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ABSTRACT

For the past century, streets have evolved into a space for automobile travel, rather a
public space for people to walk and socialize. Temporary street interventions have
historically contributed to the development of cities, which initially began as a grassroots
initiative. There is potential to reimagine streets as welcoming spaces for pedestrians
using temporary street interventions to pilot creative solutions.

This research used a case study approach to explore how temporary street interventions
are implemented across seven Canadian cases to improve pedestrian experiences.
Temporary street conversions, temporary street closures, and temporary neighbourhood
installations were specifically examined to identify the key lessons learned that are
applicable to other municipalities interested in pursuing similar projects.

A project documentation review, policy review, and semi-structured interviews were used
to collect primary and secondary data for each case. The intervention objectives,
evaluation methods, types of implementation support, challenges, and outcomes were
explored and analyzed against the literature reviewed.

The following key lessons were derived from the case findings and analysis: (1)
maintaining momentum throughout the project is crucial to retain public and political
interest; (2) political endorsement plays a crucial role in obtaining project approvals; (3)
collecting data prior to, during, and after the project permits a more comprehensive
evaluation of the intervention; (4) early engagement with stakeholders and approval
authorities facilitates mutual trust and understanding; (5) interventions should be tailored
to its surrounding businesses and vice versa; (6) a stewardship plan should be created to
ensure the space is welcoming during and after the intervention; (7) there is opportunity
to use temporary street interventions to inform policy revisions and creations; and (8)
interventions should be evaluated based on the fulfillment of their objectives rather than
public reception.
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11 Research Background

Temporary urban interventions have contributed to how cities have been designed for a
long time, even before the establishment of planning as a profession (Crump, 2020; Lydon
& Garcia, 2015). Historically, temporary urban interventions have been implemented by
individuals or small local groups; however, other agencies such as governments,
businesses, and organizations are increasingly interested in using them as mechanisms to
address rapid change and uncertainty (Bragaglia & Rossignolo, 2021; Crump, 2020;
Wortham-Galvin, 2013).

As cities rapidly develop under emerging environmental, economic, and social pressures,
streets have evolved as a means of travel for automobiles rather than as people-first
public spaces (Rossitti et al., 2023; Sadik-Khan & Solomonow, 2017). In light of the
plethora of temporary urban interventions initiated by municipalities in response to the
COVID-19 pandemic (Stevens & Dovey, 2022), there is potential to use these projects to
reimagine streets as welcoming spaces for pedestrians. Further research on how
government agencies may implement and evaluate temporary urban interventions is
warranted (Bragaglia & Rossignolo, 2021; Finn, 2014; Silva, 2016).

The scope of this research focuses on temporary urban interventions initiated by
municipalities, specifically those pertaining to streets. A more refined research scope
permits a more comprehensive analysis of a specific type of temporary urban
intervention. A case study approach was chosen to analyze seven temporary street
interventions across Canada.

1.2 Definitions

This section outlines some key terms used in this report, provides definitions and, if
applicable, alternative terms depending on locational contexts.

Temporary street interventions refer to time-limited modifications to streets that allow
flexible and rapid implementation. Examples include temporary vehicular road closures,
temporary street pedestrianizations, and temporary dedicated cycling lanes.

Temporary street interventions are a form of ‘temporary urban interventions’, which is a
broader umbrella term used to describe small-scale, flexible, and temporary modifications
or additions that are often implemented rapidly to enhance spaces. Examples include
pop-up parks and temporary street paint (Finn, 2014; Krmpotic & Séitaroci, 2022; Lydon &
Garcia, 2015; Senger et al., 2021; Silva, 2016; Wortham-Galvin, 2013). This is further
explored in Chapter 2.

Introduction | 9
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Business Improvement Zones (BIZs) are boards usually consisting of commercial
property owners and tenants that promote economic development within their designated
areas. They coordinate with the municipality on various maintenance and beautification
efforts such as public realm improvements, waste management, and crime-prevention
initiatives. While Winnipeg uses this term, cities across Canada refer to these boards with
slight variations, which are referenced throughout the report:

e Business Improvement Areas (BIAs) — Generally used in Ontario (e.g., ByWard
Market BIA), Alberta, and British Columbia (e.g., Downtown Vancouver BIA,
Downtown Kelowna Association, respectively); and

e Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) — Generally used in Nova Scotia (e.g.,
Downtown Halifax Business Commission) (City of Calgary, n.d.-a; City of Toronto,
2017; City of Vancouver, n.d.-c; City of Winnipeg, n.d.).

End Users / Users refer to the people who are using and engaging with the intervention.

Light Rail Transit (LRT) refers to a form of rapid transportation powered by electricity,
where trains operate on a segregated track separate from vehicular traffic. Among the
cities discussed in this report, Vancouver, Edmonton, Calgary, and Ottawa have
operational LRTs, while Hamilton has a planned LRT (City of Hamilton, 2024).

Parklets refer to a transformed parking space that are repurposed it into spaces for
people, such as seating, vegetation, and bicycle parking (City of Vancouver, n.d.-d).

Programming refers to planning and initiating events and activities within a space to
encourage social interactions and prolong the stay of visitors, such as organizing live
music along streets.

Shared Streets or ‘woonerfs’ refer to streets where all modes of transportation share the
same roadway with no spatial separation between transportation modes. They are
generally used in areas with high pedestrian traffic and low vehicle volumes with the
intent of increasing traffic awareness for all users (National Association of City
Transportation Officials & Global Designing Cities Initiative [NACTO], 2016; Valley
Transportation Authority, n.d.).

What We Heard Reports are documents that summarize the public engagement process,
key findings, and feedback heard. They are also sometimes referred to as ‘As We Heard It
Reports’ (Ministry of Water, Land and Resource Stewardship, 2023).

Introduction | 10
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1.3 Research Questions

The proposed research seeks to answer the following questions:

(1) What types of temporary street interventions aimed at improving the pedestrian
experience have been implemented in Canadian cities?

(2) How have the implementation of temporary street interventions been supported
across different projects (e.g., through policies, financial incentives or grants,
technical analyses, etc.)?

(3) What are the differences between how temporary street interventions have been
evaluated in relation to their objectives across different projects?

(4) What are the key lessons learned from the implementation of temporary street
interventions?

1.4 Report Format

This report begins with an overview of the research questions and background
information on temporary urban interventions, followed by an outline of the selected
research methods. The third chapter consists of a comprehensive review of the existing
literature and the role temporary urban interventions play in planning. The fourth chapter
provides background information on each of the selected cases prior to collectively
exploring the case findings derived from project documentation, planning policies, and
interviews in the fifth chapter. This report concludes with an analysis of the key findings
and considerations for future research directions.

Introduction | 11
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LITERATURE REVIEW

The purpose of this chapter is to review the existing literature and academic research
regarding the implications of temporary urban interventions and evaluation methods.
While the focus of this research is on temporary street interventions, temporary urban
interventions will be examined more broadly in the literature review to develop a more
holistic understanding.

This chapter first discusses the history and various terms used to describe temporary
urban interventions. Its benefits, drawbacks and limitations are examined next, followed
by an overview of the various types of project approaches. The fourth section explores
the evaluation frameworks, assessment metrics, and data collection methods used, as
well as its associated challenges. Lastly, this chapter concludes with the identified
literature gaps and a summary of the key literature findings.

Literature Review | 12
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2.1 Background Context

Over the past century, many terms have been used to describe temporary urban
interventions. Their core defining characteristics are generally agreed to be small-scale,
temporary, flexible, and rapidly-implemented interventions intended to enhance spaces
(Finn, 2014; Krmpotic & Séitaroci, 2022; Lydon & Garcia, 2015; Senger et al., 2021; Silva,
2016; Wortham-Galvin, 2013). However, there is no consensus on a single definition due
to the inherent ambiguity behind the meaning of ‘temporary’ and the numerous
overlapping terminologies and movements (Arefi & Tayyebi, Amir, 2023; Coppens et al.,
2021; Wortham-Galvin, 2013).

2.1.1 History

To better understand the term ‘temporary urban intervention’ and its associated
vocabulary, its origins and evolution over time should be explored. Some of the earliest
recorded implementations of temporary urban interventions include the introduction of
‘Play Streets’ in New York City in 1914, ‘Open Streets’ in Seattle in 1965, and ‘Ciclovia’ at
Bogota, Columbia in 1974 (Silva, 2016). All three examples involve a form of temporary
street closures that restrict vehicular access and encourage active transportation.

Beginning from the 1950s, temporary occupations of spaces were often initiated by
individuals or small local groups as a form of political activism and protest to highlight
social issues (Bragaglia & Rossignolo, 2021; Finn, 2014; Silva, 2016). These initiatives
coincide with the emergence of planning as a distinct profession and a divergence from
the modernistic, technological, and top-down approach to planning at the time (Finn,
2014).

While temporary urban interventions were still viewed as informal practice by the early
2000s, they were widely implemented and encouraged to revitalize underused or vacant
spaces (Bragaglia & Rossignolo, 2021; Finn, 2014; Krmpotic & Séitaroci, 2022). The two
major contributors to its increase in popularity in recent times are the 2008 economic
recession and the rise of social media and the internet. As public funding for new
infrastructure and amenities decreased significantly following the economic recession,
citizens attempted to fill the void with temporary urban interventions to improve public
spaces (Lehtovuori & Ruoppila, 2012; Lydon & Garcia, 2015; Wortham-Galvin, 2013). The
increased usage of social media allowed users to share the projects online and provide
instant feedback (Camocini et al., 2020; Finn, 2014; Lehtovuori & Ruoppila, 2012; Lydon &
Garcia, 2015; Wortham-Galvin, 2013).

The early 2010s also marked the birth of the term ‘tactical urbanism’ in the US (Cariello et
al., 2021). The actors involved in temporary urban interventions expanded to include
businesses, organizations, and governments as initiatives increased in scale (Bragaglia &

Literature Review | 13
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Rossignolo, 2021; Silva, 2016; Stevens & Dovey, 2022; Wortham-Galvin, 2013).
Institutionalized temporary urban interventions have proliferated in popularity over the
past decade, especially in light of the COVID-19 pandemic (Stevens & Dovey, 2022).
Given the notable evolutions of temporary urban interventions over a relatively short
duration, they should be represented as a spectrum rather than a single, static definition
(Lydon & Garcia, 2015).

2.1.2 Spectrum of Temporary Urban Interventions

Many terms used to describe temporary urban interventions are frequently used
interchangeably across literature such as ‘guerrilla urbanism’, ‘DIY (do-it-yourself)
urbanism’, ‘tactical urbanism’, and ‘temporary urbanism’ (Bragaglia & Rossignolo, 2021;
Coppens et al., 2021; Douglas, 2018; Krmpotic & Séitaroci, 2022; Stevens & Dovey, 2022;
Wortham-Galvin, 2013). Table 2.1 synthesizes the most commonly cited terms.

In efforts to better define and categorize temporary urban interventions, many typologies
have also been developed using various criteria such as:

e Theintent (Silva, 2016);

e The location and its physical condition (Lehtovuori & Ruoppila, 2012);

e The temporariness (Bragaglia & Rossignolo, 2021; Stevens & Dovey, 2022);

e The actor(s) (Bragaglia & Rossignolo, 2021; Lydon & Garcia, 2015); and

¢ Whether the intervention circumvents any planning and permitting regulations
(Lydon & Garcia, 2015).

Given the increase in institutionalized temporary urban interventions over the past
decade and the COVID-19 pandemic (Stevens & Dovey, 2022), it is imperative to
distinguish this emerging form of initiatives to better inform the direction of future
research (Zhang & Andres, 2020). This also aligns with the focus of this research on how
temporary urban interventions are applied to streets with the intention of becoming
permanent. Some unsanctioned interventions such as pop-up gardens may eventually
transition into sanctioned, permanent implementations such as community gardens
(Lydon & Garcia, 2015; Stevens & Dovey, 2022; Wortham-Galvin, 2013).

Literature Review | 14



Table 2.1

Synthesis of Terminologies Defining Temporary Urban Interventions

Guerrilla Urbanism

DIY (Do-It-Yourself)
Urbanism

Tactical Urbanism

Temporary Urbanism

Definition Referred to as an Referred to as spontaneous, Referred to as short-term, Refers to the interim occupation
“insurgent spatial practice small-scale design low-cost, flexible, and and usage of space to revitalize
against the prevailing social interventions to solve scalable interventions vacant and underutilized areas;
and political conditions” everyday urban issues and intended to invoke long-term term most commonly used in
and challenges institutional improve the quality of life for change; term most commonly  Europe (Madanipour, 2017;
and planning authorities in ~ communities (Douglas, 2018; used in North America (Lydon  Stevens & Dovey, 2022; Zhang &
response to desire for Finn, 2014). & Garcia, 2015; Stevens & Andres, 2020).
change (Hou, 2010, 2020). Dovey, 2022).

Actors Initiated by individuals or Initiated by individuals or small Initiated by individuals, small Initiated by individuals, small

small local groups (Hou,
2010).

local groups (Finn, 2014;
Douglas, 2018).

local groups, businesses,
organizations, or governments
(Lydon & Garcia, 2015).

local groups, businesses,
organizations, or governments
(Madanipour, 2017).

Sanctioned or
unsanctioned

Unsanctioned (Hou, 2010).

Unsanctioned (Finn, 2014).

May be sanctioned or
unsanctioned (Lydon & Garcia,
2015).

May be sanctioned or
unsanctioned (Bragaglia &
Rossignolo, 2021).

Temporary or Usually temporary (Hou, Intended to be temporary, Intended to be temporary with  Intended to be temporary
permanent 2010). although they may inspire intentions to be permanent (Bishop & Williams, 2012; Stevens
permanent interventions (Finn, (Lydon & Garcia, 2015). & Dovey, 2022).
2014).
Similar Autonomous geographies Pop-up urbanism (Harris, Participatory urbanism Temporary use (Lehtovuori &
adjacent terms (Pickerill & Chatterton, 2015; Rossitti et al., 2023) (Wortham-Galvin, 2013) Ruoppila, 2012), temporary city

2006)

(Bishop & Williams, 2012),
transient urbanism (Pinard, 2020)

Note. The key terms (columns) found in literature are compared against other terms using different metrics (rows).
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2.2 Benefits and Drawbacks

Traditionally, the primary, underlying intent of temporary urban interventions is to improve
spaces, businesses, and the quality of life of residents (Bishop & Williams, 2012; Hou,
2020; Lydon & Garcia, 2015). However with the expanded range of actors involved, there
is also a greater variety of motivations and objectives behind such projects. Bragaglia and
Rossignolo (2021) categorizes these actors into three categories: civil society (e.g.,
citizens, neighbourhood associations, artists), private actors (e.g., developers,
businesses, investors), and public actors (e.g., municipalities, planning authorities, public
agencies) (p. 376). Prior to analyzing the benefits, drawbacks, and implications of
temporary urban interventions, it is key to first examine the interests of actor groups
(illustrated in Table 2.2) to develop a more comprehensive understanding of why these
interventions are initiated (Bragaglia & Rossignolo, 2021; Stevens & Dovey, 2022;
Wortham-Galvin, 2013).

Table 2.2

Interests of Different Actor Groups

Civil Society

Creativity and social
innovation

Participation

Development of new ideas
Free or cheap rents
Improvement of the sense
of community
Demonstrate the need for
change in existing
infrastructure or policies

Public Actors

Public engagement tool for

longer-term projects
Partial solution to urban
issues

Pilot new uses and design
concepts prior to long-
term implementation
Relatively cheaper
transformation of spaces
Reconversion of vacant
areas

Economic growth

Private Actors

Pilot new uses and design

concepts prior to long-
term implementation
Public engagement tool for
longer-term projects
Preservation of an area
Attraction of people
Deterring illegal
occupations

Increase in property value
Placemaking

Economic growth

Note. A table summarizing key motivations behind each group of actors involved in temporary urban
interventions, adopted from Bragaglia and Rossignolo (2021) and Lydon and Garcia (2015).

2.2.1 Benefits

Temporary urban interventions are a means for civil society to cost effectively make
small-scale, locally appropriate improvements to underutilized public spaces using simple
construction methods (Stevens & Dovey, 2022; Finn, 2014). For example, two case
studies found that temporary street transformations in Italy encouraged people to spend
more time in public spaces, created more opportunities for social interaction, and
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improved safety for pedestrians through an analysis of survey responses and traffic
counts. (Senger et al., 2021).

Temporary urban interventions provide an opportunity for private actors to repurpose
vacant private lots as well. This may in turn increase property values, prevent loitering,
and attract tourists and traffic (Lehtovuori & Ruoppila, 2012; Bragaglia & Rossignolo, 2021;
Silva, 2016). For instance, property owners may generate additional income by leasing
land for the installation of temporary urban interventions that would otherwise be unused
(Lehtovuori & Ruoppila, 2012; Madanipour, 2018). This is another example of an
opportunity for greater collaboration between actors such as business improvement areas
(‘BIA) and neighbourhood associations (Senger et al., 2021; Lehtovuori & Ruoppila, 2012).
When both actors are engaged in the process from the start, it helps facilitate the
identification of shared interests and a more transparent partnership. (Bragaglia &
Rossignolo, 2021).

The increased collaboration between civil society and private actors is also seen as
beneficial in the eyes of public actors, most notably for planning authorities, as it
increases accessibility and encourages public involvement with planning processes
(Stevens et al., 2023). Due to the short-term nature of temporary urban interventions,
they may be employed quickly to respond to rapidly changing social, environmental, and
economic circumstances with low economic commitments.

Temporary urban interventions also allow planning authorities to experiment with more
creative, radical strategies to address systemic social issues with reduced financial and
political risk (Bragaglia & Rossignolo, 2021; Silva, 2016; Zhang & Andres, 2020). They
provide exposure to new design possibilities and allow users to experience the proposed
design in-person and evaluate it critically (Sadik-Khan & Solomonow, 2017; Stevens &
Dovey, 2022). The real-time public feedback received may be used to inform incremental
improvements or next steps in the long term, such as design adjustments prior to
permanent implementation, or the abandonment of the project altogether (Stevens &
Dovey, 2022). This level of flexibility and adaptability contrasts with the rigid formal
planning approval process built for permanent uses (Crump, 2020; Finn, 2014).

2.2.2 Criticism and Limitations

While there are many benefits to temporary urban interventions, there are several
critiques found in literature. Since temporary urban interventions inherently go against
formal planning regulations, there are concerns that these initiatives may be used as a
driver for neoliberal deregulation (Douglas, 2018; Hou, 2020) and to undermine long-term
planning strategies (Finn, 2014; Stevens & Dovey, 2022). For instance, temporary urban
interventions have the potential to privatize public spaces (Wortham-Galvin, 2013) in the
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name of economic development and exclude other interest groups (Rossitti et al., 2023;
Senger et al., 2021).

While temporary urban interventions invoke transformative physical modifications to
spaces, they are also criticized for overlooking other systemic issues such as
gentrification, which may further lead to socio-economic segregation and the
displacement of vulnerable populations (Harris, 2015; Hou, 2020; Krmpotic & Séitaroci,
2022; Rossitti et al., 2023; Wortham-Galvin, 2013). For example, Douglas (2018) observed
that parklets are usually located in privileged, affluent areas, where temporary urban
interventions may easily be used as a “placetaking” tool. Such projects, especially led by
planning authorities, also risk becoming highly politicized as a marketing scheme
(Bragaglia & Rossignolo, 2021; Crump, 2020; Hou, 2010; Marko & Lisa, 2022).

Some authors call for the incorporation of temporary solutions into formal planning and
closer collaboration with planning authorities (Finn, 2014; Lydon & Garcia, 2015; Marko &
Lisa, 2022; Rossini, 2021; Senger et al., 2021; Silva, 2016; Wortham-Galvin, 2013), while
others argue that the involvement of planning authorities should be minimized to
maximize user innovation (Lehtovuori & Ruoppila, 2012). However, the academic literature
reviewed generally agree that short-term design projects meant for experimentation are
currently inadequately supported by today’s rigid planning structure, which makes it
difficult to incorporate them into long-term planning policies (Cariello et al., 2021;
Coppens et al., 2021; Finn, 2014; Silva, 2016). One challenge is the difficulty in collecting
empirical evidence on the impacts of temporary urban interventions against ambiguous
metrics such as physical and mental health, social connections, and local economies
(Cariello et al., 2021; Finn, 2014, Stevens et al., 2023; Vecchio et al., 2021).

2.3 Overview of Approaches

There is limited literature that details the steps taken to implement temporary urban
interventions. The reviewed literature generally agrees that temporary urban interventions
are best implemented using the following two approaches:

(1) Initiating interventions that are in compliance with long-term strategic plans,
which are adjusted based on the evaluation of the intervention; and

(2) Using successful community-led interventions to inform larger-scale
infrastructural projects and policies, which would incorporate some level of
community input (Cariello et al., 2021; Finn, 2014; Lehtovuori & Ruoppila, 2012;
Silva, 2016; Stevens & Dovey, 2022; Wohl, 2018).

The general design framework to guide the creation of temporary urban interventions are
summarized in the following five steps:
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(1) Identify and understand the users the intervention serves. This may be done
through researching who would benefit from the intervention and who would not,
who should be involved in the engagement process, and ways to familiarize with
the community;

(2) Identify the root causes to the issues the intervention is intended to address and
choose a project site;

(3) Brainstorm strategies to solve the issues by determining project details such as
its replicability to other contexts, evaluability, and required personnel;

(4) Develop an implementation plan that includes the proposed long-term goal,
evaluation and feedback collection methods, and mitigations to safety risks; and

(5) Build, test, and evaluate the intervention by collecting data and reflecting on the
successes and failures of the project (Davidson, 2013; Lydon & Garcia, 2015).

One key consideration is that the majority of the reviewed literature discussing design
approaches to temporary urban interventions are dated prior to the COVID-19 pandemic.
Since then, public actors have had more opportunities to enhance their implementation
approaches (Cariello et al., 2021, p. 12). Future research will analyze the institutionalized
temporary urban interventions in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, which will likely be
more reflective of the current design approaches for these projects.

2.4 Evaluation Metrics and Methods

While evidence of physical transformations is often apparent, the short-term and long-
term impacts of temporary urban interventions are often not (Lydon & Garcia, 2015).
Sadik-Khan and Solomonow (2017) and NACTO and Global Designing Cities Initiative
(2016) note that using data to critically evaluate these projects is imperative for decision
makers to determine whether it is worthwhile to allocate further funding.

2.4.1 Developing an Evaluation Framework

While there are studies that assess complete streets and public spaces (Hui et al., 2018;
Mehta, 2014; Vecchio et al., 2021), the majority of the academic literature reviewed does
not provide a detailed evaluation framework used to measure the effectiveness of
temporary urban interventions. Many studies have noted that it is difficult to capture
empirical data on the long-term benefits of short-term interventions (Balicka et al., 2021;
Cariello et al., 2021; Rossitti et al., 2023; Stevens et al., 2023). Gray literature sourced
from planning institutions, local governments, and other organizations may have
additional information on this topic.
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NACTO and Global Designing Cities Initiative (2016) developed an evaluation framework
for street interventions with the following four key considerations, which align with other
gray literature that were reviewed (City of Jackson, n.d.; TransLink & Urban Systems,
2020):

(1) Determine the relevant metrics for the project;

(2) Identify existing data and opportunities to collaborate and obtain data from other
actors;

(3) Develop an evaluation strategy performance metrics system by identifying local
priorities and establishing data collection protocols; and

(4) Create a monitoring plan to collect the necessary data before and after the
implementation of the project during different time periods such as time of day and
seasons.

2.4.2 Evaluation Metrics and Data Collection Methods

Various evaluation metrics are used to assess the effectiveness of temporary urban
interventions. NACTO and Global Designing Cities Initiative (2016) organizes evaluation
metrics into three categories: (1) physical and operational changes which are usually more
quantitative in nature; (2) shifts in use and function; and (3) resulting impacts. The last
category describes how the combination of the first two categories impact the general
functionality of the street, which is an imperative consideration for long-term investments.

Table 2.3 provides examples of evaluation metrics used across literature and how to
measure them. However, the project type and objectives determine which metrics are
most relevant. For instance, appropriate metrics for street-based interventions intended
to increase pedestrian traffic include sidewalk measurements of any widened sidewalks,
frequency of pedestrian crossing signals, number of curb extensions, variety of activities,
and pedestrian crossing volumes (NACTO & Global Designing Cities Initiative, 2016).

Some qualitative data collection methods include:

e Field observations — Douglas (2023) noted that he observed end users while
cycling to travel efficiently while allowing easy access to potential interviewees
(Lydon & Garcia, 2015; Stevens et al., 2023);

¢ Photography - This is a good method to document how users interact in the space
before and after the intervention; however, the anonymity of the subjects in photos
are not guaranteed (Douglas, 2023; Lydon & Garcia, 2015);

Literature Review | 20



Table 2.3

Evaluation Framework for Street Interventions

What to Measure

How to Measure
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Example Metrics ‘

local and regional
goals and principles
of public health and
safety, quality of life,
environmental and
economic
sustainability, and
equity.

e Comparative
analysis of census
results

e Environmental
analysis

Measuring The physical and e Before-and-after e Length, width, and area of new
physical operational changes photos and videos and improved sidewalks
and resulting from a e Before-and-after e Length of dedicated transit
operational specific project. plans and sections and/or cycling lanes
changes e Qualitative surveys e Number of additional trees and
of infrastructure street furnishings
quality e Number of accessibility ramps
e Frequency of crossings
e Percentage of residents happy
with specific facilities or
conditions
Measuring  The change in e Before-and-after e Shift in mode share and user
shiftsinuse behaviour and use of photos and videos counts (e.g., traffic data, transit
and the street. Identify e On-site counts and ridership, pedestrian and cyclist
function how and why the observations (note counts, etc.)
street functions locations) e Behavioural changes (e.g., new
differently and e Quantitative or changed non-mobility
measure the level of analysis activities
satisfaction with the Qualitative surveys e Change in average vehicular
changes. speeds
e Number of new uses
e Noise levels
Measuring The extent to which e Quantitative e Property values
greater the project analysis e Percentage of population with
impacts contributes to larger e Qualitative surveys access to public transportation

Perceived quality of life

Road safety (e.g., fatalities and
injuries by location)

Retail sales data

Vehicular speeds

Commercial vacancies

Note. A summary chart on how to evaluate street interventions adapted from NACTO & Global Designing
Cities Initiative (2016) with various evaluation metrics across different literature (Lydon & Garcia, 2015; Rossitti
et al., 2023; Sadik-Khan & Solomonow, 2017; Senger et al., 2021; Stevens et al., 2023; Vecchio et al., 2021).
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¢ Interviews — These may be conducted with a variety of individuals (Stevens et al.,
2023; Lydon & Garcia, 2015); and

e Online surveys - This method has a greater reach of users; however, Stevens et al.
(2023) received limited responses with polarizing feedback.

2.4.3 Challenges in Data Collection and Evaluation

The most commonly cited challenge across the reviewed literature is the difficulty in
collecting data and evaluating short-term interventions that target long-term issues such
as lowering greenhouse gas emissions (Stevens et al., 2023; Cariello et al., 2021; Rossitti
et al., 2023). For instance, Stevens et al. (2023) noted that “the data gathering from
artists and users was an ad hoc trial, not in any way a comprehensive” when evaluating
the economic impacts of temporary urban interventions using ten semi-structured
interviews, an online survey with 24 questions, and filmed field observations. As such, the
implications of temporary urban interventions on long-term municipal planning are largely
unknown (Rossitti et al., 2023).

2.5 Research Gaps in the Literature

Through this literature review, it is apparent that there is a lack of academic research on
how temporary urban interventions are evaluated in terms of achieving long-term
planning goals and adapting to rapid changes using empirical data. This research aims to
provide additional insight on how these projects are assessed in practice.

Further research is needed to determine how planning regulations and policies can
leverage temporary urban interventions as an experimental planning tool without
compromising on long-term planning goals and innovation. With the increasingly diverse
array of actors involved in temporary urban interventions, planning policies and
regulations need to balance the interests, ambitions, and power dynamics between
participants to ensure that long-term public interests are maintained. This research
intends to shed light on whether local planning policies are supportive of various
temporary urban interventions across Canada.

2.6 Summary of Literature Findings

This examination of academic literature has highlighted the strengths and criticism of
temporary urban interventions and identified opportunities and challenges in future
research directions. While these projects are often cited as useful tools to experiment
with innovative design solutions and respond to new urban challenges with relatively
lower financial and political risk, it is also seen as a neoliberal mechanism that threatens
the traditional planning regime and appeals to affluent social groups. Another challenge is
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collecting adequate data to effectively assess the interventions. Despite the consensus in
the reviewed literature to integrate temporary urban interventions into traditional planning
practice as a means to experiment with innovation designs, challenges to do so persist.
The overarching themes identified in this review inform the following research methods
and case findings.
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RESEARCH METHODS

A case study research approach using qualitative research methods was chosen to
explore the seven selected cases of temporary street intervention projects across
Canada. A project documentation review, semi-structured interviews, and policy review
were conducted to collect primary and secondary data. The following chapter outlines the
case study research approach, case selection criteria and process, data collection
methods, and limitations of this research.
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3.1 Case Study Research Approach

A case study is defined as a research approach to develop a comprehensive, in-depth
understanding of a complex topic or phenomenon in relation to its real-world impacts and
is most often used in the social sciences (Crowe et al., 2011). Crowe et al. (2011) identifies
the following as key components of a case study:

(1) Defining the case (through the formation of the research questions outlined in
Section 1.3 and literature review conducted in Chapter 2);

(2) Selecting the cases (using the selection criteria described in this section);

(3) Collecting, analyzing, and interpreting the data (using the data collection methods
explored in Section 3.2); and

(4) Reporting the findings (examined in detail in Chapters 4 and 5).

Temporary street intervention projects were selected and examined to understand the
different social, locational, policy, and financial contexts of various interventions across
Canada. Based on the literature review findings, the following case selection criteria were
developed:

(1) Firstly, the intervention must be located in a Canadian city and initiated by a
municipality to ensure a comprehensive comparison between projects under
similar planning regulations and frameworks.

(2) Secondly, the intervention must involve a temporary physical modification (e.g.,
street closures, addition of flex posts to delineate travel ways, etc.) to at least one
part of a street.

(3) Thirdly, the intervention must be intended to improve the pedestrian experience
and encourage pedestrian activity.

The second and third criteria are proposed to refine the research scope to temporary
street interventions aiming to create a built environment that facilitates increased
pedestrian usage.

Numerous online resources were explored to identify eligible cases such as publicly
available reports published by governments or reputable agencies, urban design awards
databases, planning newspaper databases, and municipality websites. Google searches
were also conducted, using keywords such as ‘street pilot projects’, ‘temporary urban
design projects’, ‘temporary use street projects’, and ‘complete streets pilot’. Canadian city
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names were sometimes paired with the aforementioned keywords to tighten the search
scope.

These search strategies and sources yielded eighteen potential cases. Using the eligibility
criteria to identify potential projects for evaluation, seven cases were selected. Common
reasons why certain interventions were not selected included a lack of publicly available
information, incomplete projects still in the implementation phase, and prevention of
multiple projects within the same municipality.

3.2 DataCollection

To collect data on the selected cases, a project documentation review, semi-structured
interviews, and a policy review were conducted. The data were recorded and analyzed
using different methods.

3.2.1 Project Documentation Review

To develop a further understanding of the selected cases, project documentations that
were publicly available online were reviewed. Examples included project webpages,
municipal staff reports to Council, What We Heard reports, Council meeting minutes, and
municipal budgets. This information was most commonly found within municipality or
consultant websites. The intent of the project documentation review was to gather
additional contextual information regarding public engagement, intervention evaluation,
implementation support, and Council approvals.

A cursory review of the project documentation was conducted prior to each interview to
develop an understanding of each case’s local context and prepare specific questions for
the participants. A more in-depth review was then conducted. General information such
as the temporary street intervention description, programming, implementation timeline,
and locational contexts was cited directly in the following chapter. Detailed information
regarding the intervention objectives, engagement process, funding support, evaluation
methods, and project outcomes were coded deductively and inductively. Emerging
themes that were deductively identified in the literature review were used to structure the
coding framework, and more detailed codes and sub-codes were inductively added
based on the data findings.

3.2.2 Semi-Structured Interviews

Semi-structured interviews were selected as a data collection method to gather
information from individuals who were personally involved in implementing the projects.
Semi-structured interviews permit the usage of an interview guide to ensure key topics
are covered, while also allowing supplementary probing prompts for additional detail
(Harrell & Bradley, 2009). The complete interview guide is available in Appendix A.
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Only municipal staff who were involved in the projects and/or programs that were
implemented after the completion of the projects were recruited as participants. This was
to ensure consistency in the analysis of their responses. Their academic disciplines
included planning, engineering, property management, and business with professional
work experience in transportation planning and engineering, public space and events
planning, parks planning, urban design, and economic development. Project webpages,
reports, and online articles were scanned to identify individuals who worked on the
projects. Participant candidates were contacted using publicly available email addresses
listed in staff directories, project webpages, and municipal reports.

A total of eighteen interview requests were sent. One individual did not respond, and
three individuals refused or deferred participation due to capacity constraints or limited
involvement in the project. Ultimately, two participants from each case were interviewed,
amounting to a total of fourteen interviews. All interviews were conducted virtually using
Microsoft Teams between November 2023 and January 2024 and ranged from 30 to 60
minutes. The interviews were recorded and transcribed using the transcription software
included in Microsoft Teams.

To maintain anonymity, each participant was randomly assigned a numbered alias (i.e.,
‘Participant 1’). The transcripts were then analyzed using a deductively- and inductively-
developed coding framework, where the key themes were derived from the literature
review and the more detailed codes were created based on the participant responses.
The following key themes were used to inform the more detailed child codes within the
coding framework and categorized the interview questions outlined in Appendix A:
background information regarding the intervention, actors involved, engagement process,
and programming; intervention objectives; implementation support; evaluation methods;
challenges encountered; and key lessons learned.

3.2.3 Policy Review

To determine the level of policy support each case received, a policy review was
conducted. Council-approved, municipal planning policy documents that were enacted at
the time, as well as updated and new policy documents that were published after the
completion of the interventions (up until February 2024), were reviewed. The policy
documents were found using Google searches, on project webpages, and directed from
interview participants.

To narrow the policy review scope, policy documents were analyzed using keyword
searches to only identify direct support for the particular project and its corresponding
program if applicable, temporary street interventions, and temporary uses. The following
terms were used to conduct the keyword searches: pilot, temporary, temporary use,
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tactical urbanism, festival, street animation, road closure, parklet, placemaking, shared
streets, and shared spaces.

These excerpts were coded using an inductively-developed coding framework based on
the policy objectives. This approach was inspired by the policy analysis conducted by
Murphy (2012) regarding sustainable development. Policy excerpts may directly endorse
the intervention in several ways:

(1) Through direct reference - If the intervention, its location, its associated
program (if applicable), and/or its associated policy (if applicable) were
mentioned;

(2) Through project type - If the intervention’s project type such as pedestrian-
priority streets, pedestrian plaza conversions, active transportation streets, street
festivals, etc. were encouraged; and

(3) Through different uses of temporary street interventions - If the use of
temporary street interventions were encouraged to achieve different goals, such
as improving local economies, creating complete streets, collecting feedback for
other projects, encouraging active transportation, etc.

Each reviewed policy document was then coded using the following metrics:

(1) By status — This was determined by when the policy was published in relation to
the intervention date;

(2) By policy theme - Examples included land use, transportation, economic
development, etc.; and

(3) By support - Policies that were deemed supportive based on the policy review
scope were denoted by a “Y” for yes, and policies with no supportive excerpts
were denoted by a “N” for no.

The complete list of policy documents reviewed and the policy coding framework are

included in Appendix B and Appendix C, respectively.

3.3 Limitations

There were a few research limitations, which are organized by research method.
Beginning with the case study approach, there were many temporary street interventions
initiated by other actors such as advocacy groups and business improvement zones.
However, only projects initiated by municipalities were chosen as cases to ensure
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consistency across all cases during analysis and allow a more in-depth investigation of
how government agencies approached these types of projects.

The interviewees were also limited to municipal staff involved in the project. As the
project implementors, there is inherent bias in how the cases are viewed and evaluated.
Inviting a wider variety of participants from other agencies such as resident associations
and business improvement areas would have produced a wider range of responses;
however, the timeline given to complete this degree capstone project did not allow a
range of interview participants per case.

Another limitation was the availability of project documentation online. The selected
cases had varying levels of reporting detail, particularly regarding evaluation data and
financial budgets. This introduced some challenges in comparing project data.

This data access constraint translated to the policy review as well. Most older iterations
of policies that were enacted at the time of the intervention were no longer available
online. Dated revision notes, if available, were used to determine the amended content in
policies. The policy review scope was further refined to only identify and analyze policies
that indicated direct support for temporary street interventions. There was inadequate
time for a more comprehensive analysis if the policy review scope also included more
general themes of support such as downtown investment, complete streets, and public
space reallocation (Crowe et al., 2011).
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CASE CONTEXT

Prior to discussing the case findings in detail, this chapter provides an overview of the
project details and preliminary findings. Each case is summarized using the following
sections: (1) intervention description; (2) context; (3) intervention objectives; (4) public
engagement; (5) budget; and (6) current status. The data in this chapter were collected
from online project documentation and interviews with municipal staff involved in the
projects. More details pertaining to the evaluation methods, implementation support,
challenges encountered, project outcomes, and key lessons learned are discussed in the
subsequent chapter. A summary of each case is organized in Table 4.1. More details on
the project timelines and the actors involved are available in Appendix C and Appendix D,
respectively. Cases are herein also referred to as ‘projects’ or ‘interventions’.

Case Context | 30



Figure 4.1
Map of Selected Cases

Bernard Avenue Panorama Hills
Road Closure Neighbourhood Streets

(Kelowna, BC) (Calgary, AB)

800 Robson Plaza Victoria Promenade Pilot
(Vancouver, BC) (Edmonton, AB)

William Street Pilot
(Ottawa, ON)

King Street Open Streets

Temporary Linear Park
(Hamilton, ON)

Argyle Shared
Streetscape Pilot

(Halifax, NS)
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As illustrated in Figure 4.1, the seven selected cases are
organized by the following three categories and discussed in
the same order:

(1)

Temporary street conversions refer to cases that
aimed to temporarily alter the street type, such as
converting traditional streets to pedestrian plazas (800
Robson Plaza and William Street Pilot) or shared
streets (Argyle Shared Streetscape Pilot). The long-
term intent was to convert and reconstruct the street
to a pedestrian plaza and/or shared street.

Temporary street closures refer to cases that
temporarily restricted a segment of a street from
vehicular access (Bernard Avenue Road Closure and
King Street Open Streets Temporary Urban Linear
Park). The long-term intent was to create recurring
street closure events.

Temporary neighbourhood installations refer to
cases that applied temporary enhancements to
neighbourhood streets, such as implementing
dedicated cycling lanes (Victoria Promenade Pilot) and
adding temporary traffic calming measures (Panorama
Hills Neighbourhood Streets). The long-term intent
was to inform permanent infrastructure upgrades.
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Selected Cases Overview

Temporary Street Conversions

800 Robson Plaza

William Street Pilot

Argyle Shared
Streetscape Pilot

Temporary Street Closures

Bernard Avenue Road
Closure

King Street Open
Streets Temporary
Linear Urban Park
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Temporary Neighbourhood Installations

Victoria Promenade
Pilot

Panorama Hills
Neighbourhood Streets

Street and Howe Street
(approx. 90 metres)

Street and York Street
in the ByWard Market
(approx. 120 metres)

Sackville Street and
Blowers Street (approx.
103 metres)

Lawrence Avenue and
St. Paul Street (approx.
635 metres)

John Street to Gage
Avenue (approx. four
kilometres)

between Jasper
Avenue and Victoria
Park Road NW (approx.
700 metres)

Municipality | Vancouver, BC Ottawa, ON Halifax, NS Kelowna, BC Hamilton, ON Edmonton, AB Calgary, AB
Location One block of Robson One block of William One block of Argyle Four blocks of Bernard | A 30-block segment of | A six-block segment of | Two-kilometre walking
Description | Street between Hornby | Street between George | Street between Avenue between King Street between 100 Avenue NW loop around Panorama

Hills

Intervention
Duration

Every summer from
2011 to 2015

June to November,
2019

July 23 to September
6, 2015

July 3 to September 10,
2020

June 18, 2023 between
10AM and 2PM

July 9 to December 30,
2022

June 14 to 28, 2021

Intervention

Closed to vehicles each

Closed to vehicles with

Shared street concept

Closed to vehicles with

Closed to vehicles with

Narrowed the roadway

Closed segments of the

individual and group
stakeholder meetings;
observational studies

studies; interviews;
dialogue with
businesses

dialogue with
organizers

meetings; drop-in
sessions

Description | summer with movable seating, with street paint, extended patios, activation hubs located | by creating two uni- loop to vehicles and
interactive installations | interactive games, planter boxes, street temporary parklets, at five key intersections | directional bike lanes added temporary curb
from design build planters, trees, street furniture, string lights, games, events with various activities, using flex posts and extensions, pavement
competitions and paint, vending stalls, live music, and street programming, planters, | games, and vendors. parking curbs. Added playground and art, and
various activations. and street paint vendors. and a farmer’s market. pavement markings. a reading nook.

Engagement | Workshops; design Stakeholder meetings; Stakeholder meetings; Surveys to businesses Mail-outs; posters; Postcards; sidewalk Surveys

Process competitions; surveys; | surveys; observational surveys; interviews emails; surveys; decals; surveys; online
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Intervention

Temporary Street Conversions

800 Robson Plaza

e Create a central

William Street Pilot

e Create aninviting

Argyle Shared
Streetscape Pilot

e Test out the logistics

Temporary Street Closures

Bernard Avenue Road
Closure

e Attract visitors to

King Street Open
Streets Temporary
Linear Urban Park

e Experiment with
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Temporary Neighbourhood Installations

Victoria Promenade
Pilot

e Create a safe space

Panorama Hills
Neighbourhood Streets

e Create a safe and fun

Objectives gathering space in space for visitors to of a shared street Downtown Kelowna street closure events for people to travel space for people to
Downtown linger and socialize e Attract more visitors while facilitating e Encourage active on all modes of travel on all modes of
Vancouver e Re-imagine the area and encourage social distancing transportation transportation transportation
e Test out potential as a pedestrianized longer stays e Support businesses | e Test out the logistics | e Slow vehicle speeds | ¢ Use temporary
designs for a year- space e Support businesses during the COVID-19 of a road closure for materials to inform
round pedestrian e Test out emerging affected by the pandemic the upcoming LRT infrastructural
plaza themes from construction of the construction upgrades and traffic-
stakeholders Nova Centre calming measures
Current A year-round The intervention Grafton Street and An annual seasonal Council approved a The south side bike The temporary
Status pedestrian plaza was continues to occur portions of Argyle road closure with minimum of two Open lane was retained. The | activations were
constructed in March every summer. William | Street were converted | programming and Street events for 2024. | north side bike lane removed. Permanent
2021 with ongoing Street as a pedestrian to shared streets with events was approved was removed, and 19 of | curb bulb-outs, curb
events and spine is identified as a permanent street by Council, now known the 20 original parking | extensions, and speed
programming. priority project. furnishings. as Meet Me on stalls were reinstated. humps were installed.
Bernard.
Citations (City of Vancouver, (City of Ottawa, n.d.; (Taylor, 2015; (Adamson, 2020; (Johnson et al., 2023; (City of Edmonton, (City of Calgary, n.d.,

n.d.; Dobrovolny, 2012;
LaClaire, 2016)

Savage, 2020; The
Planning Partnership et
al., 2020; Participant
10; Participant 14)

International Downtown
Association, n.d.;
Fathom Studio, n.d.;
Participant 8;
Participant 13)

Adamson et al., 2020;
Babcock, 2021;
Babcock, 2022;
Participant 2;
Participant 11)

Participant 5;
Participant 12)

2022a, 2022b;
Engaged Edmonton,
2023)

2021; Participant 1;
Participant 7)
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4 1 800 Robson PIaQa (Vancouver BC)

Figure 4.2: Photo of ‘Porch Parade sourced from the City of Vancouver’s Flickr.(Jahnke, ¢O15).

4.1.1 Intervention Description

800 Robson Plaza is located on Robson Street between Hornby Street and Howe Street
within the heart of Downtown Vancouver in British Columbia. Between 2011 and 2015, this
segment of Robson Street was converted to a pedestrian plaza each summer (City of
Vancouver, n.d.-a). The space was animated with new, interactive public art installations
such as Picnurbia in 2011 (Krueger, 2011), Pop Rocks in 2012 (Vancouver Public Space
Network, 2012), Corduroy Road in 2013 (Krueger, 2013), Urban Reef in 2014 (Steve Chou
Photos, 2014), and Porch Parade in 2015 depicted in Figure 4.2 (Jahnke, 2015). These
designs were selected through a design build competition known as Robson Redux (Sheel
& Krueger, 2017).

4.1.2 Context

The intervention site is situated between Robson Square and the Vancouver Art Gallery
with primarily commercial uses to its north and south, as illustrated in Figure 4.3 (Google
Maps, 2024e). It is one of the busiest pedestrian corridors in the city (Participant 6).
Architect Arthur Erickson was retained by the Province to redesign Block 51, 61, and 71 in
the 1970s, and his original design intent was to build a public plaza in the intervention
area to connect Block 51 and 61. However, it was opened to regular traffic after
construction (LaClaire, 2016; Participant 6). The 800 Robson block was first closed to
vehicular traffic during the 2010 Olympic Winter Games to host events (City of Vancouver,
n.d.-a).

4.1.3 Intervention Objectives

The main objective was to reinstate Arthur Erickson’s original design intent to create a
central public space where people can gather in downtown (Participant 6; Participant 9).
There was increased public interest in a permanent pedestrian plaza after experiencing
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that could be achieved in the space when the plaza was closed to vehicles during the
2010 Olympic Winter Games. The Robson Redux design build competitions were used to
envision what the space as a year-round pedestrian plaza could look like (Participant 6;
Participant 9).

4.1.4 Public Engagement

The case was led by VIVA Vancouver under the Engineering Department, which was a
temporary placemaking program for public spaces. Its purpose was to test out, refine, and
permanently integrate innovative ideas and concepts into existing or new programs
(Participant 6; Participant 9). Extensive public engagement took place throughout the
years including individual and group stakeholder meetings, workshops, surveys, and the
Robson Redux design build competitions (Dobrovolny, 2012; LaClaire, 2016).

4.1.5 Budget

The intervention was funded by the City of Vancouver through the VIVA Vancouver
program (Participant 6). A Council report from 2012 noted that the estimated cost to
animate the space for eight weeks was approximately $50,000 and approximately $5,000
more for monitoring (Dobrovolny, 2012).

4.1.6 Current Status

After receiving Council approval to permanently transform the space to a pedestrian plaza
in 2016, it was closed for construction in September 2019 and reopened in March 2021 as
a public space for year-round events with moveable and permanent seating, as pictured
in Figure 4.4 and Figure 4.5 (City of Vancouver, n.d.-a). The City of Vancouver is
responsible for the stewardship of the plaza and works closely with partners for events,
activations, and memorials (Participant 9). Participant 9 noted that this was “one of the
most significant space reallocation projects in Vancouver”.
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Figure 4.4

Permanent Robson Plaza

Note. Photo sourced from Nick Milkovich Architects (n.d.).

Figure 4.5

Dance Performance at Robson Plaza

Note. Photo captured by Jennifer Yong (Yong, 2022).
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4.2 William Stréet Pilot (Ottawa; ON)

Figure 4.6: Photo sourced from the City of Ottawa’s Twitter page (Ciiy 0

4.2.1 Intervention Description

The William Street Pilot project took place along one block of William Street within the
ByWard Market in Ottawa, Ontario. From June to November 2019, a segment of William
Street between York Street and George Street was closed to vehicular traffic and was
transformed into a pedestrianized plaza (Savage, 2020). The space was animated with
temporary street furnishings and materials such as trees, movable planters, interactive
games, tables, chairs, and vending stalls (City of Ottawa, n.d.), as illustrated in Figure 4.6.

4.2.2 Context

William Street is located within the heart of the ByWard Market, which was historically a
farmers’ market. It is still used today by local farmers, in addition to business owners,
vendors, and buskers. It is a top attraction for Ottawa residents and tourists (ByWard
Market District Authority, n.d.). The surrounding land uses are primarily commercial
retailers, restaurants, and drinking establishments (Google Maps, 20249).

4.2.3 Intervention Objectives

The intervention was initiated as a part of the ByWard Market Public Realm Plan to
revitalize the ByWard Market as a pedestrian-first public space. This plan identified
William Street as a pedestrian corridor (The Planning Partnership et al., 2020) and would
connect with the new Rideau Light Rail Station at the time, as illustrated in Figure 4.7

. The primary objectives were to (1) create a space that was inviting to visitors and
encouraged people to linger; (2) reimagine the area as a pedestrianized space; and (3)
test out the emerging themes and ideas collected through stakeholder engagement (City
of Ottawa, n.d.; Participant 10).
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4.2.4 Public Engagement

The project lead for this case was the Right of Way, Heritage, and Urban Design Services
(Participant 10). While there was extensive public and stakeholder consultation for the
ByWard Market Public Realm Plan, the engagement process for the William Street Pilot
specifically involved regular stakeholder meetings with the external actors prior to
implementation. During these meetings, a list of items that were currently missing from
the space was generated and was used to inform the intervention’s final design
(Participant 10). The project evaluation and monitoring period took place from June to
August 2019, in which further consultation was conducted during and after the
intervention (City of Ottawa, n.d.).

4.2.5 Budget

The project team received delegated authority from Council to proceed with the
intervention once its budget was approved by the Finance and Economic Development
Committee. Fifty percent of the intervention was funded by the City of Ottawa, while the
other half was funded by the BIAs and businesses (Participant 10).

4.2.6 Current Status

The same programming used in the intervention is implemented every summer and the
pedestrianization of William Street is identified as a priority project (Participant 14);
however, there are currently no publicized plans for further infrastructural improvements
towards year-round pedestrianization. As a part of the Council-approved ByWard Market
Public Realm Plan in January 2021 (City of Ottawa, 2023b), the former ByWard Market BIA
and Ottawa Markets were dissolved to create the ByWard Market District Authority, an
independent municipal service corporation under the City of Ottawa (Participant 10;
Participant 14).
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4.3 Argyle Shared Streetscape Pilot
(Halifax, NS)

Figure 4.8: Photo sourced from the/Downtown Halifax Business Commission (Sommerhalder, 2015).

4.3.1 Intervention Description

The Argyle Shared Streetscape Pilot project was implemented along one block of Argyle
Street between Sackville Street and Blowers Street in Halifax, Nova Scotia. From July 23
to September 6, 2015, this segment of Argyle Street was temporarily modified to a shared
street, where vehicles and pedestrians share the same travel way (International
Downtown Association, n.d.). Temporary raised planters, street furniture, and pavement
painting in the Argyle sock pattern were used to delineate the travel way. As illustrated in
Figure 4.8, the space was further programmed with pedestrian-scaled lighting fixtures,
overhead string lighting, live music, and vendors (Participant 8; Participant 13; Taylor,
2015).

4.3.2 Context

Argyle Street is located within Downtown Halifax and is approximately 460 metres in
length, spanning across four blocks. The intervention’s segment is the most southerly
block, which is composed of primarily eating and drinking establishments with numerous
patios as shown in Figure 4.9 (Google Maps, 2024; Participant 8).

The project was originally intended to be a year-round shared street conversion; however,
the Regional Municipality did not receive the necessary provincial and federal funding.
The project proceeded as a temporary intervention instead with the municipal funding
that was approved by Council (Participant 8).

4.3.3 Intervention Objectives

The primary objectives were to (1) test out the unprecedented shared street concept in
Halifax (Taylor, 2015); Participant 8); (2) prove to internal engineering departments and
Council that a permanent installation of a narrowed, curbless roadway was feasible

(Participant 8, Participant 13); (3) encourage more social interaction and visitors to stay
for longer periods of time (Participant 8; International Downtown Association, n.d.); and
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Figure 4.9: Map of intervention area (Google Maps, 2024)

(4) support businesses who were negatively impacted during the construction of the
Nova Centre by attracting more visitors to the area (Participant 13).

4.3.4 Public Engagement

Under the lead of the Urban Design Department (Participant 8; Participant 13), a focus
group was formed and met weekly to finalize the intervention design, programming, and
budget allocation. The discussion findings were reported back to the Regional
Municipality and used to inform further internal meetings and the intervention design. The
focus group consisted of (1) a planner representative from the Regional Municipality; (2) a
professor and group of students from Dalhousie University; (3) the Downtown Halifax
Business Commission (DHBC); (4) an urban designer from Built Nova Scotia; and (5) a few
key business owners (Participant 13). The general public was informed of the intervention
(Participant 8).

4.3.5 Budget

The allocated budget for the intervention was $40,000 (Taylor, 2015). A portion was
funded by the DHBC and businesses and spent on programming events, while the other
portion was sourced internally by the Regional Municipality under the active
transportation budget stream. This portion was almost entirely spent on contracting the
local artists (Participant 8; Participant 13).

4.3.6 Current Status

Following the intervention, Argyle Street between Prince Street and Blowers Street, as
well as Grafton Street were reconstructed into shared streets in 2017. This was done by
removing the existing curbs, installing concrete pavers arranged in an Argyle pattern, and
replacing the traditional catch basins with trench drains. The majority of the intervention’s
street furniture remained, as depicted in Figure 4.10. Due to popular demand, vehicular
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traffic is now prohibited on the street during summer weekends and hosts a variety of
events, as shown in Figure 4.11 (Fathom Studio, n.d.-a).

Figure 4.10

Argyle Street Reconstructed as a Shared Street

ﬁﬁ ml ~
V]

Note. Photo sourced from the Fathom Studio (n.d.).

Figure 4.11
2018 East Coast Music Awards Family Fun Fest on Argyle Street

Note. Photo sourced from the Downtown Halifax Business Commission (Metz, n.d.).
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4.4 Bernard Avenue Road Closure
(Kelowna, BC)

Figure 4.12: Photo sourced‘from a presentationsslide:deck to Council (Adamson, 2020b).

4.4.1 Intervention Description

The Bernard Avenue Road Closure was initiated from June 29 to September 8, 2020 in
Kelowna, British Columbia. Vehicular traffic was closed on Bernard Avenue between
Abbot Street and St. Paul Street; Abbott Street between Lawrence Avenue and Bernard
Avenue; and a small portion of Mill Street, while allowing through vehicular access at the
cross streets. As depicted in Figure 4.12, these street segments were animated with
expanded patios (Adamson, 2020a), temporary parklets (pop-up ‘parks’ or activations,
approximately the size of a parking stall), planters, painted sonotubes as public art, live
music (Participant 2), and large-scale games such as chess (Participant 11). Twenty-three
businesses applied to expand their patio spaces as noted in Figure 4.13, which resulted in
approximately 10,660 square feet of patio space and 443 additional seats (Adamson et
al., 2020).

4.4.2 Context

Bernard Avenue is considered the “main street” of Downtown Kelowna (Participant 2) with
various eating and drinking establishments, retailers, and other businesses (Adamson,
2020a). Both sides of the street are primarily composed of low-rise, continuous
storefronts (Google Maps, 2024b). Bernard Avenue is a key amenity for residents with
waterfront access (Participant 2) and is also a tourist-heavy area in the summer
(Participant 11).

4.4.3 Intervention Objectives

The City of Kelowna had an existing Consolidated Sidewalk Patio Program that food and
beverage operators could apply to, which permitted outdoor patron seating on public
sidewalks and roadways in select urban areas, including Downtown Kelowna (City of
Kelowna, 2016b). In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, the road closure was originally
pitched as an economic recovery measure for impacted local businesses by providing
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more space for patio expansions and social distancing. However, more street animation
efforts were added to further enhance the pedestrian realm and attract more people
downtown, especially during evenings (Participant 2; Participant 11; Adamson et al.,
2020). Participant 2 noted that this was a learning experience on how to use public
spaces differently.

4.4.4 Public Engagement

While the project was initiated by the Real Estate Department, the Parks and Buildings
Planning Department coordinated the temporary parklets and public art installations. Due
to the limited time available to address the COVID-19 public health mandates at the time,
no public engagement was conducted (Participant 2).

4.4.5 Budget

The intervention was funded through the patio program fees and application fees (which
were reduced by 50% to reflect social distancing mandates), internal municipal funding,
and a sponsorship from a local credit union (Adamson et al., 2020; Participant 2;
Participant 11). The cost to design, construct, and maintain the temporary parklets were
estimated to amount to $20,000 to $40,000. A stipend amounting to $5,000 was
provided to volunteer groups for each parklet. Municipal staff applied for grants internally
but did not receive them, likely due to high demand during the COVID-19 pandemic
(Participant 2). Future road closures were estimated to cost approximately $15,000 to
cover for the cost of waste management, cleaning, signage, fencing, planters, and
security (excluding street animation elements such as the parklets, street furniture, and
pavement painting) (Adamson et al., 2020).

Case Context | 43



JENNIFER YONG

4.4.6 Current Status

The intervention was approved to be an annual program occurring along the 200 to 500
blocks on Bernard Avenue, now known as Meet Me on Bernard (Babcock, 2022). More
stakeholders were engaged, and further street animation efforts were dedicated towards
the 400 and 500 blocks which lacked food and drinking establishments (Babcock, 2021).
For instance, large interactive games shown in Figure 4.14 were installed.

The program became more of a partnership with increased stakeholder involvement, in
which the City of Kelowna manages the road closure, events booking, and patio permits,
while the Downtown Kelowna Business Association facilitates the programming and
festivals (Participant 11). The exact dates and street closure segments are determined
through municipal staff recommendations and Council direction (Participant 11).

Figure 414

Interactive Games at Meet Me on Bernard

Note. Photo sourced from the Meet Me on Bernard Facebook page (Meet Me On Bernard, 2023).
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