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Background

Introduction 

          The City of Peterborough is in the process of completing an update of its Official 
Plan, a legal document which sets the vision and direction that shapes the growth and 
development of the city to the year 2041. With the City anticipated to grow to 115,000 
people and 58,000 jobs by the year 2041, the City collected feedback from the 
community to determine how growth is envisioned, notably within the downtown and 
along major corridors (e.g., Lansdowne St, Chemong Rd) and major nodes/intersections 
(e.g., George St/Lansdowne St, Lansdowne St/Clonsilla Ave).
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Purpose 

         The purpose of the survey was to seek 
additional community feedback on the outcomes of 
the four-day community design charrette and open 
houses held on June 4-7, 2018. A “charrette” is an 
interactive design exercise facilitated by design 
professionals (e.g., architects, landscape architects, 
and urban designers). Over 1,100 ideas and 
comments were received to further describe the 
community’s values and priorities regarding urban 
design. 

Methodology  

         The online survey was available on the on the 
Official Plan webpage, www.peterborough.ca/planit 
for six weeks from August 24, 2018 to October 8, 
2018. Paper copies of the survey were also made 
available at City Hall, the Peterborough Employment 
Resource Centre, and the Peterborough Public 
Transit Terminal. The survey was advertised on the 
City’s main webpage, social media, media releases 
dated August 24, 2018 and September 26, 2018, and 
at a City pop-up event at Peterborough Square on 
October 4, 2018. Overall, there were a total of 750 
survey respondents.

http://www.peterborough.ca/planit


Demographics of survey respondents

Total online survey 

respondents: 750 

Which Ward do you live 

in? (n=601) 

What is your gender? 
(n=592) 

What is your age? (n=587) 

What is your annual household 

income? (n=541) Less than 
$20,000 

7.8% $20,000-
$39,999 
11.5% 

$40,000-
$59,999 
12.6% 

$60,000-
$79,999 
14.0% 

$80,000-
$99,999 
15.0% 

$100,000-
$149,999 

22.4% 

$150,000-
$199,999 

10.2% 

$200,000 
and up 
6.7% 

 

          The survey received 750 responses. Completion of the demographic questions were voluntary. The 
figures below summarize the demographics of the participants that completed the questions. About 
81% of participants (609 of the 750 participants) answered at least one demographic question.

Highest level of education 

completed? (n=592) 

0.0% 

4.8% 

17.4% 

20.4% 

19.3% 

21.0% 

14.3% 

2.6% 

0.3% 

Under 18 

18-24 

25-34 

35-44 

45-54 

55-64 

65-74 

75-84 

85+ 

Female 
55.1% 

Male 
42.6% 

Other 
2.4% 

0.7% 

8.6% 

21.3% 

42.9% 

18.8% 

4.4% 

3.4% 

Less than high school 

High school or equivalent 

College degree 

Bachelors degree 

Masters degree 

Professional degree 

Doctorate degree 

9.7% 

15.1%

33.6% 

17.6% 

16.1% 

7.8% 

Ward 1 Otonabee (south end) 

Ward 2 Monaghan (west end) 

Ward 3 Town (downtown) 

Ward 4 Ashburnham (east end) 

Ward 5 Northcrest (north end) 

Outside of the City of Peterborough 
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Community Design Charrette

The Community Design Charrette was 
held from Monday June 4th to Thursday 
June 7th, 2018 at Peterborough Square 
Mall in Downtown Peterborough.  The 
purpose of the Charrette was to 
establish a design framework for how 
strategic growth areas, notably 
Downtown Peterborough, along major 
corridors and nodes/intersections, 
should develop in the future. The 
outcomes of the Charrette informed 
architectural and urban design 
guidelines and will be incorporated into 
the City’s new Official Plan.  

 

Each day of the Charrette included two 
design sessions, a pin up presentation 
and discussion of the concepts 
generated. Evening Public Open Houses 
were hosted each day to display the 
outcomes and to obtain additional 
feedback from the community. The 
evening open houses were attended by 
approximately 130 people in total.
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Design Charrette Follow-up

          The survey summarized the overarching urban design principles that emerged from 
the community design charrette held in June 2018. This provided additional opportunity for 
broader community feedback on the charrette outcomes. The urban design guidelines 
arranges the concepts into three categories:  

1) Public Realm – the streets, parks, squares, plazas, and trails that are accessible to the 
public and create the “outdoor rooms” of the City.  

2) Built Form – the size, shape, scale, articulation and uses of buildings, both as 
individuals and in how they relate to each other as a collective.  

3) Mobility – the four primary ways of moving around the city: walking, transit, bicycle 
and private vehicles. All mobility choices should be safe and accessible.  

There were five key  design principles were identified under each of the three 
categories. A description of each design principle was described and where applicable, the 
tradeoffs associated with achieving each design principle (shown in Figure 1). 

Figure 1: Screen-shot of Online Survey
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③                        ④                      ⑤                                                     

Design Charrette Follow-up

Frame the Streets 
69% agree 
31% disagree

Transitioning Heights
92% agree 
8% disagree

Range & Mix of Uses  

96% agree 
4% disagree

Neighbourhood 
Sensitivity
93% agree 
7% disagree

Building Features 

92% agree 
8% disagree

①                       ②                          
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Frame the Streets 

• Many participants indicated in the comments 
that street trees and landscaping are an 
important priority (suggested planting in  
public realm/sidewalks, parkettes, alleys) 

• Participants thought regulations should allow 
for some variation in setbacks to allow for 
variety, landscaping, and outdoor patios 

• Accessibility and safety concerns were raised 
for parking being placed behind the building 

• This design principle was noted as being 
especially important for the downtown and 
waterfront areas 

Transitioning Heights 

• Participants wanted to see greater 
consideration to podium designs, access to 
green space, and bird collisions with buildings 

• Some participants felt that too many high rises 
being concentrated in one area is not 
consistent with the character of Peterborough 

Range & Mix of Uses 

• Participants noted that the amount of 
commercial and mixed-use space should 
reflect market demand to prevent market 
oversaturation both in the downtown and 
suburban nodes 

• Participants overall agreed with the concept of 
facilitating mixed use development in strategic 
locations (i.e., areas easily accessible by 
various modes of transportation) 

• Participants recognized the role of mixed-use 
developments in diversifying neighbourhoods, 
creating complete communities, and reducing 
private automobile use 

Neighbourhood Sensitivity 

• Participants felt that a range of housing types 
can co-exist on the same street with proper 
design and consideration to green and open 
space 

• Participants emphasized that everything does 
not need to look uniform or use the same 
architectural details  

• Participants wanted to see new kinds of 
architecture and encouraged variety and 
creative design – participants did not want to 
prevent good quality contemporary design  in 
older neighbourhoods purely because it's 
contemporary; noting however that they do 
see the need to protect neighbourhoods with 
high architectural value 

 

Building Features 

• Participants noted this principle depended on 
the location and context – noting properties 
abutting historic buildings or along historic 
corridors, buildings at gateways, and 
prominent corner properties should have 
more special consideration to architectural 
treatments 

• Participants felt new buildings should 
complement its surrounding context and add 
visual interest to the streetscape – avoid 
uniform design or copying historic buildings 

• Participants thought that there should be 
minimum density/height requirements for 
corner properties at prominent locations  

• A few participants raised concerns regarding 
building maintenance and affordability 

Built Form - Summary of Comments

Design Charrette Follow-up
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③                        ④                      ⑤                                                     

①                       ②                          

Design Charrette Follow-up

Public Spaces
95% agree 
5% disagree

Urban Tree Canopy
96% agree 
4% disagree

Daylighting Jackson 
Creek
98% agree 
2% disagree

Enhance Gateways

88% agree 
12% disagree

Maintain Important 
Views
91% agree 
9% disagree
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Public Spaces 

• Participants wanted to see more public 
spaces city-wide, not just solely the 
downtown 

• Participants wanted to see greater focus on 
maintenance, landscaping, safety, 
interactive/community features, and 
connectivity with corridors/trails and other 
public spaces 

• Some participants did not generally agree 
with framing parks with buildings or having 
parks visible from the street – depending on 
the site context 

Urban Tree Canopy 

• Participants expressed preference for 
planting trees that are native, edible, 
and/or resilient to the climate and urban 
environment. Participants also expressed 
the importance of planting a variety of trees 
along each street.  

• Participants wanted to see more 
consideration to overhead electrical wires 
and coordination to avoid cutting trees that 
are planted underneath are directly beside 
overhead wires. Participants also wanted to 
see greater commitment to underground 
wiring.  

• Some participants expressed concerns 
regarding maintenance practices (i.e., 
watering, salt use, and snowclearing) and 
the costs of maintenance 

Daylighting Jackson Creek 

• Participants saw this as an important 
commitment that helps defines 
Peterborough’s character 

• The car wash and parking garage properties 
were noted as key priority sites 

• Some participants saw opportunities to 
showcase public art and provide 
enhancements along the creek with 
patio/public spaces, such as the San 
Antonio River Walk  

 

Enhance Gateways 

• Some participants generally felt that this 
was a lower priority or felt neutral about 
this design principle; however participants 
did feel that Peterborough lacked in terms 
of welcoming, well-designed gateways 

• Participants expressed concerns that this 
type of design creates public spaces that 
are not typically used by the public 

 

Maintain Important Views 

• Participants felt this was an important 
design principle to respect the role of 
historical buildings/views to Peterborough’s 
distinct character while balancing 
intensification and growth needs 

• Some participants felt that scale, height, 
form, and public space were more 
important design criteria. 

• A few participants expressed concerns that 
this design principle would impose too 
many regulations and others indicated that 
they did not want to see church properties 
get special treatment 

Public Realm - Summary of Comments

Design Charrette Follow-up
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Design Charrette Follow-up

Complete Streets 

95% agree 
5% disagree

Increase Connectivity
71% agree 
29% disagree

Improved Walkability

98% agree 
2% disagree

Downtown Street 
Character

98% agree 
2% disagree

Cycling 
Infrastructure

89% agree 
 11% disagree

③                         ④                      ⑤                                                     

①                       ②                          
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Complete Streets 

• Participants generally thought a complete 
streets approach is needed on all projects 
that affect the associated infrastructure, 
especially to support transit and active 
transportation improvements 

• Converting downtown one-way streets to 
two-way streets and Lansdowne St were 
indicated as priorities 

• Participants did not this principle was 
appropriate for small residential streets or 
historic streets  

• Some participants indicated that concerns 
for wide streets – noting it is more 
difficult to cross multi-lane streets 

Increase Connectivity 

• Participants largely only supported 
greater connectivity for pedestrians and 
cyclists (e.g., via mid-block pedestrian 
crossings, trails), as opposed to more 
roadways, impermeable surfaces, traffic 
lights, and maintenance 

• Support was indicated for traffic circles 

• A few participants showed some support 
for dead end streets as they discourage 
through-traffic and provide places for kids 
to play – provided that there are still 
connections for pedestrians and cyclists 

Improved Walkability 

• The downtown and Lansdowne St were 
indicated as priority areas, though some 
participants pointed out areas with no 
sidewalks and school routes as priorities 

• Maintenance, snowplowing, and 
enforcement to prevent cyclists from  

Improved Walkability (continued) 

 riding on sidewalks were also indicated as 
important priorities 

• Some participants did not agree with 
sidewalks having to be wider, rather just 
better organized to accommodate street 
furniture and street trees 

Downtown Street Character 

• Waterside streets was raised as a key area 
for improvement, notably for parks, 
walking and cycling paths, and some 
vehicle access/parking 

• Lack of accessible parking downtown 

• Accessibility and usability considered  
higher priorities  

Cycling Infrastructure   

• Participants commended the work done 
in this area already and indicated that bike 
lanes to not need to be on every street – 
they would rather see the creation of 
biking routes and more connections (e.g., 
Fleming to Downtown) 

• Participants were in support of more 
cycling infrastructure (i.e., dedicated lanes 
and bicycle racks), noting bike repair 
facilities should be left to businesses 

• Participants wanted to see greater 
integration of cycling and public transit 
improvements (e.g., bike racks on buses, 
along transit routes, and at the terminal) 

• Cyclists/participants suggested that 
cyclists should pay a small annual fee 
(e.g., an $20 annual tag fee) to help 
recover the cost of the cycling 
infrastructure like in some cities in the US 

Mobility - Summary of Comments

Design Charrette Follow-up
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Downtown Redevelopment

          Survey participants were asked to 
indicate their level of support for various 
redevelopment techniques in the downtown. 
It was noted that preserving the downtown's 
historic character is an important priority 
though not all downtown buildings may be 
repurposed or preserved to the same degree. 
Table 1 ranks each technique based on their 
overall average rating from 1-5. Averages 
were based on the following rating scheme - 
1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = 
neutral, 4 = disagree,  and 5 = strongly agree. 
Figure 2 summarizes all the rankings for each 
technique. 

2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 2% 
7% 

9% 
13% 

6% 5% 

11% 

20% 21% 

12% 

38% 

45% 

39% 
41% 

46% 

53% 

35% 

28% 

22% 

33% 

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

40% 

50% 

60% 

Adaptive Reuse Building Addition Deconstruction Facade Retention Redevelopment/ 
Demolition 

%
 o

f 
p

ar
ti

ci
p

an
ts

 

Redevelopment Techniques 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

Level of Support for Redevelopment Techniques 

Figure 2: Results of Downtown Redevelopment Survey Screen

Ranking Technique Average 
Rating

1 Adaptive Re-use 4.37

2 Building Addition 4.04

3 Redevelopment/ 
Demolition 

4.01

4 Deconstruction 3.81

5 Façade Retention 3.66

Table 1: Average Rating of Techniques
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Downtown Redevelopment

Adaptive Re-Use 
Summary of Comments

Building Addition 
Summary of Comments

Repurposing an old site or building which has outlived 
their original purpose for a different use while 
retaining the historic building features (image: 
conversion of  church to apartment units) 

Expanding the total floor area of a historical building 
while maintaining its character. This can be done 
either through a vertical building addition that is 
setback from the historical building facade (image on 
left) or a horizontal building addition (image on right). 

• Indicated as the most desirable scenario 
when practical and feasible, noting that 
modern buildings are also desirable 

• A number of participants raised concerns 
about affordability and gentrification as 
more recent development tends to be 
geared to higher-incomes 

• There was expressed desire to convert 
these type of buildings to land uses other 
than residential/apartments (e.g., 
community centres, multi-service facility)  

• A number also indicated a desire to 
maintain access to the public spaces 
associated with these properties 

• A significant amount of the comments did 
not like the use of glass. Participants felt 
that the design in the left image, in 
particular, detracted from the original 
building 

• Overall, building additions that 
complement the original buildings and 
have thoughtful regard for the character 
(i.e., architectural style, colour, materials) 
were welcomed  

• Some comments indicated general 
preference for horizontal building 
additions as opposed to vertical – overall 
the scale of the building addition was 
flagged as an important consideration 
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Downtown Redevelopment

Façade Retention 
Summary of Comments

Deconstruction 
Summary of Comments

• Generally indicated as acceptable to 
keeping the downtown’s character, 
noting their preference for this 
technique only if the structural integrity 
of the building is beyond repair and is 
more favourable than demolition  

•  Some expressed desire to preserve the 
historical function of buildings by 
reconfiguring interiors to maintain the 
character and architectural features 
(e.g., keeping unit frontages small to 
promote independent stores rather than 
chain stores, preserving social/cultural 
history of the space). Some believed this 
technique affected the buildings’ role as 
educational tools/memory referents

• This technique whenever feasible was 
also indicated as more favourable and 
environmentally sound than demolition 
for when the building is beyond repair 

•  Some participants questioned the 
reasonableness of this technique 

• Overall, participants prefer clear 
distinction between old and new 
buildings. Participants generally did not 
agree with new buildings imitating old 
buildings and rather see new buildings 
in keeping with the scale and form of 
the downtown. 

New building is constructed behind historic buildings to 
preserve only the building facade (front wall) and partial 
demolition of the remaining historic building occurs 

Salvaging and re-using historic materials or building 
features before complete demolition (image shows 
salvaged historic stone being installed onto the 
facade of a new building) 

• There was concerns raised that the overuse of this 
technique may detract from the authenticity and 
character of the downtown. Others did not want this 
technique to limit the ability to attract new and 
innovative businesses that may want open, efficient, 
and bright spaces 

• Guelph and Winnipeg were mentioned as having 
successful examples of this technique 
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Downtown Redevelopment

   Redevelopment 
   & Demolition 
   Summary of Comments

• This development technique was generally accepted as long as the feel and character of 
the downtown is maintained – though some felt as though the example in the image 
mimicked and detracted from the abutting historic building. 

• Participants supported design guidelines that prescribe good design elements that 
complement the historic character of the downtown rather than prescribe specifically a 
“heritage look” or “modern look” 

• There is general acceptance for a range of development techniques to maintain 
character of downtown as long as the design of the building is sympathetic to the 
character, scale, and form of the area 

• Clear preference to preserve and retain as much usable structure as possible 
• Other suggestions for development techniques  included: monuments, plaques, photo 

documentation, relocation of the building, and signage regulations to keep within 
heritage character of façade and/or block

• There was desire to see mixed-use buildings (e.g., residences, shops, studios, office, 
meetings rooms) with publically accessible open/green spaces (e.g., gardens, 
courtyards, small performance spaces) in the downtown 

 
 
 

   Overall Summary of Comments

Demolition and redevelopment occurs on a property. The new building integrates building design 
elements that complement the adjacent/abutting heritage building's features. 
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Intensification Strategies

          This portion of the survey was split into two parts: 1) important views and 
landmarks; and, 2) development incentives. In the first part, participants were asked to 
vote on whether they agreed or disagreed with protecting or enhancing the five listed 
landmarks/views within the city. Participants also had an opportunity to identify other 
important landmarks and views in the comments. 

99% agree 

  1% disagree

Waterways Liftlock Market Hall
 

Church Row Armour Hill

95% agree 

  5% disagree

95% agree 

  5% disagree

73% agree 
27% disagree

73% agree 
27% disagree

Other Suggestions: 

- Jackson Park 

- Designated heritage 
properties (e.g., PCVS, 
City Hall, Cox Terrace, 
Cenotaph) 

- Some heritage register 
properties (e.g., County 
Courthouse,  Hunter St 
bridge, General 
Electric) 

- Historic churches and 
schools 

- Millennium Park; other 
parks and trails 

- George St corridor 

 

 

 

1                           2                          3

4                           5                          

Other Suggestions (continued): 

- Quaker Oats 

- Views from existing drumlins in the city, e.g., the 
museum and the top of the hill along Fairbairn 
south of Tower Hill 
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Intensification Strategies

          The second part was focused on development incentives. Section 37 of the Planning 
Act authorizes increases in the height and density of development otherwise permitted by 
the zoning by-law in return for the provision of public facilities, services or matters as are 
set out in the by-law. Participants were provided with a list of five building features and 
were asked they agreed or disagreed with each feature being offered as part of a 
development in exchange for relief on maximum density and height regulations. 
Participants also had an opportunity to suggest other features for consideration.

The comments received indicate green building (energy efficiency), affordability, and 
heritage preservation as higher priorities.  A couple of comments from participants felt 
that setbacks, height, and density restrictions should be maintained to some extent, 
notably to preserve the integrity of the downtown and urban design guidelines.

93% agree 

  7% disagree

Energy Efficiency
Heritage 
Preservation
 

On-site amenities 
(e.g., community space)

 

Affordable/
Accessible Public Art

92% agree 

  8% disagree

90% agree 
10% disagree

89% agree 
11% disagree

77% agree 
23% disagree

Other Suggestions: 

⁻ public washrooms, 
fountains 

⁻ live-work units, artist 
studios 

⁻ active transportation 
infrastructure 

⁻ off-street public 
parking 

 

 

 

1                           2                          3

4                           5                          
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Conclusion
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Conclusion 

          The results of the survey showed broad community support for the outcomes of 
the community design charrette and evening open houses held in June 2018. 
Community feedback from the survey also helped to inform priorities and to refine the 
urban design guidelines. 

           The City would like to thank everyone who has taken the time to complete the 
surveys so far and those who continue to participate in the Official Plan Update 
process. 
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