEAA 2012, or is located on federal lands. 
 
 
Rogers attests that the radio antenna system as proposed for this site is not located within 
federal lands or forms part of or incidental to projects that are designated by the Regulations 
Designating Physical Activities or otherwise designated by the Minister of the Environment as 
requiring an environmental assessment. In accordance with the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Act, 2012, this installation is excluded from assessment.  

For additional detailed information, please consult the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act 
at: http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/C-15.21/  
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Engineering Practices 
 
Rogers attests that the radio antenna system as proposed for this site will be constructed in 
compliance with the National Building Code and The Canadian Standard Association, and respect 
good engineering practices including structural adequacy. 
 
Transport Canada’s Aeronautical Obstruction Marking Requirements 
 
Where lighting is anticipated/ required – Please check with Construction Specialist: 
Rogers anticipates that the proposed installation will require markings or lighting and will submit 
the necessary applications to the appropriate parties to obtain required approvals. 
In the instance where our structure requires lighting/marking, these requirements would be in 
compliance with CAR 621 Standards Obstruction Markings. The aforementioned standards 
provide for: 
A combination of a medium intensity flashing white light during the day and steady burning aviation 
red light and/or flashing aviation red beacons at night 
For additional detailed information, please consult Transport Canada 
at: http://www.tc.gc.ca/eng/civilaviation/regserv/cars/part6-standards-standard621-3808.htm 
 
 
Health Canada’s Safety Code 6 Compliance 
 
Health Canada is responsible for research and investigation to determine and promulgate the 
health protection limits for Exposure to the RF electromagnetic energy. Accordingly, Health 
Canada has developed a guideline entitled “Limits of Human Exposure to Radiofrequency 
Electromagnetic Field in the Frequency Range from 3kHz to 300 GHz – Safety Code 6”. The 
exposure limits specified in Safety Code 6 were established from the results of hundreds of 
studies over the past several decades where the effects of RF energy on biological organisms 
were examined.  
 
Radio communication, including technical aspects related to broadcasting, is under responsibility  
of ISED, which has the power to establish standards, rules, policies and procedures. ISED, under 
this authority, has adopted Safety Code 6 for the protection of the general public. As such, ISED 
requires all proponents and operators to ensure that their installations and apparatus comply with 
the Safety Code 6 at all times. 
 
Rogers Communications Inc. attests that the radio antenna system described in this notification 
package will at all times comply with Health Canada’s Safety Code 6 limits, as may be amended 
from time to time, for the protection of the general public including any combined effects of 
additional carrier co-locations and nearby installations within the local radio environment. In fact, 
emissions levels of Roger’s wireless communication installations are far below the limits outlined 
in Safety Code 6. 
 
More information in the area of RF exposure and health is available at the following web sites: 
Safety Code 6:  
http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/ewh-semt/pubs/radiation/radio_guide-lignes_direct-eng.php 
General Information:  
http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/ewh-semt/radiation/cons/stations/index-eng.php  
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ISED’s, Spectrum Management 
 
Please be advised that the approval of this site and its design is under the exclusive jurisdiction 
of the Government of Canada through ISED. For more information on ISED’s public consultation 
guidelines including CPC-2-0-03, Issue 5 (Jul. 15, 2014) contact 
(http://www.ic.gc.ca/epic/site/smt-gst.nsf/en/sf08777e.html)  
or the local ISED office at spectrum.ottawa@ic.gc.ca: 
 
Eastern Ontario District Office 
Bell Canada Building, Suite C-100 
160 Elgin St., 11th floor 
Ottawa, ON. K2P 2P7 
Telephone: 613-998-3693 
Fax: 613-998-5919 
 
 
General information relating to antenna systems is available on ISED’s Spectrum Management 
and Telecommunications website (http://www.ic.gc.ca/epic/site/smt-gst.nsf/en/home) 
 
Public consultation obligations 
 
Rogers Communications Inc. is committed to effective public consultation. The public is invited to 
provide comments to Rogers about this proposal by mail, electronic mail, phone. Please send 
your comments to the address below by the close of business day on December 5, 2019: 
 
SpectraSite Inc., Agents for Rogers Communications Inc. 
291 Plymouth Trail 
Newmarket, ON L3Y 6G6 
Attn: Laura Sterling, Site Acquisition Specialist 
Spectrasite Inc. 
e-mail: lauras@spectrasiteinc.com 
Phone: (905) 251-8848 
 
 
Closing Date for Submission of Written Public Comments   
 
ISED’s rules contain requirements for timely response to your questions, comments or concerns. 
We will acknowledge receipt of all communication within 14 days and will provide a formal 
response to the Municipality and those members of the public who communicate to Rogers, within 
60 days. The members of the public who communicated with Rogers will then have 21 days to 
review and reply to Rogers a final response. 
 
Proponent’s Contact Information: 
 
SpectraSite Inc., Agents for Rogers Communications Inc. 
Laura Sterling, Site Acquisition Specialist 
Spectrasite Inc. 
291 Plymouth Trail 
Newmarket, ON L3Y 6G6 
Phone: (905) 251-8848 
lauras@spectrasiteinc.com 
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Land Use Authority Contact Information: 
 
City of Peterborough 
Caroline Kimble 
500 George St. N. 
Peterborough, ON K9H 3R9 
ckimble@peterborough.ca 
Phone: (705) 742-7777  X1735  
 
Conclusion 
 
Access to reliable wireless communications services is of great importance to residents’ and 
travelers’ safety and well-being in today’s society. Wireless technology has fast become the 
preferred method of conducting business and personal communications among a large part of 
the population. 
 
The trend of future telecom is to become truly “wireless”, that is the delivery of the voice and data 
communications via conventional telephone lines, such as telephone poles along streets and roads, 
will be virtually obsolete.  The current wireless infrastructure will be able to meet this trend and still 
provide a reliable system.  Strong wireless networks are building blocks for all sectors of the 
economy and must be considered a competitive advantage for Canadian communities.  Improved 
wireless coverage also means better access to emergency services such as fire, police or 
ambulance, and greater business development opportunities. The availability of high quality, 
robust and reliable wireless networks results in significant direct and indirect benefits to all 
Canadians.  
 
Rogers feels that the proposed site is well located to provide and improve wireless voice and data 
services in the targeted area. The proposed site is also situated and designed to have minimal 
impact on surrounding land uses.  
  
Rogers looks forward to working with City of Peterborough in providing improved wireless services 
to the community.  
 
 
SpectraSite Inc. 
Laura Sterling 
Site Acquisition Specialist 
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Public Comment Record 
 

 
 

Rogers Proposed Wireless Communications Installation 
 

1040 Lansdowne Street, Peterborough, ON. 
 
 
Name: 
 
Address: 
 
Telephone:      E-mail: 
 
 

Comments 
To be considered part of this consultation, comments must be received by close of 

business day on December 5, 2019.  Please forward your comments to: 
 

SpectraSite Inc., Agents for Rogers Communications Inc. 
c/o Laura Sterling, Site Acquisition Specialist 

291 Plymouth Trail 
Newmarket, ON L3Y 6G6 

Phone: 905-251-8848 E-mail: lauras@spectrasiteinc.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Continue on reverse if required… 
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*Information received shall form part of ISED’s Public Consultation Process under the Spectrum Management and 
Telecommunications Client Procedures Circular CPC-2-0-03, Issue 4, and will be collected in compliance with the 
Personal Information Protection and Electronic Documents Act. The information collected will be used solely for the 
purpose of documenting Rogers’ consultation, communicating the results of this consultation, including your comments, 
to the Town of Aurora and/or ISED and communicating with you concerning this proposal should that be required.* 
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291 Plymouth Trail      Laura Sterling 

Newmarket, ON      T: 905-251-8848 

L3Y 6G6       email: lauras@spectrasiteinc.com 

 

       

January 7, 2020 

Attention:  Caroline Kimble 

Land Use Planner 

Infrastructure and Planning Services Department 

City of Peterborough 
 

 

RE: Proposed Rogers Communications Tower at 1040 Lansdowne St. West, Peterborough 

 

 

Summary of Public Consultation 

We are pleased to provide the following summary of public consultation for Rogers proposed 
telecommunications tower at 1040 Lansdowne St. West, Peterborough. Public consultation began 
November 4th, 2019 when an ad was placed in the Peterborough Examiner Newspaper. Information 
packages were mailed to all property owners within 120 meters of the tower base and a Public 
Consultation Drop-In Session was also held on November 20th . We received a few inquiries from the 
public. Below is a record of communication: 
 

Email - Nov.7th 

Requested information on the construction process and timing, as well as any potential impacts to their 

property. 

Responded via email Nov.11th 

 

Councillor Lesley Parnell 

Email - Nov.19th  

Inquired about the possibility of co-locating on existing towers in area and inquired about design of 

proposed tower. Concerned about proximity to residential properties to the north. Asked if the adjacent 

property to the east had also been considered as a possible location.  

 

Responded via phone conversation and email Nov. 21st 

 

 

  

Attended Public Open House Nov. 20th 

Had concerns regarding health and the interruption to her medical implant.  
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Attended Public Open House Nov. 20th 

General inquiries 

 

Attended Public Open House Nov. 20th 

General inquiries  

 

 

Councillor Henry Clarke 

Attended Public Open House Nov. 20th 

General inquiries  

 

 

Councillor Don Vassiliadis 

Attended Public Open House Nov. 20th 

General inquiries  

 

 

Request for Concurrence 

At this time, we respectfully request the City of Peterborough provide a letter of concurrence for the 

proposed tower installation, to Innovation Science and Economic Development Canada (ISED). The 

letter of concurrence should confirm the applicant has completed municipal consultation, public 

consultation and address all relevant concerns to the satisfaction of the City of Peterborough. It has 

been a pleasure working with the City of Peterborough staff to complete municipal consultation for 

Rogers new tower installation.  

 

 

Best Regards 

 

Laura Sterling 
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To: Members of the General Committee 

From: Cynthia Fletcher, 
Commissioner of Infrastructure and Planning Services 

Meeting Date: February 3, 2020 

Subject: Report IPSES20-005 
Workplan and Timelines for the review of Waste Management 
Options for the Future 

Purpose 

A report to outline the workplan, timelines and regulatory requirements related to the 
review of Waste Management Options for the Future. 

Recommendation 

That Council approve the recommendation outlined in Report IPSES 20-005 dated 
February 3, 2020, of the Commissioner of Infrastructure and Planning Services, as 
follows: 

That the report be received for information. 

Budget and Financial Implications 

There are no budget and financial implications associated with receiving the report. 
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Background 

At the Council meeting of November 25, 2019, Council approved the following motion; 
 
“Whereas landfill is widely recognized as a poor environmental option for dealing with 
waste management; 
 
And whereas landfills are huge producers of carbon dioxide and methane, both major 
contributors to global warming and climate change; 
 
And whereas we have approximately 15 – 20 years remaining in our current landfill 
capacity, and an urgency to deal with global warming. 
 
Therefore, be it resolved that: 
 
a. By the end of the first quarter of 2020, staff report to Council outlining the 

regulatory requirements for a review of waste management options; and  
 
b. The report includes the City’s workplan and timelines for undertaking the review 

of waste management options for the future.” 
 
The Bensfort Road landfill began operation in 1981 as a City of Peterborough Facility. 
The landfill was approved in 1979 after an Environmental Assessment Board hearing 
and upon recommendation of the hearing panel. 
 
In 2002, the City of Peterborough and County of Peterborough came to an agreement 
for joint ownership and operation of the now “Peterborough County/City Waste 
Management Facility” (the Landfill).  The City and County have maintained the 
partnership since that time. 
 
Discussion 
 

Significant bodies of work will occur over the next 5 years which will influence the 
lifespan of the landfill and future direction for solid waste management. 
 
1) 2020 – Waste Management Master Plan: 

A comprehensive review of the Waste Management Master Plan and by-law is 
scheduled for this year.  This project will include public consultation and policy 
revisions.  These revisions will provide the framework for the City/County’s 
existing and evolving waste management programs. 

 
2) 2019-2023 – Source Sorted Organics program: 

As per Report IPES19-010 (Peterborough Organics Project and Low Carbon 
Economy Fund Application Results), the City has been granted funding for a city-
wide Source Separated Organics (SSO) collection system and processing 
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facility, through the Low Carbon Economy Fund.  The City was successful in 
securing $6,110,586 of the $15.3 million overall project cost. 

 
The SSO project will extend the life of the landfill through waste diversion and will 
have a significant impact on climate mitigation.  The SSO program is projected to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) by approximately 1900 tonnes of CO2 
per year. 

 
3) 2024 -2025 Landfill Comprehensive review: 

Beginning in 2024 the City will review the future of the City/County landfill and the 
technologies of the day/emerging technologies as part of the landfill 
Environmental Assessment. 
 

Regulatory Requirements 
 
Landfill replacement reviews are mandated through the Province's Ministry of 
Environment and the Environmental Assessment Act.  The Act mandates the study of 
potential positive and negative effects of all options and alternatives, before determining 
an approach forward.  This assessment process will be required in 2024 and includes 
the comprehensive review of all options.  Out of the assessment process, we will be in a 
position to analyse and recommend a future path for landfill and associated technology. 

Summary 

The technology in the waste and landfill sectors is changing very rapidly, and the needs 
of the City of Peterborough are evolving in response (recycling program, textiles, 
Source Separated Organics, etc.).  This report outlines the bodies of work and timelines 
for the review of waste management programs and the future of landfill: 
 

• 2020:  Waste Management Master Plan 

• 2019 – 2023:  Source Separated Organics program 

• 2024 – 2025:  Landfill Comprehensive review  

At this point there is an estimated 15 years of life left in the Landfill.  The Source Sorted 
Organics program and supporting Waste Diversion efforts are expected to increase the 
lifespan of the Landfill by an additional 5 years due to waste diversion. 

Submitted by, 

Cynthia Fletcher 
Commissioner of Infrastructure and Planning Services 
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Contact Name: 
James Istchenko 
Manager of Environmental Services 
Phone 705-742-7777, ext. 2624 
Toll Free: 1-855-738-3755 
E-mail address: jistchenko@peterborough.ca 
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