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 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In September of 2013, Landmark Engineers Inc. (in partnership with Bezaire and Associates Ltd. and 

Architecttura Inc.) was retained by the City of Windsor to carry out a review and a public consultation 

process with respect to the City’s Central Riverfront Implementation Plan (CRIP). This public consultation 

process was intended to solicit public input with regard to the ongoing development of the City’s Central 

Riverfront park system. 

In order to obtain meaningful public feedback, a series of eleven public Open Houses were convened, 

during which site plans and details from the original CRIP were presented, along with updates to depict the 

park improvements that have been implemented since the adoption of the document in 2000. The Open 

House attendees were provided with surveys aimed at obtaining feedback with respect to: 

• their level of satisfaction with the intended development works (envisioned in CRIP) and the 

components that have been implemented to date; 

• their preferences with regard to whether and how they would like to see the remainder of the 

CRIP recommendations implemented; 

• whether they would like to see various components/projects deleted, changed, or added; and, 

• their priorities for future implementation . 

The survey and Open House display materials were also posted on the City’s website in order to obtain 

feedback from residents who were unable to attend the Open House sessions. 

The Open House sessions were generally well attended, with 224 surveys submitted for consideration. An 

additional 441 completed surveys were submitted via the City’s website. Based on the information that 

was compiled from these surveys, it appears that this process was successful in obtaining input from a 

broad cross-section of the local community (in terms of age, gender, and location). 

Analysis of the survey results indicates that: 

• There is a high level of satisfaction with the development of the Central Riverfront park system 

that has occurred to date; 

• there is a high level of support for continuing with the development of the Central Riverfront 

park system in the same general manner; 

• the top priorities for future developments in the Central Riverfront area include: washroom 

facilities, lighting improvements, and pedestrian linkages across Riverside Drive; 

• a strong majority (72%) of survey respondents agreed that either pedestrian bridges or 

underpasses crossing Riverside Drive should be considered where warranted by the volume of 

pedestrians; 

• a small majority (55%) of survey respondents agreed that a marina should be located on the 

riverfront in the Downtown Area, although the comments received indicate that the community 

is quite polarized regarding this issue; and, 
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• all of the project proposals that were included in the CRIP document received some level of 

public support. 

While the survey results show that there is very strong support for the development that has occurred to 

date, the community appears to be somewhat polarized with regard to whether future park improvements 

should focus exclusively on maintaining passive parkland ,or should include more intense development. 

Although on the surface it would appear difficult to reconcile these opposing viewpoints, it is the opinion of 

the Project Team that the Central Riverfront park system is large enough that different sections of the 

riverfront lands can be improved differently, to satisfy each side of the debate. The CRIP document already 

provides for this, insofar as the areas of the park that are closer to the downtown core include plans for 

more intense development, while the areas toward the western and eastern limits of the park are designed 

to be more passive. 

This same general concept could be applied to other seemingly controversial issues, such as whether there 

should be more trees planted on the park, or whether there should be some level of commercial 

development, etc. The Central Riverfront park system has the potential to offer not just “either/or”, but 

“both”. 

Based on the results of the survey and the comments that were received from the public, the Project Team 

compiled the following list of recommendations: 

1. That the City of Windsor continue to provide a mix of passive and active development as part of the 

overall Implementation Plan for the Central Riverfront Area. 

2. That the municipality note the high level of satisfaction with the riverfront development to date and 

continue to develop the park in the same manner. Consideration should be given to “completing” 

specific areas of the park so that the final look and functionality will be realized. 

3. That the concept of Beacons be retained as a key component of the park plan. 

4. That future Beacons incorporate something about Windsor or our heritage into the design. 

5. That Beacons incorporate facilities for the convenience of park users. This would include washroom 

facilities, concessions, and park service facilities as needed. 

6. That further consideration be given to the number and location of Beacons as park development 

proceeds. 

7. That consideration be given to renovating the Peace Beacon so as to strengthen the theme of “Peace”. 

8. That consideration be given to incorporating improved “at grade” pedestrian crossings in order to 

improve pedestrian safety and improve the connection between the riverfront and the area south of 

Riverside Drive (in keeping with the recommendations already included in the City’s Riverside Drive 

Vista Improvement Project). 
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9. Where warranted because of pedestrian volume, consider constructing pedestrian crossings that 

separate the pedestrian traffic crossing Riverside Drive from the vehicular traffic. Such locations may 

include: the area behind the Festival Stage (connecting to the Civic Esplanade), the area north of the 

Aquatic Centre and Art Gallery, and a location near the University of Windsor. 

10. Where warranted, consider the use of a pedestrian underpass rather than a pedestrian bridge. The 

pedestrian underpass should be of substantial width and should incorporate a high level of lighting and 

high quality materials. Consideration should be given to providing a gathering place or “plaza” area at 

each end of the underpass as well, complete with systems for security. 

11. Any changes to the width of Riverside Drive should be undertaken with caution and only after a 

thorough review of traffic patterns. 

12. That consideration be given to the provision of additional pedestrian space and improvements to the 

pedestrian areas along Riverside Drive, as outlined in the CRIP document and the Riverside Drive Vista 

Improvement Project. 

13. That consideration be given to additional parking for the disabled. 

14. While there doesn’t seem to be a present need for additional parking, consideration should be given to 

locating any future parking on the south side of Riverside Drive - with safe pedestrian access across the 

roadway. 

15. Consider provision of a municipal marina located along the Central Riverfront. 

16. Consider locating a marina near the Aquatic Centre - along the area where the need for shoreline 

protection work has already been identified. 

17. Consider providing a marina for between 40 and 80 boats rather than the much larger marina that was 

shown included the CRIP document. 

18. Prior to proceeding with construction of a municipal marina along the Central Riverfront, prepare a 

detailed business plan to determine whether it would be financially feasible. 

19. Consider providing facilities for various commercial-type services along the Central Riverfront. 

20. Consider the potential for bicycle rentals, affordable food and beverage concessions, and portable ice 

cream (or similar foods) carts. 

21. Consider the provision of dining patios, washrooms, locations, and services for food service trucks. 

22. Discourage the sale of tourist items such as souvenirs, hats, sunglasses etc. 

23. Consider the development of an open air seasonal vendor’s area, perhaps in the area west of the 

Festival Stage. 
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24. Provide additional lighting along pathways and in gathering areas - especially toward the western and 

eastern limits of the park. 

25. Consider the use of energy efficient lighting, including LED fixtures and solar power. 

26. Ensure that any new lighting does not result in glare so as to impact on the ability to view the river or 

Detroit Skyline. 

27. Ensure that the lighting is designed so as not to result in “light pollution”. 

28. As the park continues to develop, consider providing lighting to highlight or feature specific aspects of 

the park. 

29. Incorporate more trees into the Riverfront Park, utilizing trees where desirable for shade or to frame 

views. 

30. Include more native species and more trees with ornamental value into the species mix. 

31. Maintain clear view corridors at the northerly end of north/south streets adjacent to the Riverfront 

Park. 

32. Proceed with the provision of playground space and equipment in the manner completed to date and 

outlined in CRIP. 

33. Consider the provision of specialized play opportunities such as water play areas, and interactive 

playgrounds as outlined in CRIP. 

34. Improve the level of maintenance provided to existing water features, especially to the area around 

the Bert Weeks Fountain. 

35. Repair or remove water features presently found in the Odette Sculpture Garden. 

36. Give careful consideration to the provision of any additional water features. Ensure that they can be 

easily and adequately maintained. 

37. Consider improvements to the existing washroom facilities in the park. Consider implementing a 

schedule to keep them open for longer periods of time. 

38. Give a high priority to the provision of additional washroom facilities either within Beacons or in stand-

alone facilities. 

39. Give a high priority to the provision of lighting along pathways and gathering areas in the easterly and 

westerly reaches of the park. 

40. Give a high priority to the installation of additional Beacons, ensuring that in addition to providing 

services, they each portray some aspect of Windsor. 
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41. Give a high priority to the installation of pedestrian underpasses where warranted by a large volume of 

potential pedestrians. 

42. Give a low priority to the installation of putting greens, basketball courts, volleyball courts or a 

skateboard park on the riverfront. 

43. Consider the provision of a municipal marina, children’s gardens, a water taxi, and a water play area as 

mid-level priorities. 

44. Consider connecting the Riverfront Park to specific areas south of Riverside Drive through wayfinding 

signage, improvements to the north/south streets leading to and from these areas, and possible joint 

promotion of these areas. 

45. Consider a partnership with an entity such as the Great Lakes Institute in order to highlight the park’s 

location on the Great Lakes system. 

46. Consider revisions to the CRIP master plan to incorporate the results of this pubic consultation. Such 

revisions might be viewed as the preparation of more detailed concepts for specific areas of the park, 

such as the Festival Plaza or the Beacons. 

47. Update the schedule of costs in the CRIP master plan to present day costs so as to have an “order of 

magnitude” estimate of the works. 

48. Update the five year Capital Forecast to incorporate ongoing development of the Riverfront lands. 

Development of the Central Riverfront park system to date has been spread out in “bits and pieces” 

throughout park - resulting in many areas that are available for use by the public, even though they remain 

only partially completed. A prime example of this is the Festival Plaza - where a new stage has been built, 

but many other planned amenities have not yet been provided. This resulted in some respondents 

expressing dissatisfaction with the extent of the landscaping at the Festival Plaza – although it appears that 

they were unaware that the work is far from complete. Therefore, in addition to the recommendations 

provided above, it is the opinion of the Project Team that consideration should be given to “completing” 

some specific areas of the riverfront with final pavement, lighting, signage, site furnishings and landscaping, 

in order to “showcase” the overall vision that is provided in the CRIP document. 

If City Council chooses to adopt this report for the purposes of updating and guiding the ongoing 

implementation of the Central Riverfront Implementation Plan (CRIP), the Project Team recommends that 

following specific actions should be considered as the next steps in this process: 

• Given the high level of satisfaction amongst the general public with the development of the 

Central Riverfront park system that has occurred to date, and the high level of public support for 

continuing with the development of the Central Riverfront park system in the same general 

manner, the City could simply carry on with implementation of the master plan as originally 

envisioned for the remainder of the 25 year planning horizon. 
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• portions of the CRIP document should be updated to reflect the improvements that have been 

implemented to date and the findings of this report; 

• an update to the original CRIP cost estimates should be commissioned – including new cost 

estimates for any new proposals under consideration; 

• a priority list should be developed for future developments, renovations, and repairs to the 

Central Riverfront park system; and, 

• a five-year capital forecast should be developed for the ongoing implementation of CRIP. 
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BACKGROUND AND APPROACH 

BACKGROUND 

On July 22, 2013 Windsor City Council voted to defer the construction of a pedestrian underpass under 

Riverside Drive near the Windsor Art Gallery, electing instead to solicit feedback from the community by 

embarking on a city-wide review of the City’s Central Riverfront Implementation Plan (CRIP). On 

September 9, 2013, City Council resolved to engage a consultant for this purpose. Landmark Engineers Inc. 

was subsequently authorized to carry out this assignment, as set forth in our proposal dated September 30, 

2013 (see Appendix 2). 

PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

The original Central Riverfront Implementation Plan (CRIP) was completed and adopted by City Council in 

September of 2000. It was created to record the community’s vision for the riverfront and to establish the 

framework for the future design and development of the Central Riverfront Lands. The original timeframe 

for implementation of the plan was 25 years. 

Since the adoption of CRIP, a considerable number of its recommendations have been implemented within 

the Central Riverfront Lands. In order to ensure that the scope of these improvements remains consistent 

with the community’s wishes, City Council has requested that administration obtain public feedback 

regarding the works that have been completed to date, and establish current preferences and priorities for 

further development of the Central Riverfront park system. 

Accordingly, the principal goal of the assignment was to undertake city-wide consultations with the public 

in order to: 

1. Review the development principles and design standards that were established and adopted in 

September 2000, as well as the progress of the overall development of the Central Riverfront park 

system that has since occurred; and, 

2. Review the public’s input for ongoing development of the Central Riverfront park system - and where 

appropriate, re-vision previously identified elements of CRIP that have yet to be implemented and/or 

examine new ideas suggested by the public. 

City Council Report # 16691 included a list of issues on which the consultant would be encouraged to 

obtain public input, namely: 

• Connectivity of public and private lands south of Riverside Drive; 

• Pedestrian Access: at grade, above grade, or below grade; 

• Water features and canal features; 

• Commercial opportunities on the riverfront; 

• Review development opportunities on the south side of Riverside Drive (and connections); 
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• Review use of former rail cuts; 

• Location of Beacons, comfort stations, washrooms; 

• Marina concept location; 

• Review number of dedicated traffic lanes on Riverside Drive; 

• Walkability of Riverside Drive; 

• Tree coverage on the waterfront; 

• Need for lighting; and, 

• Need for family features on or near the riverfront. 

Landmark submitted a scope of services and fee proposal to the City dated September 30, 2013, pursuant to 

the Roster Consultant Agreement. The assignment was commissioned by Contract Order No. 4021. A copy of 

the proposal is attached for reference as Appendix 2. 

PROJECT TEAM 

The consulting team that was assembled for this project consisted of Landmark Engineers Inc. (hereafter 

Landmark), Bezaire and Associates Ltd. (hereafter Bezaire) and Architecttura Inc. (hereafter Architecttura). 

Each firm assumed responsibility for specific aspects of this assignment, based on their specific strengths and 

experience. 

Landmark operated as the project lead and collaborated with other project sub-consultants. In addition to 

being responsible for the overall management of the assignment, Landmark provided input associated with 

previously-completed riverfront projects and addressed engineering issues that arose over the course of the 

assignment. 

Bezaire assisted Landmark with overall project planning, scheduling and management, and public consultation. 

They provided the principal urban planning and landscape architecture knowledge for this project. Stephen 

White, a licensed Landscape Architect with history of working on Windsor’s riverfront, was brought in as a 

sub-consultant by Bezaire to provide input on the planting and landscape design elements of the project. 

Architecttura Inc. offered input on project elements of an architectural design nature. They also provided 

conceptual design services related to the visioning of key project elements (i.e., the ‘Beacons’). 

SURVEY APPROACH 

The survey approach generally followed the tasks as outlined in the project proposal. The following highlights 

the main activities that were completed over the course of this assignment: 

• A Project Start-up Meeting was held with the designated City Administration Steering Committee to 

confirm the work plan and to facilitate the transfer of relevant background information. 
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• The Project Team completed a thorough review of the CRIP document and its associated images, 

and summarized the extent to which the originally-proposed design elements have been 

implemented to date. Significant deviations from the original master plan were identified. 

• Aerial photography was commissioned to document the current condition of the entire Central 

Riverfront area. Site visits were made to confirm and record the current state of various features 

within each segment. 

• A list of CRIP elements yet to be implemented was compiled. Each element was reviewed for the 

potential benefits of implementing the element as envisioned in the original CRIP document. 

• A list of new project opportunities that may not have been included or envisioned in the original 

CRIP study (or were envisioned in a different form or location) was compiled, and the potential 

benefits, impacts, issues and challenges associated with each opportunity were identified. 

• An initial assessment of all major development features (i.e., marina, pedestrian crossings, Beacons) 

was completed to a conceptual level of detail. Variations for the design and location of each 

element were explored and the advantages, disadvantages, and issues associated with each were 

identified. Preliminary images were prepared to illustrate the current vision of major development 

features. 

• Display material was created for presentation at public Open Houses. The information was also 

compiled in electronic form for presentation on the City of Windsor’s website. 

• A series of ten public Open Houses / Drop-in Centres were held in coordination with ten previously-

scheduled Ward Meetings, to provide an opportunity for public review and to obtain community 

input. One additional Drop-in Centre was convened at the WFCU Centre to provide opportunity for 

additional feedback. 

• A survey/questionnaire and comment sheet was prepared to facilitate the collection of public input 

and feedback. The survey/questionnaire was distributed at all eleven Open Houses / Drop-in 

Centres and was also made available on the City or Windsor’s website in electronic form. 

• The feedback collected over the course of the Ward Meetings and from the City’s website was 

evaluated and compiled into this report. 

DISPLAY MATERIAL 

Given the plethora of design features that were integrated in the original CRIP document, determining 

what information to present to the public and how best to present it posed a significant challenge to the 

Project Team. A vast amount of information had to be presented in a manner that would educate but not 

overwhelm the public. In addition, the information needed to be displayed in a way that could be clearly 

and succinctly comprehended in the one hour timeframe that had been allotted for each Open House / 

Drop-in Centre, immediately preceding each of the ten scheduled Ward Meetings. 

In the end, it was decided to present the information via a set of ten 4ft x 8ft display panels, 

supplemented with a PowerPoint presentation. Reduced versions of the display panels are attached as 

3 



               

                 

               

                

               

  

                  

                

                

 

                

                

                  

                 

             

               

                 

               

                

           

                 

            

                

               

                

             

          

             

      

               

                  

                 

              

                 

               

                  

             

Appendix 1, for reference purposes. The following summarizes the information that was contained on 

each of the ten display panels, and provides a brief explanation concerning the purpose and objective of 

each: 

• Introduction Panel (1) – The ‘Introduction’ display panel consisted of an 8 foot long reproduction of 

the site plan that was generated during the original CRIP study, along with information panes that 

generally explained CRIP and introduced attendees to the purpose of the Open House / Drop-in 

Centre. 

The original site plan was modified slightly to highlight the features that were to be included in each 

of the nine park segments that comprised the original CRIP study area. The introduction panes 

provided a general explanation of what CRIP is, its principal purpose, and the reasons for seeking 

public input. 

• Riverfront Segment Panels (2 through 4) – The first of these three panels included another 8 foot 

reproduction of the site plan, juxtaposed with a ribbon of aerial photographs that were taken on 

October 8, 2013. The bottom half of panels 2 through 4 contained reproductions of the 9 individual 

site plans that were included in the CRIP document. The site plans, which presented the features 

contained within each segment, were highlighted to identify those project components that have 

already been completed or otherwise realized to date. An intermingled ribbon of aerial and at-

grade photographs was presented along the bottom of each panel as a visual reference for the more 

prominent features occurring within each riverfront segment. A list of features was also provided 

for each segment to distinguish those site features and design elements that existed prior to CRIP 

and those that have been completed since CRIP was adopted by Council. 

These panels were intended to provide a quick overview of the extent to which CRIP has been 

implemented, and an overview of the elements yet to be implemented. 

• Key Project Elements / Features / Issues Panels (5 through 10) - The remaining six display panels 

presented specific project elements, site features, and issues that were perceived to be of greater 

interest, in terms of their impact on future development of the Central Riverfront area. These 

focused topics were presented under 11 headings, namely: Beacons, Connectivity to the South, 

Riverside Drive Walkability, Municipal Marina, Commercial Development, Lighting, Tree Planting, 

Playgrounds, Water Features, Parking and Future Projects. Specific questions about each topic were 

introduced, which tied directly into the survey/questionnaire. 

Whenever possible, the imagery presented in the original CRIP document was used to illustrate the 

specific issue or topic. However, it was felt that additional imagery would be needed to “paint the 

picture” in a manner that would allow the public to readily comprehend what was envisioned in the 

CRIP document. Additional imagery was generated either by photographing local features found in 

other areas of the City or County, or by mining photographs of real world examples from the 

internet. Through this process, satisfactory imagery was obtained for the large majority of the 

topics. 

In the case of the Beacons, it was felt that the public needed more information in order to 

understand the purpose, function, and design premise of the Beacons - and more importantly, how 
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they provide the framework for the overall park master plan. Although the CRIP document 

provided several conceptual design renderings of these principal park components, it was decided 

that the development of several additional Beacon “examples” would better demonstrate their 

potential impact on the overall identity of the Central Riverfront area. In addition, having due 

regard for some of the developments that have occurred over the past 13 years, it seemed 

appropriate to gauge the public’s general receptiveness to implementing adjustments to the original 

Beacon characteristics and locations. To this end, renderings were developed for four new 

variations to the original “Beacon” concept, namely: Arts Beacon, Water Beacon, City Beacon and 

Dawn Beacon. 

CRIP depicted several pedestrian underpasses and overpasses to serve as alternatives to crossing 

Riverside Drive at street level. Within the past year, a proposal to construct an underpass between 

Bruce Avenue and Janette Avenue stimulated significant public reaction. This topic was addressed 

during the current review process. As in the case of the Beacons, the provision of additional 

information was deemed necessary to properly educate the public on the purpose, function, and 

potential design characteristics of such features. Diagrams were prepared to compare the 

functional differences between street level crossings, pedestrian bridges and pedestrian tunnels. 

Photographs of local bridges and underpasses were supplemented with some real world examples 

mined from the internet. 

The issue of the walkability of Riverside Drive was reviewed. The original visions contained in CRIP 

for improvements to the pedestrian spaces along Riverside Drive were presented. In addition, the 

concept of narrowing Riverside Drive to two lanes was proposed. To this end, preliminary visual 

studies and imagery that had been previously prepared by Architecturra was incorporated into the 

display material. 

The original CRIP document incorporated the proposed Windsor Downtown Marina, which had 

been planned for the area immediately east of Glengarry Avenue in the early to mid-1990s. A 

second potential marina site located west of Dieppe park was identified in 2009, during preparation 

of the Downtown Canal and Marina Feasibility Study. In order to gauge the public’s receptiveness 

to the development of a marina within the downtown area, these two facilities were presented as 

options. 

The remaining focused topics of Commercial Development, Lighting, Tree Planting, Playgrounds, 

Water Features, Parking and Future Projects were addressed simply by presenting photographs of 

local examples of photographs obtained from the internet. 

In addition to the display panels, a PowerPoint presentation was assembled to present supplementary 

information to the public - including historical riverfront photographs, shoreline construction 

photographs, and additional views of the Beacon renderings. 

PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE / DROP-IN CENTRES 

At the outset of this assignment, it was decided that ten public Open Houses or Drop-in Centres would be 

held in combination with the ten pre-scheduled Ward Meetings, to provide the general public with an 
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opportunity to review the display materials and obtain input from the Project Team and City 

Administration. One additional public Drop-in Centre was held at the WCFU Centre toward the end of the 

public consultation process. The following table presents the specific dates, times and locations of the 

eleven Open Houses / Drop-in Centres: 

Meeting Date Time Location 

Ward 1 Nov. 14 6-7 pm South Windsor Arena 

Ward 2 Nov. 7 6-7 pm McKenzie Hall 

Ward 3 Nov. 13 6-7 pm 400 City Hall Square 

Ward 4 Nov. 19 6-7 pm Caboto Club 

Ward 5 Oct. 29 6-7 pm Most Precious Blood Church 

Ward 6 Nov. 26 6-7 pm WFCU Collavino Hall 

Ward 7 Dec. 4 6-7 pm Forest Glade Arena 

Ward 8 Nov. 27 6-7 pm Croatian Centre 

Ward 9 Nov. 5 6-7 pm Windsor Christian Fellowship 

Ward 10 Oct. 30 6-7 pm Lajeunesse High school 

Additional Venue Nov. 30 3:30-6:30 pm WFCU Centre Community Rink 

Concourse 

At each venue, the public was encouraged to complete a questionnaire and comment sheet that had 

been prepared by the Project Team to facilitate the collection and evaluation of public input. All of the 

project display information, as well as the questionnaire, were made available online on the City of 

Windsor’s website. 
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SURVEY RESULTS (Public Input Received) 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

The following three sections of this report present the results of the survey / questionnaire that was 

distributed at the Open Houses / Drop-in Centres to solicit feedback from the public. The survey results 

and comments presented herein also include input received via the City’s website (where the survey / 

questionnaire was also posted), and from individual correspondence that was received from concerned 

members of the public. 

A large number of comments were received from the public over the course of this consultation process. It 

would be impractical to include them all as part of this report. The Project Team has endeavoured in the 

following sections to include a list of comments that are representative of the overall feedback that was 

received. For reference purposes, a complete record of the surveys, comments, and correspondence 

received has been appended to this report in electronic (DVD) form (see Appendix 3). 

In reviewing the results presented herein, it should also be noted that although this process was successful 

in obtaining input from a broad cross-section of the local community (in terms of age, gender, and 

location), it does not necessarily represent the views and opinions of the community as a whole. 

Nevertheless, it is hoped that the information presented in the following Sections of this report will help to 

clarify the will of the people of Windsor with regard to the ongoing development of their Central Riverfront 

park system. 

The survey results are documented as follows: 

SECTION A – Background 

SECTION B – Development to Date 

SECTION C – Special Issues Needing Review and Public Input 

• Use and Placement of Beacons as a framework for the Central Riverfront Area 

• Connectivity to the South across Riverside Drive 

• Riverside Drive Walkability 

• Parking 

• Municipal Marina 

• Commercial Development on Riverside Drive 

• Lighting 

• Tree Planting on the Riverfront 

• Playgrounds 

• Use of Water Features 

• Future Projects 
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SECTION A: Background 

Questions 1 through 3 were intended to obtain demographic information pertaining to users of the Central 

Riverfront Area. Questions 4 through 7 solicited information pertaining to usage frequency and activities. 

Question 8 invited respondents to offer any additional comments regarding their historic or desired use of the 

Central Riverfront Area. 

1. In which ward do you live? 

Response 

Count 

60 

52 

81 

118 

50 

62 

74 

23 

30 

29 

57 

Ward 1 

Ward 2 

Ward 3 

Ward 4 

Ward 5 

Ward 6 

Ward 7 

Ward 8 

Ward 9 

Ward 10 

Essex County 

Answered Question 

No Comment 

Response 

Percent 

9% 

8% 

13% 

18% 

8% 

10% 

12% 

4% 

5% 

4% 

9% 

636 

29 

2. What is your gender? 

Male 

Female 

Response 

Percent 

Response 

Count 

Answered Question 

No Comment 

60% 

40% 

395 

264 

659 

6 

3. Which of the following best describes you? 

Response 

Percent 

Response 

Count 

Teenager (13-19) 

Young Adult (20-35) 

Adult (36 to 59) 

Senior (60 and over) 

Answered Question 

No Comment 

2% 

36% 

35% 

27% 

15 

240 

227 

175 

657 

8 
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4. Approximately how many times have you visited the Windsor Central Riverfront Area in the last year? 

Response Response 

Percent Count 

Once or twice 

Three to Five Times 

Once a Month 

Weekly or Daily 

10% 61 

24% 160 

26% 171 

40% 264 

Answered Question 656 

No Comment 9 

5. How did you travel to and from the Central Riverfront Area? 

Response 

Percent 

Response 

Count 

Walk/Run 

Bike/Scooter 

Public Transit 

Private Car 

Answered Question 

No Comment 

27% 

18% 

4% 

51% 

246 

161 

36 

461 

664 

1 

6. What was your reason for going to the Central Riverfront Area? – check off as many as apply. 

Out for a Walk 

Launch a Boat 

Visit Bert Weeks Fountain 

Visit Peace Beacon 

Eating Lunch 

Jogging 

Relaxing 

Use Play Area 

Visit Wildflower Garden 

Eat/drink at Peace Beacon Bistro 

Biking 

“People Watching" 

Fishing 

Watching Boats on River 

Passing through as Transportation Corridor 

Roller Blading 

Visiting Sculpture Garden 

Visiting Memorials 

Response 

Percent 

70% 

3% 

15% 

16% 

28% 

17% 

56% 

14% 

17% 

13% 

33% 

38% 

4% 

43% 

19% 

9% 

34% 

17% 

Response 

Count 

467 

20 

102 

104 

183 

110 

373 

91 

115 

84 

217 

250 

29 

285 

127 

57 

224 

110 

Attending an event at Festival Plaza 61% 402 

665 Answered Question 

0No Comment 
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7. At what times of the day do you normally visit the Central Riverfront Area? – Check as many as apply. 

Response Response 

Percent Count 

Early Morning 

Late Morning 

Lunch Time 

20% 132 

28% 187 

31% 206 

Afternoon 73% 485 

Evening 66% 441 

Answered Question 664 

No Comment 1 

8. In the space below, add any information that you would like to share about your use of the Central 

Riverfront Area. 

REPRESENTATIVE COMMENTS 

• (Should consider development similar to) Woods Hole… in Mass. And the “MOTE" in Sarasota Florida. They would work with our 

Great Lakes Institute. They would become an anchor destination and income generating and enhance educational experience. 

• Great place to take out of town guests. 

• I enjoy a passive park setting and watching people and boats pass by. 

• It's the reason I moved from South Windsor to downtown. 

• We need to hurry up and finish it. 

• I want the park to remain a "passive park". No marina, no beacons, no commercialization, and no tunnel or overpass. 

• Since I live in Ward 7, the central riverfront plan is being developed for the future beautification and future reputation in 

recognition of river … which I am in favour of as a world class city … so I may not use these facilities but recognize that this plan 

must go forward and be supported by all citizens of Windsor. 

• Very very beautiful - Love the riverfront. Whatever has been done so far it is very beautiful - City has done a great job! 

• It's a beautiful place for a walk. However, more lighting in the Sculpture Garden area in the evening would be nice. 

• I wish there was somewhere to stop and eat and/or drink along the stretch, besides one bistro. 

• I love it but feel like it needs more trees and shading to help with the heat on hot summer days and make recreation more 

enjoyable. 

• You need something besides parks to keep people down there, you need some shops, restaurants or bars where people can stop 

along the way while they are walking. You can have both commercial and a park like feel. 

• The park is a gorgeous space, and my family would spend more time there if there were more facilities available, such as 

restrooms, snack bars, water fountains and benches in both open and shaded areas. Picnic tables - particularly in the areas around 

the existing play areas - would make it more convenient to bring snacks or a light lunch for the kids and spend the whole day 

there. 

• Love to use it for running. 

• In the last five years I have noticed a dramatic change in the waterfront for the good of the city as a resident of Windsor I'm very 

proud of what we have. 
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• It's calming and relaxing. Peaceful. Keep it that way. 

• There is a lack of linking the riverfront to the south, re bike lanes...there is too. 

• There is no need for improvement. Spend dollars for budget on some other parks. Enough spent on Riverfront Already! 

• I would love to see more natural coastline restored to the area. It would benefit both the species who live in the area, as well as 

families and citizens who enjoy nature. 

• I believe having a boardwalk/market/cafes would make it more appealing to more people. I have visited many riverfront areas 

around the world and they all have a lot to offer both tourists and locals, we have only a walking/biking path and a few sculptures. 

Cafes/markets would appeal to more people to sit and enjoy the view with a glass of wine or a coffee and have a meal or snack. The 

bistro that is there does not appeal to anyone I have spoken to.....the menu is too limited and the view is of the parking lot, hardly 

appealing....... 

• My child loves the play ground. As family we get out a few times a week by the riverside and walk. Like the bistro but it is empty - and 

really enjoy benches for breaks. Wish there is more garbage cans and more police to drive by. Very fortunate to have nice river front. 

• I love the riverfront trail, but as a sailor, would love to have somewhere to tie up downtown. 

• It's awesome the way it is. 

• outdoor fitness 

• My lady and I use the riverfront as much as possible. I wish there was a marina there and skate park! 

• I would like to see less sculptures and more interesting/interactive things by the river. Restaurants, cafe, bistro something to draw 

the youth (the cities future). 

• Keep it peaceful park...no buildings. 

ANALYSIS 

WHO RESPONDED TO THE SURVEY? 

Approximately 665 people responded to the survey either in whole or part. Of these, 441 responded on-line 

and 224 completed the paper survey. Some on-line respondents attended an Open House prior to completing 

the survey while others utilized the information on the City of Windsor website as background. 

Responses were received from all wards with the lowest response (4 or 5 percent) from Wards 8, 9 and 10 and 

the highest from Ward 4 (19 percent). Nine percent of the respondents declared Essex County as their place of 

residence. We note that while the Ward 7 Open House was not held in conjunction with a Ward Meeting (there 

being no Ward Councillor at the time), attendance at the Open House was reasonably equivalent to adjacent 

wards. 
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Sixty percent of the respondents were male. The respondents consisted primarily of young adults (20 to 35 yrs. 

of age), adults (36 to 59 yrs. of age) and seniors (60 and over). There were no children (12 and under) and 

about 15 responses from teenagers (13 to 19 yrs. of age). 

Most of the surveys completed on paper were filled out fully, although some people skipped the odd question if 

they had no particular opinion. For example, some people said they had no children so didn’t have an opinion 

with regard to playgrounds, while others had no opinion on parking because they didn’t drive. 

Unfortunately, many people completing the on-line survey didn’t complete the entire survey, opting instead to 

end somewhere between questions 13 and 23. Approximately 225 of the 440 on-line respondents completed 

the whole survey. 

Results show that the majority of respondents attending the ward meetings and completing the survey on paper 

were seniors. We might conclude anecdotally that the age range would be similar to people drawn to the ward 

meetings. The age range of people completing the on-line survey was somewhat younger. 

HOW OFTEN AND WHEN DO THEY USE THE PARK? 

When asked how often they visited the Central Riverfront Area in the last year, fully two-thirds visited at least 

once a month, with 40 percent visiting at least once a week. 

Most people use the park in the afternoon (73 percent) and evening (66 percent). A third or less of the 

respondents use the park in the early or late morning or at lunch time. 

HOW DO THEY GET THERE? 

Almost 70 percent of the respondents used a private car to get to and from the park, while many chose to walk, 

run or bike to the park. Only about 5 percent of the respondents used public transit. About 19 percent of 

respondents visited by passing through the park - either walking, running, or bike riding on their way to 

someplace else. 

WHY DO THEY GO? 

Currently, the park is used mostly for passive activities such as being “out for a walk” (70 percent), “relaxing” 

(56 percent), “watching boats on the river” (43 percent) or “people watching” (38 percent). 

About 61 percent of respondents were slightly more active by “attending an event at the festival plaza”. More 

active pursuits such as “jogging” (17 percent of respondents) or “roller blading” (9 percent of respondents) are 

much less common. Almost 34 percent of respondents have visited the Sculpture Garden. One respondent 

commented that the park was a great place to take out-of-town guests. Another noted that while they live 

some distance from the riverfront and don’t use it often, they recognize development of the park as part of the 

overall work of making Windsor a “world class city” and notes that the plan “must go forward and be supported 

by all citizens of Windsor”. Others found the park to be “boring” and “too passive”. 
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CONCLUSION 

In general, the response to the survey appears to be a good sampling of the community, with respondents 

representing all wards and age groups. Most respondents have visited the park and continue to do so on a 

regular basis. When there, they typically enjoy passive pursuits and use the area to relax. Others, run, walk, or 

roller blade while still others pass through the park on their way to someplace else. 

Many of the respondents have attended events at the festival plaza or have visited the sculpture garden. In 

general, some respondents clearly want the park to continue supporting passive activities, while others lament 

the fact that there are “few things to do”. 

Generally, the park is considered large enough to be able to provide a generous mix of passive and active 

spaces. In the opinion of the Project Team, this approach has the best potential to offer something within the 

Central Riverfront Area to meet most peoples’ stated preferences and needs. In the long-standing debates 

regarding whether the Central Riverfront park system should be “active” or “passive”, “green” or “developed”, 

“treed” or “open”, there need not be winners and losers. The park is large enough to provide all of the above, 

and that is what has been included in the CRIP document. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. That the City of Windsor continue to provide a mix of passive and active development as part of the overall 

Implementation Plan for the Central Riverfront Area. 
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SECTION B: Development to Date 

Questions 9 through 11 solicited information pertaining to user satisfaction with the quality and function of the 

development that has occurred to date.  Question 10 invited respondents to offer any additional comments 

regarding the riverfront development that has occurred since the CRIP document was published. 

9.  How satisfied are you with the site elements completed to date? 

Very Satisfied 
90% 

Satisfied 

Not Satisfied 

Answered Question 

No Comment 

Response Response 

Percent Count 

28% 160 

62% 352 

10% 58 

570 

95 

10.  How satisfied are you with the aesthetic quality of the site elements completed to date? 

Very Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Not Satisfied 

88% 

Answered Question 

No Comment 

Response Response 

Percent Count 

26% 148 

62% 351 

12% 65 

564 

101 

11.  How satisfied are you with the functionality of the site elements completed to date? 

Very Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Not Satisfied 

82% 

Answered Question 

No Comment 

Response Response 

Percent Count 

20% 108 

62% 346 

18% 99 

553 

112 

12.  In the space below, provide any additional comments about the riverfront development that has 

happened since the report was published in 2000. 

REPRESENTATIVE COMMENTS 

• I am very satisfied with the memorial.  The riverwalk is beautifully done.  We need another Children's Themed Playground and an 

east and west water feature (splash pad).  The wild flower garden and shoreline improvements are nicely done.  The festival plaza 

is great and could be used for three seasons.  What is done is well done and a great framework.  The space has a personality. 

• The festival plaza is a wasteland.  It desperately needs trees and other greenery.  Perhaps also a water feature. 

• Insufficient year-round washrooms! 
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