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executive summary
Introduction
Sydenham Street Revived (SSR) was a
citizen-led urban experiment conducted
in 2015 that aimed to test the idea of
permanently pedestrianizing a section of
Sydenham Street in the heart of downtown
Kingston (Figure E1). By installing a
temporary public space in this location,
organizers hoped to demonstrate that
transforming this area into a permanent
public space would create a successful
public space that would be a benefit to
the community (Figure E2). Using video
footage, photographs, and observations
recorded before and during the project,
this report analyzes the use of the space
in order to evaluate the claim that the SSR
project created a successful public place.
Research Questions
1. Did the SSR project create a
successful public space on
Sydenham Street?
2. What are the important lessons
from SSR project for a permanent
public space on Sydenham Street?

Figure E1: The location of the study area in downtown Kingston, ON (Mapquest, 2016).

Figure E2: The Sydenham Street Revived pop-up
park.

Methods
Two methods were used to conduct this research: a qualitative observational survey
based on Project for Public Spaces Place Diagram evaluation tool, and quantitative
data collection that involved counting both the number of pedestrians passing through
the space and the number of people sitting in the space. Together, these methods
were highly complementary and helped address one another’s weaknesses. Using
these methods, an analysis was conducted which was used to inform a number of
recommendations for a permanent public space on Sydenham Street.
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KEY FINDINGS
The Project for Public Spaces (PPS) defines successful public spaces as places that are
accessible, comfortable, social, and active. At the beginning of this research an additional
test was established for measuring the success of the SSR project: did more people
choose to use the space while it was a pop-up park?
The qualitative observational survey based on the PPS evaluation criteria revealed that
the SSR project positively influenced almost all aspects of the sociability of the study area
and increased the number of different types of uses activities that occurred there (Table
E1). It also improved the physical comfort of the space. The SSR project was also found to
have had some negative effects on the space. Accessibility was reduced, changing the
functionality of the space for people with special needs and making it less convenient as a
movement corridor.
Table E1: Qualitative Observational Survey Summary.

QUALITATIVE OBSERVATIONAL SURVEY SUMMARY
ACCESS & LINKAGES

Accessible

Convenient

3
1

2.

The space functions for people with
special needs.

3.

People can use a variety of
transportation options – bus, car,
bicycle, etc. – to reach the space.

4

4

No change

The space does not use design to
deliberately exclude certain users or
types of use.

4

4

No change

3
4
4

3
4
4

3

3

4
4

4
3

BEFORE

DURING

CHANGE

3

3

No change

5.

The space is well-connected to the
surrounding urban fabric.

6.

The space can be seen from a distance.

7.

The interior of the space is visible from
the outside.

8.

From inside the space it is possible to
perceive human activity beyond the
edges of the space.

9.

The space is easy to get to.

USES & ACTIVITIES

Rating Scale

3
3

CHANGE

There are no fences or other barriers.

10. Paths through the space take people
where they want to go.

Active

DURING

1.

4.

Connected

BEFORE

11.

People are using the space.

No change
Decrease

No change
No change
No change

No change

No change
Decrease

4 Strongly Agree 3 Agree 2 Uncertain 1 Disagree 0 Strongly Disagree
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QUALITATIVE OBSERVATIONAL SURVEY SUMMARY
Fun

12. The overall design of the space is
imaginative or exciting, or there are
playful or fun elements within the space.

Vital

13. There is a mix of different land uses.
14. Many different types of activities are
occurring.
15. People are using the space throughout
the day.

Special

16. People are stopping to look at and/or
take photos of the space.

SOCIABILITY

0

4

4
3
4
0

4
4
4
4

BEFORE

DURING

1
3
3
4

4
4
4
4

Increase

No change
Increase
No change
Increase

CHANGE

1.

People are watching other people.

2.

People are stopping to talk to other
people.

3.

There are groups of people occupying
the space.

Diverse

4.

People of varying ages are using the
space.

Stewardship

5.

People are actively caring for the
space, e.g. by picking up litter when
they see it.

2

3

Increase

People are exchanging greetings and
seem to know one another.

3

4

Increase

BEFORE

DURING

CHANGE

4
1
3
3
3
1
1
3
1
2

4
1
3
3
3
1
4
4
3
4

Interactive

6.

Friendly
COMFORT & IMAGE

Safe

7.

It is easy to see inside the space from
outside.

8.

There are no dark or hidden areas.

9.

There are plenty of “eyes on the street”.

10. The space gives the overall impression
of safety.

Maintained

11.

The space is clean and free of litter.

12. The built environment is wellmaintained.

Sittable

13. There are many places to sit.
14. There are different types of places to sit.
15. People can choose to sit in the sun or
the shade.
16. Seating can be moved around by users.

Rating Scale

Increase
Increase
Increase
No change

No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Increase
Increase
Increase
Increase

4 Strongly Agree 3 Agree 2 Uncertain 1 Disagree 0 Strongly Disagree
iii

Combined, the findings of both analyses
support the claim that SSR project created
a successful public space. A limitation of
this research is that the SSR project took
place at the end of summer, making it
difficult to draw conclusions about use at
other times of the year. A second, longer
pilot project would address this limitation.

Recommendations

3000

} Before SSR

2500

} During SSR

2000

1500

1000

22:00

21:00

20:00

19:00

18:00

17:00

16:00

15:00

14:00

13:00

11:00

12:00

09:00

0

10:00

500

Time of day
Wed Aug 19

Sun Aug 23

Wed Sep 02

Sun Sep 06

Figure E3: A graph of the cumulative pedestrian
counts for all of the study days.

Stationary Activity Counts
350

Number of Observations

To be considered successful, the SSR
project needed to attract more users
Despite the fact that three key generators
of foot traffic - car parking, passenger
drop-offs, and the Starbucks coffee shop
(which closed shortly after the project
began) - were excluded or missing during
SSR, pedestrian counts during the project
remained comparable to or better than the
counts taken before the project (Figure E3).
Stationary activity counts (the number of
people observed sitting in the space) also
quintupled during SSR. These results prove
that the changes to the space made it a
more attractive place for people to both
visit and stay (Figure E4).

Cumulative total pedestrians
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Figure E4: A graph of the stationary activity
counts for all of the study days.

1. Consider a flexible street design. The
public space within flexible streets can be expanded or shrunk as needed or desired.
A flexible design could used as a platform for piloting different and longer closures of
Sydenham Street.
2. A continuous, barrier-free surface. Flexible streets are generally characterized by no
or minimal curbs, which increases flexibility and improves accessibility.
3. Places to sit. Stationary activities are made possible when there are places to sit. To
make the space more inclusive, seating should be public.
4. Opportunities for public and community-created art. Art enlivens public space and
gives people a reason to connect with one another.
5. Connect the grid. Areas with a high degree of connectivity support walkability. An
opportunity exists to create a mid-block walkway that could connect both sides of
iv
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1.0 introduction
1.1 The Sydenham Street Experiment
At the June 10th, 2015 meeting of the City of Kingston’s Environment, Infrastructure &
Transportation Policies (EITP) Committee, a group of local residents calling themselves
Sydenham Street Revived presented a plan to create a large pop-up park in a prominent
downtown location. Citing the ongoing discussion within the community about the
possibility of pedestrianizing Sydenham Street, the group proposed installing a
temporary public space on the street between Princess and Queen Streets in order to
test how successful this space could be if it were made for pedestrians rather than cars
(Kingston, 2015).
On August 28th, when the pop-up park opened, the Kingston Whig-Standard announced
that the asphalt on Sydenham Street had been transformed into a “downtown oasis”
- although the article’s author was also careful to reassure readers that street would
revert back to normal September 13th (Lea, 2015). For seventeen days the newly minted
public space on Sydenham Street alternated between hosting numerous small-scale
public events and simply providing seating for visitors and employees of the surrounding
businesses. But what did this urban experiment ultimately prove?

Figure 1: An artist’s sketch of the Sydenham Street Revived pop-up park (Fast, 2015).
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1.4 study objective
Using video footage, photographs, and observations recorded before and during the
project, this report analyzes the use of the space in order to evaluate the claim that the
SSR pop-up park project created a successful public place.
Research Questions
1. Did the Sydenham Street Revived (SSR) project create a successful public space
on Sydenham Street?
2. What are the important lessons from SSR project for a permanent public space on
Sydenham Street?
The timing of the SSR project and this report is important. In 2016, Sydenham Street will
be dug up for infrastructure repairs, providing the opportunity to create a public space in
the heart of downtown Kingston. It is noted in the Kingston Transportation Master Plan
(Kingston, 2015) that the City of Kingston is already considering pedestrianizing this area.
Recommendations provided in this report will contribute to discussions about the future of
this street section. It is also hoped that this research will help inspire and empower other
engaged citizens to develop, implement, and evaluate their own LQC projects.

1.2 What is a pop-up park?
SSR was a pop-up park project. Pop-up parks are typically created by temporarily
reclaiming a car-designated zone for pedestrian and recreational uses. The concept
grew out of PARK(ing) Day, an annual worldwide event that originated in San Francisco
in 2005. PARK(ing) Day encourages participants to temporarily convert on-street parking
spaces into park-like public spaces (Lydon et. al., 2012).
Pop-up parks are a type of “Lighter, Quicker, Cheaper” (LQC) project - a relatively
inexpensive, typically temporary, often citizen-lead alteration to an urban space designed
to test out a concept or to make a small part of a city more lively or enjoyable. Other
terms used to describe LQC projects include action-planning, guerrilla urbanism, pop-up
projects, city repair, D.I.Y urbanism and tactical urbanism.
Some of the benefits of LQC projects include
• Bringing together diverse stakeholders to generate solutions and develop a
collective vision;
• Generating the interest of potential investors, both public and private;
• Informing best practices for later planning efforts;
2

•
•

Breaking down resistance to change; and,
Fostering a community’s sense of pride in, and ownership of, their public spaces
(Lydon, 2012).

1.3 The Importance of Public Space
The SSR project turned Sydenham Street between Princess and Queen Streets into a
temporary public space, with the ultimate goal of inspiring the City of Kingston to create
a permanent public space in this location. Quality public spaces contribute to people’s
health, happiness, and wellbeing (Project for Public Spaces (b)). The connection between
place and health and wellbeing is well recognized. For example
• Healthy Spaces and Places, a unique collaboration between the Australian
Local Government Association, the National Heart Foundation of Australia, and
the Planning Institute of Australia, recognizes sense of place as “an important
component of wellbeing as it forms part of an individual’s identity, contributes to
the creation of a group, neighbourhood or cultural identity.” (Healthy Spaces &
Places, 2009).
• The Glasgow Centre for Population Health is working to generate and synthesize
evidence about the relationships between placemaking and health and notes
that “place is an important determinant of health and wellbeing”. (Glasgow
Centre for Population Health, 2015).
• The Placemaking Guidelines for the City of London, Ontario, recognize that
placemaking can help support pedestrian activity, create opportunities for social
interaction, and create a context for healthy lifestyles (Zelinka Priamo LTD, 2007).

1.5 study Location and ConteXT
The SSR project was situated on Sydenham Street between Princess and Queen Streets
in Kingston, Ontario. The boundaries of the project were determined by the SSR project
team in consultation with the surrounding businesses. The boundaries of the study area
used for this report mirror the boundaries of the project, and are as follows: North of
Princess as far as 187 Sydenham Street, east to the edge of the building envelope, south
to Princess Street, west to the edge of the building envelope (Figure 2). Sydenham Street
is classified as a local road in the Kingston Transportation Master Plan (Kingston, 2015).
The primary function of local roads is property access in residential and commercial areas.
The study area is located in the heart of Kingston’s Central Business District (CBD), the
entertainment and cultural hub of the city. The study area is also within the Lower Princess
Street Heritage Character Area, described in section 7.3.D.2 of the Kingston Official Plan
(Kingston, 2015). At street level, the area features a diverse mix of small, independent
3

shops, restaurants, and galleries, along with a number of major international chain stores
such as Roots and Urban Outfitters. Residential and office uses are typically located on
the upper stories. The built form, including the streetscape, courtyards, laneways, heritage
buildings, contributes to a strong historic sense of place.
The study area contains a mix of public and privately owned space (Figure 2). Additionally,
businesses such as Menchie’s Frozen Yogurt can apply to lease part of the sidewalk for
outdoor patios as per the regulations set out in City of Kingston By-Law Number 87-136.
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2.0 METHOD
2.1 Overview
This chapter explains the research methods that will be used to answer the following
questions:
1. Did the Sydenham Street Revived (SSR) project create a successful public space
on Sydenham Street?
2. What are the important lessons from SSR project for a permanent public space
on Sydenham Street?
The research will take the form of a longitudinal case study and will employ two
complementary methods, a qualitative observational study and quantitative data
collection. A longitudinal case study is a type of case study research in which the same
single case is studied at two or more different points in time. In this case, the time
intervals are one weekday and one weekend day before and during the SSR project.

2.2 defining success
Success is a somewhat nebulous concept for public spaces. In order to prove or disprove
the success of the SSR project we first need to understand what success is in terms of
public space and in the context of the project itself.
Project for Public Spaces (PPS), a non-profit planning, design, and educational
organization, was founded in 1975 to expand on the work of William H. Whyte, author of
The Social Life of Small Urban Spaces. PPS has since conducted projects in more than
3000 communities, and has found that successful public spaces generally share the
following four qualities:
1. They are accessible;
2. People are engaged in activities while there;
3. They are comfortable and have a good image; and
4. They are sociable spaces (Project for Public Spaces, n.d.).
In addition to these four qualities, another factor should be considered when evaluating
the success of the SSR project: did it create a place that more people were attracted to
visit and to spend time in?

2.3 Qualitative observational survey
6

In the late 1990s, Project for Public Spaces (PPS) translated the lessons learned from their
two decades of public space research into the Place Diagram (Figure 3), an evaluative
framework to help people assess both good and bad public spaces. The Place Diagram
consists of three rings: the inner ring are the four main qualities shared by successful
public spaces; the middle ring the intuitive or qualitative criteria by which to judge a
place; and the outer ring consists of criteria that can be measured quantitatively.
As a qualitative evaluation tool for public spaces, the Place Diagram is both

Figure 3: The Place Diagram place evaluation tool by Project for Public Spaces (Project for Public
Spaces, 2016).

comprehensive and challenging. Many of the criteria – such as special - are ambiguous,
subjective, and open to different interpretations, although PPS does provide some
guidance in terms of questions and principles to consider when using the Place Diagram.
An effort was made to establish a definition for each Place Diagram criterion by
conducting a literature of the key sources highlighted by PPS (Appendix A). These
sources included works by William H. Whyte (1981), Donald Appleyard (1987), Allan
7

Jacobs (1987; 1993), Jane Jacobs (1961), and Jan Gehl (2010; 2011), and Kevin Lynch
(1960). While it was relatively easy to establish definitions for objective criteria, such as
“sittable” or “diverse”, some of the more subjective criteria proved to be a challenge.
Subjective criteria included qualities such as “real” or “spiritual”. Criterion that could
not be adequately defined through the literature review were excluded from the survey
(Table 1). The criterion “walkable” was also excluded because it was redundant: the
literature review revealed that qualities that make a space walkable are also qualities that
make a successful place. The literature review was also used to create a set of indicators
for each criterion, building upon PPS’s store of questions and principles to consider when
using the Place Diagram.
Table 1: Included and excluded PPS criterion.
Included - Defined Through
Literature Review

Excluded – Could not be adequately Excluded – Redundant or
defined through literature review
not suited to project

Accessible

Interactive

Continuity

Celebratory

Walkable

Connected

Diverse

Proximity

Useful

Welcoming

Convenient

Stewardship

Historic

Real

Neighbourly

Active

Friendly

Attractive

Cooperative

Readable

Fun

Safe

Charming

Pride

Clean

Vital

Maintained

Green

Indigenous

Special

Sittable

Sustainable

Spiritual

The primary method of data collection used for this method was direct observation,
recorded as ratings in the following tables: Access & Linkages; Uses & Activities;
Sociability; and Comfort & Image (Tables 2-5). Photographs, maps, diagrams, and written
observations were also used to provide visual support and confirmation for the ratings.
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Table 2: Place evaluation criteria - access & linkages

ACCESS & LINKAGES
Criteria

Indicators

Accessible

1.

Rating

There are no fences or other barriers.

2. The space functions for people with special needs.
3. People can use a variety of transportation options –
bus, car, bicycle, etc. – to reach the space.
4. The space does not use design to deliberately
exclude certain users or types of use.
Connected

5. There is a good connection between the space and
the surrounding urban fabric.
6. The space can be seen from a distance.
7. The interior of the space is visible from the outside.
8. From inside the space it is possible to perceive
human activity beyond the edges of the space.

Convenient

9. The space is easy to get to.
10. Paths through the space take people where they
want to go.

Rating Scale

4 Strongly Agree 3 Agree 2 Uncertain 1 Disagree 0 Strongly Disagree

Table 3: Place evaluation criteria - uses & activities

USES & ACTIVITIES
Criteria

Indicators

Active

11. People are using the space.

Fun

12. The overall design of the space is imaginative or
exciting, or there are playful or fun elements within
the space.

Vital

13. There is a mix of different land uses.

Rating

14. Many different types of activities are occurring.
15. People are using the space throughout the day.
Special
Rating Scale

16. People are stopping to look at and/or take photos of
the space.

4 Strongly Agree 3 Agree 2 Uncertain 1 Disagree 0 Strongly Disagree
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Table 4: Place evaluation criteria - sociability

SOCIABILITY
Criteria

Indicators

Interactive

17. People are watching other people.

Rating

18. People are stopping to talk to other people.
19. There are groups of people occupying the space.
Diverse

20. People of varying ages are using the space.

Stewardship

21. People are actively caring for the space, e.g. by
picking up litter when they see it.

Friendly

22. People are exchanging greetings and seem to know
one another.

Rating Scale

4 Strongly Agree 3 Agree 2 Uncertain 1 Disagree 0 Strongly Disagree

Table 5: Place evaluation criteria - comfort & image

COMFORT & IMAGE
Criteria

Indicators

Safe

23. It is easy to see inside the space from outside.

Rating

24. There are no dark or hidden areas.
25. There are plenty of “eyes on the street”.
26. The space gives the overall impression of safety.
Maintained

27. The space is clean and free of litter.
28. The built environment is well-maintained.

Sittable

29. There are many places to sit.
30. There are different types of places to sit.
31. People can choose to sit in the sun or the shade.
32. Seating can be moved around by users.

Rating Scale

4 Strongly Agree 3 Agree 2 Uncertain 1 Disagree 0 Strongly Disagree
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2.4 QUANTITATIVE DATA COLLECTION
Yin notes that case study conclusions are likely to be more accurate and convincing
when based on a number of different sources of information (Yin, 2014). For this reason,
quantitative data related to public use of SSR project was also collected. This sort of
methodological triangulation addresses researcher bias and ensures the internal validity
of this research by corroborating the findings of the qualitative observational study.
Counting is basic to public life studies, and headcounts before and after initiatives
enable planners to quickly and easily evaluate whether the initiative resulted in the
desired changes (Gehl & Svarre, 2013). For the purpose of this study, two phenomena
were counted: pedestrian traffic (the number of people moving through the space) and
stationary activity (the number of people who stay to use the space).
Table 6: Place evaluation criteria - comfort & image

Pedestrian Traffic

Stationary Activity

Definition

The number of people moving on foot
through the space.

The number of people who stayed to use
the space. While “use” can mean many
things, for the purpose of this study only
the number of people sitting was counted.

Geographic
Scope

Pedestrians were counted as they
moved into the space along the
sidewalk from the north and south,
or into the space from the shops
and offices on the east and west
sides of the study area (Figure 4).
Anyone observed exiting a vehicle on
Sydenham Street within the study area
was also counted as a pedestrian.

Within the study area, as illustrated in
Figure 4.

Temporal
Scope

Counts were conducted in pairs
• One weekday before/after the
project, and one weekday during
the project.
• One weekend day before/after
the project, and one weekend day
during the project.
Counts were conducted from 09:00 to
22:00 on the selected days.

Counts of stationary activity will be
conducted
• One weekday during the project.
• One weekend day during the project.

Technique

The study area was recorded from the
2nd floor of James Reid Furniture (252
Princess Street) using a HD webcam
connected to a laptop. The footage was
then used to conduct the counts.

The study area was recorded from the
2nd floor of James Reid Furniture (252
Princess Street) using a HD webcam
connected to a laptop. The footage was
then used to conduct the counts.

Note

The days chosen for study will be similar in terms of weather.
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Figure 4: The study area boundaries, as seen from the recording location at 252 Princess Street.

2.5 Limitations
Several limitations affected this study, including the timing of the project, researcher bias,
the weaknesses of single-case study designs, and the nature of the phenomenon itself.
Timing
The 2015 fall term for Queen’s University began on September 1st. Although the study
area lies outside Queen’s main campus, it contains and is surrounded by a significant
amount of student rental housing. The return of post-secondary students part-way
through the study changed pedestrian patterns in downtown Kingston and this change
may make it difficult to determine with certainty how the SSR project influenced
pedestrian counts. In order to compensate for this it was intended that the study area
was to be filmed both before, during, and after the SSR project. However, technical
problems with the recording and a change in the weather after the project ended meant
that the post-project pedestrian and stationary activity numbers could not be counted
accurately.
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Researcher bias
Researcher bias is a form of bias that occurs when the researcher influences the
research outcome. Case study research is vulnerable to researcher bias, especially when
the case is chosen to pursue or advocate for particular issues. Because I was one of
the key organizers of the SSR project, there was a strong risk that my own subjective
opinions might bias the outcomes of this research. To reduce this risk, care was taken to
ensure Yin’s four tests of quality case study design – construct validity, internal validity,
external validity, and reliability – were considered throughout the case study process.
The following table summarizes the tactics used to address each of the four tests.

Table 7: Tactics used to address the four tests of quality case study design

Test

Case Study Tactic

Research Phase

Action Taken

Construct Validity

Use multiple sources
of evidence

Data collection

Triangulation of methods
(quantitative data collection,
qualitative observational
survey)

Establish chain of
evidence

Data collection

Data carefully documented and
data sources identified

Internal Validity

Have key informants
Composition
review draft case study
report

Report drafts reviewed by
supervisor

Do pattern matching

Data analysis

Hypothesized and observed
outcomes compared

Do explanation
building

Data analysis

Identification of causal links
between literature review
and observational surveys to
explain what happened and
why

Do time series analysis Data analysis

A simple interrupted time
series analysis conducted –
comparison of pedestrian use
pattern before and after the
intervention

External Validity

Use theory in single
case studies

Research design

Placemaking theory used to
inform qualitative framework
and to explain findings

Reliability

Use case study
protocol

Data collection

Same data collection
procedure followed for each
observation
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Single case study design
While there is a strong rationale for using a single-case design for this study, when a case
study focuses on a single instance of a phenomena there may be skepticism about the
generalizability of the findings. It is unlikely that the lessons learned from studying the
SSR project can be generalized to other pop-up park projects or public spaces. However,
the theoretical concepts and evaluation tools developed in this report can be applied in
the study of other public spaces.
Qualitative Research
Unlike quantitative research, qualitative research is primarily concerned with collecting,
analyzing, and interpreting non-numerical information. This mean that also some of the
criterion in the qualitative observational survey used for this report may have far greater
impact upon the results, it isn't possible to weight them in order to make that comparison.
Nature of the phenomenon itself
The SSR project was a temporary pop-up park of relatively short duration. Users may
have been drawn to it simply because it was a novelty. This means that the quantitative
data collected from the usage study may not be helpful in fully understanding how
Sydenham Street would function as a permanent public space.
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3.0 ANALYSIS
3.1 Overview
This chapter presents and evaluates the results of both the qualitative and quantitative
surveys. A summary of the key findings and recommendations from this analysis follows
in Chapter 4.
The surveys of the study area before and during the project were completed using
surveillance footage recorded between 09:00 and 22:00 on the following dates:
• Wednesday, August 19th (before SSR)
• Sunday, August 23rd (before SSR)
• Wednesday September 2nd (during SSR)
• Sunday September 6th (During SSR)
The SSR project ran from August 28th to September 13th, 2015. September 2nd
and September 6th were selected as study days specifically because they were
unprogrammed days during which the SSR project was simply a public space, with no
scheduled activities or events to attract additional foot traffic. Details of the temperature
and weather conditions on the four primary study days are noted in Table 7 below.

Table 8: Temperature and weather during the study days

Date

Day

Timing

Temperature Conditions

August 19th, 2015

Wednesday

Before the project

27° Celsius

August 23rd, 2015

Sunday

Before the project

23° Celsius

September 2nd, 2015

Wednesday

During the project

24° Celsius

September 6th, 2015

Sunday

During the project

26° Celsius
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3.2 Qualitative observational Survey - before the project
3.2.1 Access & Linkages
Table 9: Place evaluation before the project - access & linkages

ACCESS & LINKAGES - BEFORE THE PROJECT
Criteria

Indicators

Rating

Accessible

1.

3
3
4
4
3
4
4
3
4
4

There are no fences or other barriers.

2. The space functions for people with special needs.
3. People can use a variety of transportation options –
bus, car, bicycle, etc. – to reach the space.
4. The space does not use design to deliberately
exclude certain users or types of use.
Connected

5. The space is well-connected to the surrounding
urban fabric.
6. The space can be seen from a distance.
7. The interior of the space is visible from the outside.
8. From inside the space it is possible to perceive
human activity beyond the edges of the space.

Convenient

9. The space is easy to get to.
10. Paths through the space take people where they
want to go.

Rating Scale

4 Strongly Agree 3 Agree 2 Uncertain 1 Disagree 0 Strongly Disagree

Accessible
1. There are no fences or other barriers.
The study area is located on Sydenham Street between Princess Street, a busy retail
corridor, and Queen Street, which is a similarly busy urban collector street. Because
the study area is a public street it has no barriers, fences, or other obstacles that would
impede pedestrians from entering the study area. However, Sydenham Street terminates
in a T-junction at Princess Street, and traffic is only required to stop on Sydenham Street.
The nearest controlled crossings for those wishing to cross from the south side of
Princess Street are approximately 140 m east and west. Gehl notes that difficult street
crossings can result in irritating detours (Gehl, 2011).
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2. The space functions for people with
special needs.
Accessible public space provides an
equitable physical environment that meets
the needs of different groups. In terms of
physical accessibility, the sidewalk and
curb cuts provide barrier-free access for all
members of the public. However, the less
than ideal condition of the sidewalk and poor
maintenance of other street infrastructure,
such as this parking sign (Figure 5), which
leans over the sidewalk, may present some
challenges for mobility impaired persons.
3. People can use a variety of transportation
options to get to the space.
A successful public space is easy to get to,
and people should be able to use a variety
of transportation options to reach the space.
The study area is centrally located and
well-served by public transit with a 280
m walk to the closest east-bound express
bus stop, and a 350 m walk to the Kingston
Transit Downtown Transfer Point, which is
the connection point for twelve bus routes.
Figure 6 illustrates the location of all bus
stops within a 400m radius of the study area.

Figure 5: Parking sign leaning over the sidewalk.

0.0 km

0.4 km

Study
Area

Downtown
Transfer
Point

Bus
Stop

Bicycle
Lane

Figure 6: Location of bus stops within 200 m &
400 m radius of the study area.

While it isn’t possible to get right to the study
area via one of the City’s designated cycling
routes, the Johnson and Brock Street bicycle
lanes pass within two few blocks. The study
area contains 32 bicycle parking spots,
including cycle hoops (Figure 7) and two
bicycle racks.
4. The space does not use design to exclude
certain users or types of use.

Figure 7: A bicycle locked to a cycle hoop in
front of Thai House Cuisine.
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Accessibility can also be thought of in terms of social opportunity. Because the study
area is part of Kingston’s road network, no member of the public engaging in legal
activity is prohibited from occupying or moving through the space. While the street
furniture located within the study area close to Princess Street is owned by Starbucks
and presumably intended for use by their customers, lack of windows makes it
impossible for Starbucks to monitor its use, and people who were not customers were
observed using the tables and chairs. Nothing in the study area is designed to exclude
specific uses.

Connected
5. The space is well-connected to the surrounding urban fabric.
The accessibility of a place can be judged by its connections to the surrounding
environment, both visual and physical. Physical connectivity is defined as the directness
and availability of alternative routes from one point to another. A grid street pattern
and short blocks provide a high level of connectivity, and Kingston’s downtown street
network is – with some interruptions – a grid pattern with short blocks. A coarsegrained analysis of the urban fabric surrounding the study area indicate a high level of
connectivity (Figure 6). However, the fact that Sydenham Street terminates at Princess
Street is a localized interruption of physical connectivity that has implications for the
volume of both pedestrian and vehicular traffic.
(a)

(b)

(c)

0.0 km

0.3 km

Study Area

Figure 8: (a) a high-connectivity street system (Handy, Paterson, & Butler, 2003), (b) a street system
with low connectivity (Handy, Paterson, & Butler, 2003), (c) the connectivity of streets around the
study area.

6. The space can be seen from a distance.
Visual accessibility is a critical factor in peoples’ decision to use a public space. In terms
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of visual accessibility, the study area has good visibility for those passing the study area
on Princess and Queen Streets, and excellent visibility for those approaching the study
area while travelling south on Sydenham Street.
7. The interior of the space is visible from the outside.
Being able to see what is happening inside a public space is another important
component of visual accessibility. It is possible to see all parts of the study area from the
edge of the study area.
8. From inside the space it is possible to perceive human activity beyond the edges of
the space.
Being able to perceive human activity beyond the edges of a public space softens the
edge of public space, provides visual interest, and gives people a reason to slow down
or linger in a public space. Windows and patios can create a sense of transparency and
permeability that enhances visual connectivity, while blank walls and opaque windows
reduce it.

VISUAL CONNECTIVITY
High

Low

Medium

Very low

Figure 9: The degree of visual connectivity between the space and the businesses that surround it.
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While the north and south of the study area are completely open, the east and west
edges of the study area are primarily bordered by commercial properties containing a
mix of restaurants and offices, with some other commercial and residential uses. The
windows bordering the study area tend to be tinted, reducing the ability to see what is
going on beyond the edges of the space. Figure 9 contains a diagram illustrating the
varying levels of visual connectivity created by the visual transparency of businesses on
Sydenham Street between Princess and Queen.

Convenient
9. The space is easy to get to.
Successful public spaces are easy to get to. The study area is barrier-free and
conveniently located. There are no physical characteristics about the study area itself
that would require people to have to deliberate about entering it. However, because the
Princess/Sydenham Street requires vehicles to stop only on Sydenham Street, crossing to
the study area Princess Street from the south side requires pedestrians to wait patiently
for a break in traffic, or to detour east or west to reach a controlled intersection.
10. Paths through the space take people
where they want to go.
Successful public spaces are also easy
to get through. Paths through the study
area take people where they want to
go without requiring them to make
deviations. Because the study area is
a public street, this characteristic was
somewhat difficult to evaluate. Many users
of the space were observed jay-walking
to reach businesses on the other side of
the street (Figure 10), which is obviously
undesirable. However, the fact that people
felt comfortable jay-walking suggests that
Figure 10: An adult and two young children
jay-walking across the study area.
the street is not much of a barrier, and
that people were making the most of the
opportunity to reduce their travel times by taking the most direct route to where they
wanted to go.
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3.2.2 USES & ACTIVITIES
Table 10: Place evaluation before the project - uses & activities

USES & ACTIVITIES - BEFORE THE PROJECT
Criteria

Indicators

Rating

Active

11. People are using the space.

Fun

12. The overall design of the space is imaginative or
exciting, or there are playful or fun elements within
the space.

Vital

13. There is a mix of different land uses.

3
0
4
3
4
0

14. Many different types of activities are occurring.
15. People are using the space throughout the day.
Special
Rating Scale

16. People are stopping to look at and/or take photos of
the space.

4 Strongly Agree 3 Agree 2 Uncertain 1 Disagree 0 Strongly Disagree

Active
11. People are using the space.
People are drawn to places that are active. During the study period Sydenham Street was
observed to be fairly well-used by both pedestrians and traffic (Figure 11). At any given
time on Wednesday, August 19th an average of ten of the street’s fifteen parking spaces
were occupied, while on Sunday, August 23rd the average number was nine. Foot traffic
was measured as part of the quantitative data collection, and the raw pedestrian counts
can be found in Appendix B.

Figure 11: Activity in the study area, Wednesday August 19th, 14:00.
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12. The overall design of the space is
imaginative or exciting, or there are playful or
fun elements within the space.
Places of imagination and excitement provide
a counter to and an escape from the mundane
routines of everyday life. Although this is
one of the more subjective criteria, it would
be difficult for anyone to argue that the
study area is not completely devoid of these
Figure 12: The study area: a fairly utilitarian
qualities (Figure 12).
environment.

Vital
13. There is a mix of different land uses.
Place vitality is the general extent to which a place feels alive or lively, and it is one of the
defining characteristics of successful places (Montgomery, 1998; Jacobs & Appleyard,
1987). Diversity of land use is one of the key generators of place diversity. Surrounding
land uses play a major role in supporting the success of public spaces, and having a
complex mix of uses provides choice and interest and increases the attractiveness of
a space as a place to visit (Appendix A). The study area is surrounded by a mix of uses
(Figure 13), including uses that spill out onto and enliven the street through the use of
outdoor patios.
Artist Studios

Office

Service

Apartments

Apartments

Coffee Shop

Office

Service

ReOffice Service tail

Apartments
Apartments

}
}

Floor 2
Floor 1

Sydenham Street - Facing East

Office

Unknown

Apartments

Apartments

Vacant

Office

Office

Service

Restaurant

Vacant

Office
Vacant

Restaurant

}
}

Floor 2
Floor 1

Sydenham Street - Facing West
Figure 13: Mix of different land uses on Sydenham Street between Princess and Queen Streets.

14. Many different types of activities are occurring.
Diversity of activity is another component of urban vitality. Many different types of
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activities were observed occurring within the study area (Figure 14). However, these
activities were primarily related to movement – walking, cycling, driving through the
space, and parking.

Walking in a group
19:47:53
Sunday, August 23rd

Walking alone
02:30:04
Sunday, August 23rd

Dog walking
20:15:22
Sunday, August 23rd

Scooting
18:57:28
Wednesday, August 19th

Sitting in a group
19:45:37
Sunday, August 23rd

Sitting alone
11:33:40
Sunday, August 23rd

Standing in a group
19:29:22
Wednesday, August 19th

Walking in a group
19:47:53
Sunday, August 23rd

Cycling
11:52:10
Sunday, August 23rd

Bicycle parking
12:21:47
Wednesday, August 19th

Car parking
13:53:22
Wednesday, August 19th

Figure 14: Activities taking place within the study area before the project.

15. People are using the space throughout the day.
Montgomery (1998) suggests the existence of evening and nighttime activity contribute
to urban vitality. Use of the space as a place to walk and drive through, and as a place
to park, continued throughout all hours of the study period, although use of the space
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decreased somewhat toward the late evening. Use of the space in the evening was supported by surrounding land uses that create opportunities for recreational evening activities, such as bars and restaurants.

Special
16. People are stopping to look at and/or take photos of the space.
A highly imageable space can capture the attention of passersby, evoke feelings, and
create a lasting impression. A highly imageable space is one that people stop to take
pictures of. During the study period, no one was observed taking pictures of the area.
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3.2.3 Sociability
Table 11: Place evaluation before the project - sociability

SOCIABILITY - BEFORE THE PROJECT
Criteria

Indicators

Rating

Interactive

17. People are watching other people.

1
3
3
4
2
3

18. People are stopping to talk to other people.
19. There are groups of people occupying the space.
Diverse

20. People of varying ages are using the space.

Stewardship

21. People are actively caring for the space, e.g. by
picking up litter when they see it.

Friendly

22. People are exchanging greetings and seem to know
one another.

Rating Scale

4 Strongly Agree 3 Agree 2 Uncertain 1 Disagree 0 Strongly Disagree

Interactive
17. People are watching other people.
Providing an arena for social interaction is one of the fundamental purposes of public
space, and people-watching is the most basic and common form of social interactions. It
was not obvious from the footage of the SSR project that people were choosing to linger
in the space to watch other people.
18. People are stopping to talk to other
people.
Great public spaces are places where
people stop to talk to one another.
The part of the study area immediately
adjacent to the Menchie’s Frozen Yogurt
patio was observed to act as an informal
gathering area for people to stand and
talk, especially in the late afternoon and
evening (Figure 15). The Starbucks seating
area on the opposite side of the street was
also observed to be a place for people to

Figure 15: People stopping to chat outside
Menchie’s Frozen Yogurt.
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stop and meet.
19. There are groups of people occupying
the space.
While the majority of people moving
through the study area travelled alone, the
area adjacent to Menchie’s Frozen Yogurt
and the Starbucks patio were locations
where groups of people stopped to
interact (Figure 15).
Figure 16: Difference in body size made it possible
to tell adults from children.

Diverse
20. People of varying ages are using the
space.
Diverse social interaction is a goal of
placemaking (Project for Public Spaces,
n.d.). Project for Public Spaces suggests
examining diversity in terms of age and
ethnicity. However, it was difficult to
determine ethnicity reliably because of
the resolution of the video footage. The
age of people in the space, at least in
rough categories (very young child/young
adult/adult/very old adults), was easier to
determine due to differences in body size
(Figure 16), mobility aids such as walkers
and strollers, and dress (Figure 17 & Figure
18). A mix of all of these age categories
were observed using the study area.

Stewardship
21. People are actively caring for the
space, e.g. by picking up litter when they
see it.
PPS suggests that users of the Place
Diagram pay attention to the way users of a

Figure 17: In some cases, clothing helped
distinguish adults and older adults from young
adults.

Figure 18: In some cases, clothing helped
distinguish young adults from adults and older
adults.
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public space treat the space. Keystone Property Management, located at 179 Sydenham
Street, has maintenance staff that periodically clean the sidewalk in front of Keystoneowned commercial and residential properties located within the study area. No other
users of the space were observed picking up litter or engaged in any other caretaking
activities.

Friendly
22. People are exchanging greetings and seem to know one another.
PPS notes that it is difficult for a public space to become the sort of place where people
see friends and meet and greet their neighbours, but when it does it becomes the sort of
place that increases social capital and attachment to place. Throughout the study period
people were periodically observed meeting up with friends (Figure 15).
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3.2.4 comfort & image
Table 12: Place evaluation before the project - comfort & image

COMFORT & IMAGE - BEFORE THE PROJECT
Criteria

Indicators

Rating

Safe

23. It is easy to see inside the space from outside.

4
1
3
3
3
1
1
3
1
2

24. There are no dark or hidden areas.
25. There are plenty of “eyes on the street”.
26. The space gives the overall impression of safety.
Maintained

27. The space is clean and free of litter.
28. The built environment is well-maintained.

Sittable

29. There are many places to sit.
30. There are different types of places to sit.
31. People can choose to sit in the sun or the shade.
32. Seating can be moved around by users.

Rating Scale

4 Strongly Agree 3 Agree 2 Uncertain 1 Disagree 0 Strongly Disagree

Safe
23. It is easy to see inside the space from outside.
Being able to see what is happening within a public space from the outside increases
the amount of natural surveillance, which contributes significantly to the perception that
the area is safe. The study area has good visibility for those passing the study area on
Princess and Queen Streets, and excellent visibility for those approaching the study area
while travelling south on Sydenham Street. It is possible to see all parts of the study area
from outside the study area.
24. There are no dark or hidden areas.
A Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) audit (Appendix D)
completed by Constable Greg Harbec identified the following environmental safety
concerns related to lighting and visibility:
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1. At night the centre of the study area is not well-lit by the street lights; and
2. The alley beside 181 Sydenham Street is a hidden area (Figure 19).

Figures 19: Two views of the alley beside 181 Sydenham Street.

25. There are plenty of “eyes on the street”.
Surveillance, or the perception of
surveillance, is important for the safety of
public spaces. The study area experienced
a great deal of natural surveillance
throughout the hours of observation.
Natural surveillance sources include
users of the Menchie’s Frozen Yogurt and
Starbucks patios, pedestrians, drivers
and cyclists, residents from upper-storey
residential units, and people dining close
to the windows of Thai House Cuisine.
Figure 20: A large group of people leaving
Menchie’s patio at 21:38:24, Sunday August 23rd.
Menchie’s Frozen Yogurt’s 22:00 closing
time meant that there was almost always
one or more people sitting at street level in a highly visible location, even late into the
evening (Figure 20).
26. The space gives the overall impression of safety.
“Overall impression of safety” is a very subjective evaluation. However, the results of the
CPTED report, with some exceptions related to illumination and visibility at the centre of
the block, suggested that users should feel safe within the study area. The CPTED report
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is located in Appendix D.
Maintained
27. The space is clean and free of litter.
Well-maintained public spaces create welcoming and safe environments for users, while
poor maintenance can contribute to a perception of lack of safety. In terms of cleanliness,
maintenance staff from Keystone Property Management were observed removing litter
from the sidewalk and stairs in front of businesses within the study area. Despite this,
some litter was present, including copious amounts of cigarette butts at the base of trees
(Figure 21). However, in terms of overall cleanliness the litter present seemed minor and
transitory.

Figure 21: Cigarette butts and dandelion weeds surround the base of this tree on the west side of the
study area.

28. The built environment is well-maintained.
Poor maintenance of the sidewalk, planters, and street infrastructure, combined with
empty buildings, made the study area feel run-down and poorly cared for (Figures 2224). Similar street segments in downtown Kingston are much more attractive and wellmaintained (Figure 25).
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Figure 22: Within the study area, the sidewalk
has been patched with asphalt.

Figure 23: In many places the edge of the
sidewalk is crumbling.

Figure 24: The vancant buildings within the study
area appear shabby and uncared-for.

Figure 25: By comparison, King Street East
between Princess and Queen Streets - just a few
blocks away - is much more attractive and wellmaintained.
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Sittable
29. There are many places to sit.
A public space that lacks seating
opportunities inhibits many of the
activities that are made possible or more
comfortable when people can sit, activities
like reading, eating, and people-watching.
The study area contained four metal tables
with seven movable chairs, creating a
formal sitting area (Figure 26). The study
area also contained an informal sitting
areas in the form of stairs and a concrete
planter stretching from the entryway of
Sydenham Street Studios to the ramp
leading to the entryway for KEYS Job
Centre (Figure 27). People were also
observed using the curb as a place to sit
(Figure 28).
30. There are different types of places to
sit.
Different people also have different
sitting requirements, so having a range of
different seating options is important. The
study area contained both chairs and other
infrastructure that could serve as places to
sit.
31. People can choose to sit in the sun or in
the shade.
People love sitting in the sun when the
temperature is comfortable, seek out
the shade on the hottest days, so giving
people the ability to choose between
sun and shade is a critical component of
a comfortable public space. Moveable
Starbucks umbrellas over the formal sitting
area provided people with the ability to sit

Figure 26: The Starbucks patio.

Figure 27: This planter provides a different,
informal opportunity for people to sit.

Figure 28: A group using the curb as a place to sit
and chat.

32

in the sun or shade during the first half of the day. However, during the later parts of the
day the buildings on the west side of the street cast a shadow over all of the main formal
and informal sitting areas (Figure 29).

Figure 29: The sitting areas, which are all on the west side of the study area, spend half of the day in
shadow.

32. Seating can be moved around by users.
Moveable furniture provides flexibility and choice. While the Starbucks street furniture
could be re-arranged and moved to some degree, this movement was constrained within
the Starbucks patio area. Users did not have the option to move the furniture to any other
location within the study area.
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3.3 Quantitative observational Survey - before the project
3.3.1 cumulative pedestrian counts
The figure below illustrates the cumulative total number of pedestrians at each hour
through the study period. The raw pedestrian counts can be found in Appendix B.

Cumulative Pedestrian Counts - Before the Project
Wednesday, Aug 19 and Sunday, Aug 23
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Sun Aug 23

Figure 30:A graph of the cumulative pedestrian counts taken before the project.
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3.3.2 Hourly variation in pedestrian counts
The figure below illustrates the hourly variation in the number of pedestrians through the
study period. The raw pedestrian counts can be found in Appendix B.

Hourly Variation in Pedestrian Counts - -Before the Project
Wednesday, Aug 19 and Sunday, Aug 23
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Figure 31: A graph of the hourly variation in pedestrian counts taken before the project.
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3.3.3 STATIONARY ACTIVITY COUNTS - BEFORE THE PROJECT
The graphs below illustrate the number of people observed sitting in the study area
during the study period before the project. A table of stationary activity counts can be
found in Appendix C.
Stationary Activity Counts - Before the Project
Wednesday, Aug 19
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Figure 32: A graph of stationary activity counts take before the project on Wednesday, August 19th.

Stationary Activity Counts - Before the Project
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Figure 33: A graph of stationary activity counts take before the project on Sunday, August 23rd.
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3.4 Qualitative observational Survey - DURING the project
3.4.1 Access & Linkages
Table 13: Place evaluation before the project - access & linkages

ACCESS & LINKAGES - DURING THE PROJECT
Criteria

Indicators

Rating

Accessible

1.

3
1
4
4
3
4
4
3
4
3

There are no fences or other barriers.

2. The space functions for people with special needs.
3. People can use a variety of transportation options –
bus, car, bicycle, etc. – to reach the space.
4. The space does not use design to deliberately
exclude certain users or types of use.
Connected

5. The space is well-connected to the surrounding
urban fabric.
6. The space can be seen from a distance.
7. The interior of the space is visible from the outside.
8. From inside the space it is possible to perceive
human activity beyond the edges of the space.

Convenient

9. The space is easy to get to.
10. Paths through the space take people where they
want to go.

Rating Scale

4 Strongly Agree 3 Agree 2 Uncertain 1 Disagree 0 Strongly Disagree

Accessible
1. There are no fences or other barriers.
The study area is located on Sydenham Street between Princess Street, a busy retail
corridor, and Queen Street, which is a similarly busy urban collector street. Because
the study area is a public street it has no barriers, fences, or other obstacles that would
impede pedestrians from entering the study area. However, Sydenham Street terminates
in a T-junction at Princess Street, and traffic is only required to stop on Sydenham Street.
The nearest controlled crossings for those wishing to cross from the south side of
Princess Street are approximately 140 m east and west. Gehl notes that difficult street
crossings can result in irritating detours (Gehl, 2011).
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Excluding traffic from the space meant
that a barrier had to be erected across
the roadway. This barrier created an
accessibility challenge for cyclists
attempting to ride through the study
area. People in wheelchairs also found
the accessibility of the space lacking,
with access to the main public space (the
street) necessitating short but obviously
irritating detour to one of the driveways
toward the middle of the study area. Some
users found creative ways around this
challenge (Figure 34).

Figure 34: Rather than taking a detour to enter
the space, this couple finds a way to get the
wheelchair around the barrier - by going under it.

Because the SSR project repurposed the right-of-way as pedestrian-only space in order
to simulate an urban square or park, lack of car access was not considered to have a
negative effect on accessibility. Urban squares and parks are typically not public spaces
where access by cars is expected, unless they are divided by rights-of-way. As noted
in 3. People can use a variety of transportation options to reach the space, closing the
street to vehicles did not prevent people from reaching the space.
2. The space functions for people with special needs.
As noted above, the design of the project created some challenges for people with
special needs.
3. People can use a variety of transportation options to reach the space.
Closing the street did not prevent people from reaching the public space by car or
bicycle. No change from pre-project conditions. See page 16.
4. The space is not designed to deliberately exclude certain users or types of use.
No change from pre-project conditions. See page 16.

Connected
5 - 8.
No change from pre-project conditions. See pages 17 - 18.
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Convenient
9. The space is easy to get to.
No change from pre-project conditions. See page 19.
10. Paths through the space take people where they want to go.
Successful public spaces are not only easy to get to, they’re also easy to get through.
Paths through the study area take people where they want to go without requiring them
to make deviations. As noted in 1. There are no fences or other barriers, the project
created some challenges for people with special needs.
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3.4.2 Uses & activities
Table 14: Place evaluation during the project - uses & activities

USES & ACTIVITIES - DURING THE PROJECT
Criteria

Indicators

Rating

Active

11. People are using the space.

Fun

12. The overall design of the space is imaginative or
exciting, or there are playful or fun elements within
the space.

Vital

13. There is a mix of different land uses.

3
4
4
4
4
4

14. Many different types of activities are occurring.
15. People are using the space throughout the day.
Special
Rating Scale

16. People are stopping to look at and/or take photos of
the space.

4 Strongly Agree 3 Agree 2 Uncertain 1 Disagree 0 Strongly Disagree

Active
11. People are drawn to places that are active. During the study period Sydenham Street
was observed to be fairly well-used both as a movement corridor for pedestrians (See
Cumulative Pedestrian Counts, Figure 50) and as a place for people to sit, relax, play, and
eat (Figure 38).
12. The overall design of the space is imaginative or exciting, or there are playful or fun
elements within the space.
The SSR project introduced a number of fun, imaginative, and largely interactive
elements into the space, such as the Before I Die Wall, which invited users to share their
hopes and actions for the future (Figure 35). Users of the space were invited to make
their own imaginative contributions to the space (Figure 36 & Figure 37).

Vital
13. There is a mix of different land uses.
The Starbucks franchise on Sydenham Street closed at the beginning of the project.
Otherwise, no change from pre-project conditions. See page 21.
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Figure 35: The Before I Die Wall encouraged visitors to share their future goals and aspirations, serious
or otherwise.

Figure 36: Chalk art created on the asphalt by a visitor to
the SSR project.

Figure 37: A group of local knitters
“yarnbombed” many stationary
objects within the space.
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14. Many different types of activities are occurring.
Diversity of activity is a component of urban vitality. Many different types of activities
were observed occurring within the study area. The range of different types of activities
was broad, from activities related to movement, to optional activities such as playing
music, to social activities such as people watching and spending time in large groups
(Figure 38).

Playing
04:11:50
Sunday, September 6th

Playing music
19:44:47
Wednesday, September 2nd

Creating public art
20:13:40
Wednesday, September 2nd

People watching
20:00:29
Sunday, September 6th

Sitting in a group
15:00:27
Sunday, September 6th

Sitting alone
15:00:27
Sunday, September 6th

Eating
19:33:13
Sunday, September 6th

Standing in a group
15:05:28
Sunday, September 6th

Walking in a group
14:45:38
Sunday, September 6th

Walking alone
14:25:44
Wednesday, September 2nd

Bicycle parking
15:19:16
Sunday, September 6th

Cycling
16:25:59
Sunday, September 6th

Figure 38: Activities taking place within the study area during the project.
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15. People are using the space throughout the day.
No qualitative change from pre-project conditions. See page 22.

Special
16. People are stopping to look at and/or take photos of the space.
Special places are places that people stop to look at and take pictures of. Many people
were observed stopping to look at the space and to take photographs of it (Figure 39).

Figure 39: People stopping to observe and photograph the space.
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3.4.3 Sociability
Table 15: Place evaluation during the project - sociability

SOCIABILITY - DURING THE PROJECT
Criteria

Indicators

Rating

Interactive

17. People are watching other people.

4
4
4
4
3
4

18. People are stopping to talk to other people.
19. There are groups of people occupying the space.
Diverse

20. People of varying ages are using the space.

Stewardship

21. People are actively caring for the space, e.g. by
picking up litter when they see it.

Friendly

22. People are exchanging greetings and seem to know
one another.

Rating Scale

4 Strongly Agree 3 Agree 2 Uncertain 1 Disagree 0 Strongly Disagree

Interactive
12. People are watching other people.
Providing an arena for social interaction
is one of the fundamental purposes of
public space, and people-watching is the
most basic and common form of social
interaction. During the project more people
were observed lingering and socializing
within the space, leading to an increase in
both people to watch and people to do the
watching (Figure 40).
18. People are stopping to talk to other
people.
Great public spaces are places where
people stop to talk to one another. While
Figure 40: People watching other people.
parts of the study area were commonly
used as places for people to gather and
talk before the project, during the project more and different areas became popular
gathering spots, and more people were observed recreating in the space for the purpose
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of socialization (Figure 41 & Figure 42).

Figure 41: People socializing in the SSR project. Photo taken at approximately 18:00 on Sunday, August
31st, 2015.

Figure 42: People socializing in the SSR project. Photo taken at 19:40 on Sunday, September 6th, 2015.

19. There are groups of people occupying the space.
The street furniture added to the study area during the SSR project provided more
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opportunities for people to sit together in
groups.
Diverse
20. People of varying ages are using the
space.
No qualitative change from pre-project
conditions. See page 25.
Stewardship
21. People are actively caring for the
space, e.g. by picking up litter when they
see it.
PPS suggests that users of the Place Diagram pay attention to the way users of a
public space treat the space. Although no
one was observed removing litter during
the two study days, people engaged in
the maintenance and improvement of the
public realm in other ways, for example by
adding to or maintaining the community
created art and straightening furniture.
(Figure 43).

Figure 43: One of the SSR project’s “yarnbombers”
adding to the artwork in the space.

Figure 44: Friends greeting one another.

Friendly
22. People are exchanging greetings and
seem to know one another.
PPS notes that it is difficult for a public
space to become the sort of place where
people see friends and meet and greet
their neighbours, but when it does it becomes the sort of place that increases
Figure 45: Strangers discussing the community
social capital and attachment to place.
created art.
Throughout the study period people were
frequently observed meeting up with friends and greeting acquaintances (Figure 44). On
a couple of occasions strangers were observed meeting one another. These interactions
typically occurred around the community created art (Figure 45).
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3.4.4 comfort & image
Table 16: Place evaluation during the project - comfort & image

COMFORT & IMAGE - DURING THE PROJECT
Criteria

Indicators

Rating

Safe

23. It is easy to see inside the space from outside.

4
1
3
3
3
1
4
4
3
4

24. There are no dark or hidden areas.
25. There are plenty of “eyes on the street”.
26. The space gives the overall impression of safety.
Maintained

27. The space is clean and free of litter.
28. The built environment is well-maintained.

Sittable

29. There are many places to sit.
30. There are different types of places to sit.
31. People can choose to sit in the sun or the shade.
32. Seating can be moved around by users.

Rating Scale

4 Strongly Agree 3 Agree 2 Uncertain 1 Disagree 0 Strongly Disagree

Safe
23. It is easy to see inside the space from outside.
No change from pre-project conditions. See page 27.
24. There are no dark or hidden areas.
No change from pre-project conditions. See page 27.
25. There are plenty of “eyes on the street”.
Natural surveillance, or “eyes on the street”, is important for the safety of public spaces.
Although there were concerns prior to the project that excluding traffic from the space
would reduce safety by removing a significant source of natural surveillance, during the
hours of the study plenty of non-motorized human activity was observed in the space,
even late in the evening (Figure 46). However, once the SSR project “closed” for the night
and the street furniture was taken away, the level of natural surveillance was unarguably
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lower than pre-project conditions, due to
the absence of cars driving through the
space.
26. The space gives the overall impression
of safety.
No change from pre-project conditions.
See page 28.

28. The built environment is wellmaintained.
No change from pre-project conditions.
See page 29.

Sittable
29. There are many places to sit.
A public space that lacks seating
opportunities inhibits many of the
activities that are made possible or more
comfortable when people can sit, activities
like reading, eating, and people-watching.
During the SSR project seven light-weight
folding tables and fourteen folding chairs
Street
were added to the space.Princess
An informal
sitting area was created using a 6m x 8m
Astroturf carpet topped with crocheted
pillowed designed to resemble flowering
cacti. Menchie’s Frozen Yogurt also
contributed two tables and four chairs,
and Starbucks generously left their street
furniture behind (Figure 47).

Figure 46: People using the space at night. Still
Mackillop
taken at 21:07:39 Sunday, September
Law 6th.
Apartments

Sydenham Street

Maintained
27. The space is clean and free of litter.
No change from pre-project conditions.
See page 29.

ZEAL Metal

Fossa Hair

Sustainable
Kingston

Keys Job Centre

Starbucks

**
*

* *

Eccles,
Hodkinson & Ass.
Total
Look

Thai House
Cuisine

Vacant

Menchies

*

Legend

*

Planter w/ Tree

Astroturf

Umbrella

Bike Rack

Seating Provided by SSR

Driveway

Seating Provided by
Businesses

Study Area Boundary

Landscaping

Raised Planter

Figure 47: A diagram illustrating the general
location of SSR’s street furniture.
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30. There are different types of places to
sit.
Different people also have different
sitting requirements, so having a range of
different seating options is important. The
study area contained both chairs and other
infrastructure that could serve as places to
sit. During the project the astroturf area at
the intersection of Sydenham Street and
Princess Street created a very popular
informal place to sit (Figure 48).
31. People can choose to sit in the sun or
the shade.
People love sitting in the sun when the
temperature is comfortable, seek out
the shade on the hottest days, so giving
people the ability to choose between sun
and shade is a critical component of a
comfortable public space. Light-weight,
movable furniture and umbrellas gave
people the flexibility to move in and out
of the sunshine as they needed to. There
were, however, only five umbrellas, an
insufficient amount especially during the
middle of the day when other sources of
shade were limited.

Figure 48: Strangers discussing the community
created art.

Figure 49: Tables and chairs pulled together to
accommodate a large group of people.

32. Seating can be moved around by
users.
Movable furniture provides flexibility and
choice to rearrange the space to suit
their needs. An example of this is users
moving lots of tables and chairs together to
accommodate a large group (Figure 49).
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3.5 Quantitative observational Survey - DURING the project
3.5.1 Cumulative Pedestrian counts
The figure below illustrates the cumulative total number of pedestrians at each hour
through the study period. The raw pedestrian counts can be found in Appendix B.

Cumulative Pedestrian Counts - During the Project
Wednesday, Sep 02 and Sunday, Sep 06
3000

Cumulative total pedestrians
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500

22:00

21:00

20:00

19:00

18:00

17:00

16:00

15:00

14:00

13:00

12:00

11:00

10:00

09:00

0

Time of day
Wed Sep 02

Sun Sep 06

Figure 50: A graph of the cumulative pedestrian counts taken during the project.
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3.5.2 hourly variation in pedestrian counts
The figure below illustrates the hourly variation in the number of pedestrians through the
study period. The raw pedestrian counts can be found in Appendix B.

Hourly Variation in Pedestrian Counts - During the Project
Wednesday, Sep 02 and Sunday, Sep 06
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Time of Day
Wed Sep 02

Sun Sep 06

Figure 51: A graph of the hourly variation in pedestrian counts taken during the project.
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3.3.3 STATIONARY ACTIVITY COUNTS - DURING THE PROJECT
The graphs below illustrate the number of people observed sitting in the study area
during the study period. A table of stationary activity counts can be found in Appendix C.

Stationary Activity Counts - During the Project
Wednesday, Sep 02
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Figure 52: A graph of the stationary activity counts during the project taken on Wednesday, September 2nd.

Stationary Activity Counts - During the Project
Sunday, Sep 06
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Figure 53: A graph of the stationary activity counts during the project taken on Sunday, September 6th.
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4.0 DIScussion
4.1 Overview
Two research questions were identified at the beginning of this report
1. Did the SSR project create a successful public space on Sydenham Street?
2. What are the important lessons from SSR project for a permanent public space
on Sydenham Street?
Project for Public Spaces defines successful public spaces as places that are accessible,
comfortable, social, and active (Project for Public Spaces (c), n.d.). At the beginning of this
report an additional test was established for measuring the success of the SSR project:
did more people choose to use the space while it was a pop-up park? The qualitative
observational survey conducted for this research demonstrated that, while physical
accessibility was somewhat negatively affected by the project, there were gains in terms
of the comfort, activity, sociability, and inclusivity (another aspect of accessibility) of the
space. These results were corroborated by the significant increase in the number of
people counted using the space as a place to sit and linger. This chapter will discuss these
findings and explain why they support the claim that the SSR project was a successful
public space.
Chapter 5 will address the second research question by suggesting a number of design
recommendations for a permanent public space on Sydenham street based on lessons
discussed in this chapter.

4.2 Did the ssr project create a successful public space?
The SSR project was a temporary, community-led urban design intervention intended
to test out the theory that Sydenham Street could be successfully transformed into a
permanent public space. In Cities for People (2010), Jan Gehl makes the connection
between the quality of a physical environment and the amount and type of the public life
it will support (Figure 54). The physical design of a public space is therefore an important
consideration if the goal is to foster activity and sociability, qualities Project for Public
Spaces identifies as necessary for a public place to be considered successful.
Using Project for Public Space's Place Diagram as the foundation for a qualitative
survey of the study area before and during the project was useful in revealing how
the project affected activity and sociability (Table 17). Figures 14 and 38 in Chapter 3
contain examples of the different types of activities observed within the space before
53

Table 17: Qualitative Observational Survey Summary.

QUALITATIVE OBSERVATIONAL SURVEY SUMMARY
ACCESS & LINKAGES
17. There are no fences or other
barriers.
18. The space functions for people
with special needs.
19. People can use a variety of
transportation options – bus, car,
bicycle, etc. – to reach the space.
20. The space does not use design
to deliberately exclude certain
users or types of use.
21. The space is well-connected to
the surrounding urban fabric.
22. The space can be seen from a
distance.
23. The interior of the space is visible
from the outside.
24. From inside the space it is
possible to perceive human
activity beyond the edges of the
space.
25. The space is easy to get to.

Accessible

Connected

Convenient

26. Paths through the space take
people where they want to go.
USES & ACTIVITIES
Active

27. People are using the space.

Fun

28. The overall design of the space is
imaginative or exciting, or there
are playful or fun elements within
the space.
29. There is a mix of different land
uses.
30. Many different types of activities
are occurring.
31. People are using the space
throughout the day.
32. People are stopping to look at
and/or take photos of the space.

Vital

Special

Rating Scale

BEFORE

DURING CHANGE

3
3
4

3
1
4

4
3
4
4

4
3
4
4

3

3

4
4

4
3

BEFORE

DURING CHANGE

3

3

No change

0

4

Increase

4
3
4
0

4
4
4
4

No change
Decrease
No change

No change
No change
No change
No change

No change

No change
Decrease

No change
Increase
No change
Increase

4 Strongly Agree 3 Agree 2 Uncertain 1 Disagree 0 Strongly Disagree
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Table 18: Qualitative Observational Survey Summary (continued from previous page).

QUALITATIVE OBSERVATIONAL SURVEY SUMMARY
SOCIABILITY
33. People are watching other
people.
34. People are stopping to talk to
other people.
35. There are groups of people
occupying the space.
36. People of varying ages are using
the space.
37. People are actively caring for the
space, e.g. by picking up litter
when they see it.
38. People are exchanging greetings
and seem to know one another.

Interactive

Diverse
Stewardship

Friendly

COMFORT & IMAGE
Safe

Maintained

Sittable

39. It is easy to see inside the space
from outside.
40. There are no dark or hidden
areas.
41. There are plenty of “eyes on the
street”.
42. The space gives the overall
impression of safety.
43. The space is clean and free of
litter.
44. The built environment is wellmaintained.
45. There are many places to sit.
46. There are different types of
places to sit.
47. People can choose to sit in the
sun or the shade.
48. Seating can be moved around by
users.

Rating Scale

BEFORE

DURING CHANGE

1
3
3
4

4
4
4
4

2

3

Increase

3

4

Increase

BEFORE

DURING CHANGE

4
1
3
3
3
1
1
3
1
2

4
1
3
3
3
1
4
4
3
4

Increase
Increase
Increase
No change

No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Increase
Increase
Increase
Increase

4 Strongly Agree 3 Agree 2 Uncertain 1 Disagree 0 Strongly Disagree
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and during SSR. Activity before the
project was primarily focused around
movement through the space, but during
the project many types of optional and
social activities were observed, including
playing music, making art, socializing in
groups, and engaging in play. This shift
from necessary to more recreational
and social activities is evidence that the
physical changes introduced by SSR
created a successful public space.

physical environment
high quality

physical environment
low quality

necessary
activities

optional
activities

social
activities

Figure 54: The connection between outdoor quality
and outdoor activities (Gehl, 2010).

Project for Public Spaces identifies accessibility as one of the four qualities of a
successful public space. The SSR project did negatively affect some aspects of
accessibility (Table 17). Transforming the street into the main pedestrian space meant that
the curbs became barriers to free entry for people with mobility challenges. The barriers
placed across the street to prevent vehicles from entering the pop-up park also blocked
access for wheelchairs, strollers, and cyclists. However, reduced physical accessibility
during the project can be attributed to the temporary, make-shift nature of the community
created pop-up park. A permanent public space on Sydenham Street could incorporate
barrier-free design elements such as minimized curbs or a continuous, curb-free surface
to make it an equitable physical environment for all users.
The qualitative observational survey also revealed that SSR had no effect on aspects of
accessibility related to the surrounding built environment and transportation networks
(Table 17). Elements of the broader urban context such as the presence and location of
transit are unlikely to be influenced even by the creation of a permanent public space
on Sydenham Street, but they are still important to consider because they play an
important role in setting the stage for public life. Places that are hard to get to or difficult
to see are likely going to find it more challenging to foster active and social public life
than places that are situated in accessible, visible locations. Results from these sections
of the qualitative observational survey indicate that in terms of public space potential,
Sydenham Street is very well-situated within the urban fabric.
Accessibility can also be thought about in terms of social opportunity. Good urban
design, insisted Jacobs and Appleyard, must be for the poor as well as the rich, and no
one should be excluded on the basis of financial means (1987). Although there was some
high-quality seating in the study area prior to the project, the street furniture belonged
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to Starbucks. Cafe patios can do a lot to animate a public space, but there is an implicit
expectation that these privately-owned spaces are for use by customers. By providing
high-quality public seating, the SSR project improved this aspect of accessibility by
eliminating financial barriers to use. Additionally, the extra seating contributed to the
comfort of the space (Table 17).
The criteria for success outlined at the beginning require SSR to show an increase in
use. While the qualitative observational survey was useful in understanding how types of
activities taking place within the space changed because of the SSR project, it was not
very successful in capturing changes to the total amount of activity. The quantitative data
collection helped fill in this gap by providing numerical information about changes to the
number of pedestrians and the number of people stopping to sit.
The following graph (Figure 55) compares the cumulative pedestrian counts before and
during the project. The raw pedestrian counts can be found in Appendix B. While the
difference between the Wednesday counts before and during the project was not very
large, with slightly fewer people moving through the space on the Wednesday during the
project, there is a big difference between the Sunday counts. On the Sunday during the
SSR project more than 700 additional pedestrians were counted.
Cumulative Pedestrian Counts - All Study Days
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Figure 55: A graph of the cumulative pedestrian counts for all of the study days.
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The graph in Figure 56 illustrates changes in patterns of use across different times
of the day. The patterns of evening use are the most interesting. Place vitality is the
extent to which a place feels alive or lively. Montgomery (1998) suggests that one of the
contributing factors to place vitality is the presence of evening or nighttime activity. On
both of the study days during the project, pedestrian counts between 17:00 and 20:30
were consistently higher than those recorded prior to the SSR project.
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Figure 56: A graph of the hourly variation in pedesrian counts for all study days.

Pedestrian use of the space was observed to be lower on Sunday compared to
Wednesday both before and during the project. This is almost certainly because many
downtown businesses in Kingston are closed or have shorter operating hours on Sunday.
This highlights the important role that surrounding land uses play in supporting activity
on Sydenham Street.
The strongest quantitative evidence that the SSR project created a successful public
space was the change in the number of people stopping to sit (stationary activity). Brent
Toderian, urban design consultant and ex-chief of Vancouver city planning, uses the term
“sticky streets” to describe streets that encourage people to stop and linger (Toderian,
2014). Elements that increase the “stickiness” of public space include the presence of
street life, comfortable places to sit, things to look at and engage with, the perception of
personal safety - essentially, the qualities that make a successful public space.
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A successful public space is one that is
accessible, comfortable, social, and active.
For SSR to be considered a successful
public place, it also needed to prove that
it could attract more people to the space.
This study demonstrates that while the
makeshift design of SSR created some
accessibility challenges for some users, on
the whole it was a successful public space
that attracted more people and fostered
more recreational and social uses.

Stationary Activity Counts
350
Number of Observations

The stationary activity counts made before
and during SSR demonstrate a very large
increase in the number of observations
of people sitting in the space during the
project (Figure 57). There was also a large
decrease in the amount of time street
furniture within the study sat completely
empty compared to counts recorded
before the project (Figure 58). Because
people are not likely to sit and spend time
in an environment that is uncomfortable or
that offers little in the way of interest, the
increase in stationary activity in general
during the project also supports the
assertion that the SSR project created a
successful public space.
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Figure 57: A graph comparing the number of
stationary activity counts on each of the study
days.
Seating Occupancy - Comparison of
Observations of Some Use vs. No Use
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4.3 limitations
Two methods were used to conduct this
research: a qualitative observational
survey based on Project for Public Spaces
Place Diagram evaluation tool, and
quantitative data collection that involved
counting specific phenomena. Because
of my personal involvement in the SSR
project, the addition of the quantitative

% observations with no users observed sitting
% observations with 1 or more users observed
sitting

Figure 58: A series of graphs illustrating the
percent of observations of some degree of use
compared to the percent observations of no use.
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method was intended to help address the potential for researcher bias. Now that the
research has reached its conclusion it is clear that neither of the methods alone would
have been sufficient to answer both research questions. Together, they were highly
complementary and helped address one another’s weaknesses.
During the initial research design phase some time was spent attempting to find a
critical appraisal of the Place Diagram evaluation tool, without success. Because
many of the criteria within the Place Diagram echo those used in walkability audits,
studies comparing walkability audits and assessing their limitations proved valuable in
understanding what some of the limitations of the Place Diagram might be. Issues raised
in connection to walkability audits that also apply to the Place Diagram evaluation tool
include vague or inaccessible terminology and the difficulty inherent in describing and
evaluating attributes that are perceptual rather than physical in nature (Kelly et al., 2011;
Ewing & Handy, 2009).
Although an effort was made to establish a definition for each Place Diagram criterion
by conducting a literature of the key sources highlighted by Project for Public Spaces
(Appendix A), establishing reliable operational definitions of the more perceptual
environmental qualities was outside the scope of this study. Ewing and Handy’s 2009
study Measuring the Unmeasurable: Urban Design Qualities Related to Walkability
provides some insight into how this limitation might be overcome.
Another drawback to the Place Diagram evaluation tool used in this research is that
in some cases it proved inadequate for capturing some of the important qualitative
differences between the study area before and during the project. For example, the
study area ranked high for the criterion “Many different types of activities are occurring”
(Table 2) both before and during the SSR project. However, activities during the SSR
project tended to be much more recreational and social, an important indicator of a
successful public space (Gehl, 2010). In order to improve the tool, some additional, more
nuanced criterion could be developed from the literature review.
Despite these limitations, the Place Diagram was a useful - if not perfect - lens through
which to organize and conduct observations of the space.
The quantitative method was a simple and very useful addition to the study, and in a
number of cases it was helpful to refer to the pedestrian and stationary activity counts
when completing the qualitative observational survey. A drawback to using this method
was simply the time involved: even though the recorded footage could be played
back at high speed, it was impossible to go beyond 5.5 times normal speed while
still maintaining accurate counts. With fifty-two hours of video footage to review this
represented a significant time investment.
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One further limitation, separate from the methods used, should be noted. The pop-up
park was only in place for seventeen days late in the summer of 2015. During this time,
the weather was consistently above 20°C and mostly sunny or lightly overcast, ideal
conditions for outdoor activity. Because of this, the pop-up park really only tested how
people might use a permanent public space on Sydenham Street over the summer
months. But what about the rest of the year?

4.4 suggestions for further research
The goal of the SSR pop-up park project was to test the feasibility of installing a
permanent public space on Sydenham Street between Princess and Queen Streets.
The large increase in stationary activity shown in Figure 57, combined with the increase
in pedestrian activity shown in Figure 55, provide strong quantitative evidence that the
street is a viable location for a longer pilot project that could test the performance of the
space at other times of the year.
A second pilot project would not necessarily need to be another temporary pop-up park.
At the beginning of this report it was noted that the timing of both SSR and this report
were particularly relevant because Sydenham Street will be dug up for infrastructure
repairs in late 2016. Using this opportunity to transform the street into a public space
would limit disruption for surrounding businesses and reduce costs associated with the
project. Designing and implementing a second pop-up park pilot would mean that the
City of Kingston would miss this important window of opportunity. Implementing a flexible
street design in this location as part of the 2016 Princess Street reconstruction project
would capitalize on this opportunity while minimizing the risk of committing to a full
permanent street closure. It would also create a less makeshift, more refined platform for
piloting the closure of Sydenham Street at different times of the year.
What are flexible streets? Also known as shared streets or woonerfs, flexible streets
are social spaces rather than just channels for vehicular mobility (Collarte, 2012). By
combining different uses rather than separating them to certain parts of the right-ofway, flexible streets balance the need for street space for vehicles with the provision of
space for pedestrians and other uses and activities. They also provide flexibility in terms
of programming, allowing for different types of uses to dominate at different times. For
example, a flexible street may prioritize vehicular access and parking in the winter, while
in the summer months it may function as a civic plaza where festivals, markets, and other
occasional programmed activities can occur. Flexible street case studies can be found in
Appendix E.
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Because of time and resource constraints, only a relatively small amount of qualitative
and quantitative data was analyzed for this report. One further benefit of a second pilot
would be the opportunity to collect additional types of data that could help paint a more
detailed picture of how people used the space and how the space affected surrounding
businesses and residents. For example, studying phenomena such the length of
time each user sits in the space would provide more information about the overall
attractiveness or "stickiness" of the space, while at the same time making it clear whether
levels of stationary activity were due to many people spending short periods of time
sitting in the space, or fewer people spending much longer periods sitting. Surveys and/
or interviews of the surrounding businesses would help researchers understand whether
a public space in this location would benefit this important stakeholder group. Recording
counts of selected phenomena across more study days would also help increase the
reliability of findings.
As illustrated in Figure 2 on page 5, some portions of the study area are privately owned,
and businesses such as Menchie’s Frozen Yogurt can apply to lease part of the sidewalk
for outdoor patios as per the regulations set out in City of Kingston By-Law Number
87-136. As a permanent public space, Sydenham Street would therefore contain a mix
of public and privately-owned spaces. Privately owned public spaces (POPS) can pose
significant challenges for public life, particularly around issues design quality (Kayden,
2000; Whyte, 1988), as well as who can use the space and when (Kayden, 2000).
Additionally, while outdoor café and restaurant seating such as the Menchie’s patio
can do a lot to enliven the space and draw people to it, this type of use also carries
the risk of privatizing the public space to the detriment of public uses (Kayden, 2000).
Further research into the interaction between the publicly owned areas of the street and
the privately owned and managed would therefore also provide helpful insights for a
permanent public space on Sydenham Street.
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5.0 Design recommendations for a permanent public space
5.1 overview
In the Kingston Transportation Master Plan (Kingston, 2015) it is noted that the City of
Kingston is currently considering pedestrianizing Sydenham Street between Princess
and Queen. This chapter draws on the previous analysis and discussion to provide
recommendations for a permanent public space on Sydenham Street.

5.2 Recommendations
Recommendation #1: Consider a flexible street design.
The Sydenham Street Revived pop-up park
project ran from August 27th to September
12th, just a few short weeks during the
middle of summer. Would a permanent
pedestrian space in this location be used
at all during the colder months? Although
the SSR project provided proof that
public space in this location could be
successful during the summer months, a
longer pilot project would be needed to
test out the viability of year-round street
closure. However, as noted in section
4.4, conducting another pop-up park pilot
would mean that the City of Kingston
Figure 59: The revitalized Market Street, a flexible
would miss the window of opportunity to
street in Toronto, ON (Toronto, 2015).
transform Sydenham Street afforded by the
Princess Street reconstruction project.
Including flexible street design features in the reconstructed Sydenham Street would
take advantage of this opportunity while allowing for further experimentation to take
place before committing to a full street closure. Around Ontario there is a growing
interest in flexible streets, streets that can function as a public spaces or event spaces
when needed, but which also allow for cars and parking with it makes sense to prioritize
those uses (Figure 59). Some case studies of flexible streets in Ontario can be found
in Appendix E. A key component of flexible streets are movable bollards, which allow
streets to be narrowed or closed as needed.
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Recommendation #2: A continuous,
barrier-free surface.
Accessible public spaces should provide
an equitable physical environment for all
potential users of the built environment
(Carmona, Tiesdell, Heath, & Oc, 2010).
In section 3.4.1 it was it was noted that
because the main public space during
SSR was the street, the presence of curbs
became barrier for some people with
mobility challenges. Accessibility is one
for the four qualities of successful public
spaces identified by Project for Public
Spaces. Removing or minimizing curbs was
identified in the Chapter 4 as a solution to
this issue.
Minimized or absent curbs are a common
characteristic of flexible streets (IBI Group,
2015). Unlike mid-block table top crossings,
which would also improve accessibility,
minimizing or removing the curbs would
also improve flexibility and the function of
the space as an event space by removing
divisions between sidewalk and street
space (Appendix E). Streets with minimized
or absent curbs can be found in both
Brockville and Cobourg (Figures 60 & 61).
Both municipalities are relatively close to
Kingston, and Kingston, Brockville, and
Cobourg share similar climate. Together
they demonstrate that this design element
can be successfully implemented in smaller
Ontario municipalities.

Figure 60: Brockville has utilized a curb-free,
flexible street design on King Street within their
CBD.

Figure 61: Cobourg, ON, has minimized curbs
along this section of King Street.

Recommendation #3: More places to sit.
Figure 57 in Chapter 4 shows that during the SSR project there was a large increase
in the number of people observed sitting in the space. Gehl (2010) notes that having
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places to sit is the simplest way to improve
the comfort of a public space, and that
sitting opportunities also support public
life by making optional activities such as
reading, eating, people-watching, and
socializing with friends possible or more
comfortable. A redesigned Sydenham
Street should have an abundance of sitting
opportunities.
Some seating within the space should be
public seating. In the discussion in Chapter
4 it was noted that social opportunity is a
component of accessibility, and that good
urban design should not exclude anyone
on the basis of financial means (Jacobs
& Appleyard, 1987). Public seating gives
people the opportunity to sit and enjoy
a public space without first having to
purchase goods or services, eliminating
financial barriers to use.
Lastly, ideally the space should contain
seating that can be moved around by
users (Figure 62). Being able to move
street furniture allows people to sit where
they’re most comfortable, and to rearrange
the space to accommodate large groups.
Street furniture that can be moved can
also be stolen, so the provision of movable
chairs and tables would also require a plan
for overnight storage or acceptance of the
occasional theft.
Recommendation #4: Opportunities for
public and community-created art.
Local artists such as Stefan Duerst and
Donna Brown helped enliven the space

Figure 62: Moveable, removable seating in
Springer Market Square behind Kingston City
Hall.

Figure 63: The windows of this vacant building
became an opportunity to inject some fun and
interest into the space.

Figure 64: Footage of two people who seemed to
be strangers connecting over community art in the
SSR project.

65

with public art, and brought others together to help them co-create some of the major
pieces. Community members were also invited to contribute their own creativity to the
space through yarnbombing, a form of street art where yarn in any form is attached to
objects in the public environment, participating in the Before I Die Wall, or marking the
street with chalk.
An obvious consequence of this was that the dreariness of the built environment on
this section of Sydenham Street was transformed in fun, chaotic, and unexpected
ways (Figure 63). More subtly, it appeared to give people a sense of ownership of and
responsibility for the street, motivating them to maintain and continue to add to the
streetscape. It was also observed that the art in the space gave people a reason to
connect with one another (Figure 64).
The City of Kingston’s Public Art Master Plan 2014-2019 recommends developing
opportunities for diverse cultural expression in civic spaces, places, and neighbourhoods
through the commission and exhibition of works of temporary public art from a variety of
art forms, including street art, and establishing one or more public art platforms to exhibit
a rotating display of art in a public venue (2014). A public space on Sydenham Street
would meet the Plan’s site selection guidelines, and should be considered a priority
location for temporary, small-scale public arts projects.
Recommendation #5: Connect the grid.
Areas with a high degree of street
connectivity allow for easy movement
and increase the ease with which people
- especially on foot - can reach goods,
services, activities, and destinations.
Jane Jacobs noted short blocks are one
of the four indispensable conditions of
city diversity (1961). Physical connectivity
therefore has implications for both
activity and urban vitality. Kingston’s
CBD in general has a high level of street
connectivity, with short blocks and a
grid-like network of streets, but one
area where this is not the case is where
Sydenham Street meets Princess Street.

0.0 km

0.3 km

Study Area
Potential Mid-Block
Connection

Figure 65: Location for a potential mid-block
pedestrian connection.
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Because the street ends on one side
of a block and continues on the other,
vehicles and people attempting to travel
along Sydenham Street must make an
inconvenient deviation from their main
direction to cross Princess Street. Gehl
notes that people are typically unwilling
to accept a large deviation in their chosen
direction unless blocked by a significant
obstacle (2011). This undoubtedly
influences peoples’ decision to use the
street, whether on foot or in their cars.
While the lack of vehicular connectivity
is one of the characteristics that makes
Sydenham Street a good candidate
for pedestrianization, enhancing the
walkability of the street would be desirable
even if it never becomes a permanent
public space. One way to do this would
be to improve pedestrian access by
establishing a formal mid-block connection
using an existing carriageway (Figure
66) and courtyard (Figure 67). The City of
Kingston Downtown Action Plan (2003)
recognizes that developing mid-block
spaces has the potential to enrich the
pedestrian experience.
Currently, it’s possible to walk through the
middle of the block to the other side of
Sydenham, but only when the carriageway
entrance gate is open. The path through
the middle of the block isn’t straight (Figure
68), but it requires less of a deviation than
other alternatives. Unlike streets, this
space is privately owned. While the City of
Kingston can’t directly develop a mid-block

Figure 66: The carriageway entrance to the midblock passage. Typically the gate is closed.

Figure 67: The centre -block courtyard is currently
used for parking.

Figure 68: An illustration of the current
pedestrian route through the block (Google Maps,
2016).
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appendix a: the place diagram
The Place Diagram (Figure 69) is one of the tools developed by Project for Public Spaces
for the purpose of helping communities evaluate the key attributes (inner ring), intangible
qualities (middle ring), and measurable data (outer ring) of places.

Figure 69: The Place Diagram place evaluation tool by Project for Public Spaces (Project for Public
Spaces, 2016).

Project for Public Spaces’ Place Diagram is accompanied on their website by an
extremely succinct description of the tool and a limited number of questions to use as a
starting point for place evaluation. In order to better understand the diagram and reduce
the ambiguity of some of the terms, the following literature review defines fourteen of
the Place Diagram’s intangible qualities and establishes a set of measurable indicators
for each. Where possible I have used the works of Appleyard, Jacobs, Whyte, and other
academics and authors recognized by Project for Public Spaces for introducing groundbreaking ideas about designing cities for people.
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1. access & Linkages
The following criteria help users of the
Place Diagram evaluate how a space is
connected visually and physically to the
surrounding urban fabric and movement
patterns. This is important because no
matter how well a public space is designed,
if it is poorly located or difficult to access
it is unlikely to be well-used. On the other
hand, if a space is well-located and easily
accessed, “good design can enable it
realise its previously untapped potential”
(Carmona, Tiesdell, Heath, & Oc, 2010).

Accessibility can also be thought of in
terms of social opportunity. Good urban
design, insisted Jacobs and Appleyard,
must be for the poor as well as the rich,
and is in fact more needed by the poor. No
one should be excluded on the basis of
financial means (1987). An environment can
be considered inaccessible if people need
to rely on public modes of transportation to
get to it (Carmona, Tiesdell, Heath, & Oc,
2010). Urban design can also exclude users
by designing out certain uses (Figure 70).

Accessible
Accessible public spaces should provide
an equitable physical environment for all
potential users of the built environment
– old/young, rich/poor, male/female, ablebodied/disabled, the ethnic majority and
ethnic minorities (Carmona, Tiesdell, Heath,
& Oc, 2010).
Accessibility can be considered in terms
of physical barriers, which can prevent the
disabled, elderly, pregnant, and anyone
else limited in physical ability for reasons
outside of their body – for example,
pushing a baby stroller or carrying heavy
luggage – from using public space. The
City of Kingston’s Facility Accessibility
Design Standards (2009) contains the
accessibility standards that are applied to
all newly constructed and/or renovated
facilities that are owned, leased, or
operated by the City of Kingston. These
standards do not, however, apply to the
public right-of-way.

Figure 70: Bench in Camden, UK. Urban design
can be used to “design out” certain uses or users,
such as the homeless or skateboarders (Mars,
2016).

Indicators
1. There are no fences or other barriers.
2. The space functions for people with
special needs.
3. People can use a variety of transportation options – bus, car, bicycle, etc. – to
reach the space.
4. The space does not use design to deliberately exclude certain users or types
of use.
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Connected
Physical connectivity is defined as the
directness and availability of alternative
routes from one point to another (Figure
71). The idea is that areas with a high
degree of connectivity allows easy
movement and increases the ease with
which people can reach goods, services,
activities, and destinations (Strangl, 2015).
Block length is often used in planning
practice as a measure of connectivity
(Handy, Boarnet, Ewing, & Killingsworth,
2002). Jane Jacobs noted short blocks are
one of the four indispensable conditions of
city diversity (1961). Physical connectivity
therefore has implications for both activity
and urban vitality.

if a space can’t be seen, people will not
use it (Whyte, City: Rediscovering the
Center, 1988). Being able to see into a
space is an important component of visual
accessibility. In Life Between Buildings,
Jan Gehl notes that there is a relationship
between being able to see activity and the
desire to participate among both children
and adults (2011).
Being able to see or perceive from inside a
public space the human activity occurring
around it is also important. This quality is
often referred to as transparency. Physical
elements that influence transparency
include walls, windows, doors, fences,
landscaping, and openings into midblock
spaces. The ultimate form of transparency
is when internal activities – such as dining
or sales of merchandise – are brought out
onto the street (Ewing & Clemente, 2012).
Transparency softens the edge of public
space, provides visual interest, and gives
people a reason to slow down or linger in
a public space (Figure 72).

Figure 71: A high-connectivity street system vs.
a street system with low connectivity (Handy,
Paterson, & Butler, 2003).

How long should a block be? Allan Jacobs,
author of Great Streets (1993) suggests
that urban street connections should occur
every 300 feet (91 metres) at most.
PPS identifies visual accessibility as
one of the important qualities of a great
urban place. Visibility is a critical factor in
peoples’ decision to use a public space:

Figure 72: A study of shopping streets in
Copenhagen found increased levels of activity in
front of active frontages (Gehl, 2010).
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Transparency can be assessed by looking
at the proportion of first-floor façade with
windows, the proportion of active uses
such as shops, restaurants, and other uses
that generate significant pedestrian traffic,
and the proportion of continuous walks or
building facades adjacent to the sidewalk
(Ewing & Clemente, 2012) (Figure 73).

Convenient
A successful public space is easy to get
to (Project for Public Spaces (c), n.d.).
Barriers to entry do not always need
to be physical. The decision to sink or
elevate a plaza, for example, can create a
psychological barrier by requiring people
to have to make a conscious decision to
enter the space (Figure 35) (Whyte, City:
Rediscovering the Center, 1988).
A successful public space is also easy to
get through (Project for Public Spaces (c),
n.d.). Gehl notes that people are typically
reluctant to accept large deviations from
their main direction, and will steer directly
toward their goal if it can be seen unless
the route is blocked by a significant barrier,
such as dangerous traffic (2011).

Figure 73: Stone City Ales on Princess Street,
Kingston. The large amount of glazing and
outdoor patio creates an active façade with a high
degree of transparency.

Indicators
5. There is a good connection between
the space and the surrounding urban
fabric.
6. The space can be seen from a distance.
7. The interior of the space is visible from
the outside.
8. From inside the space is possible to
perceive human activity beyond the
edges of the space.

Figure 74: People are reluctant to accept large
deviations from their main direction (Gehl, 2011).

Indicators
9. The space is easy to get to.
10. Paths through the space take people
where they want to go.
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2. USES & ACTIVITIES
Project for Public Spaces describes
activities as the “basic building blocks of
place”. The following criteria help users of
the Place Diagram evaluate the uses and
activities of a public space.
Gehl draws a distinction between
necessary activities, optional (or
recreational) activities, and social
activities in public space (Gehl, Cities for
People, 2010). Necessary activities are
the activities that take place regardless
of conditions, such as going to work or
school, or delivering goods to customers.
Optional activities are recreational
activities that people enjoy under good
conditions. Social activity, which can range
from passive see and hear contact to

planned common activities, requires the
presence of other people and is reinforced
by necessary and optional activity. Figure
75 illustrates the connection between
the quality of the urban environment and
different types of activity.

Active
In Life Between Buildings, Gehl observed
that people are drawn to places that offer
the opportunity to see, hear, and interact
with other people, and that a public space
that is active becomes an attraction in
and of itself (2011). The activity of a public
space has implications for sociability,
comfort, and image.
Indicator
11. Many people are using the space.

physical environment
high quality

physical environment
low quality

necessary
activities

optional
activities

social
activities

Figure 75: The connection between outdoor quality and outdoor activities (adapted from Gehl, 2010).
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Fun
In Toward an Urban Design Manifesto,
Jacobs and Appleyard state that architects
and planners take cities too seriously
and in doing so create places that are
boring, humourless, and alienating. Cities,
they explain, should provide places of
imagination and excitement, a counter to
and an escape from the mundane routines
of everyday life (Jacobs & Appleyard,
Toward an Urban Design Manifesto, 1987).
Indicator
12. The overall design of the space imaginative or exciting, or there are playful
or fun elements within the space.

•

•

Patterns of opening hours and the
existence of evening and nighttime
activity; and
The presence of an active street life
and active street frontages.

Indicators
13. There is a mix of different primary land
uses.
14. Many different types of activities are
occurring.
15. People are using the space throughout
the day.

Vital
Place vitality is the extent to which a
place feels alive or lively, and is one of
the defining characteristics of successful
places (Montgomery, 1998; Jacobs &
Appleyard, 1987). Jane Jacobs argued
that the vitality of city neighbourhoods
depends on the overlapping and
interweaving of different activities and
land uses (1961). Having a complex mixture
of uses provides choice and interest
(Talen, 2008), and contributes to a sense
of excitement, spirit, stimulation and
exchange (Jacobs & Appleyard, Toward an
Urban Design Manifesto, 1987). According
to Montgomery (1998), some of the key
contributors to place vitality are
• A variety of primary land uses (Figure
75);
• The proportion of locally owned or
independent businesses;

Figure 76: Horizontal (a) and vertical (b) mixes
uses (Carmona, Tiesdell, Heath, & Oc, 2010).

Special
Project for Public Spaces describes
great public places as spaces that have
their “own special flavor”, or sense of
character (Project for Public Spaces (a),
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n.d.). But what makes a place distinctive,
special? In his book Image of the City,
Kevin Lynch points out that while meaning
or expressiveness, sensuous delight,
stimulus, and choice are among the basic
properties of a beautiful environment,
it is the imageability of a place that
makes it seem well formed, distinct,
remarkable (Lynch, 1960). A place has high
imageability when its specific physical
elements and their arrangement capture
attention, evoke feelings, and create a
lasting impression. An imageable place
is not necessarily an attractive one; areas
such as industrial waterfronts may be
highly imageable but not conventionally
attractive (Southworth, 1985).
Indicator
16. People are stopping to look at and/or
take photos of the space.

3. SOCIABILITY
The following criteria help users of
the Place Diagram evaluate the social
dimension of public space. Jane Jacobs
and William H. Whyte explored the
relationship between urban design and
human activity, both noting that urban
design plays a role in fostering public
life by offering different opportunities for
action and interaction.

Interactive
Good places for social interaction are
places where people want to be; places
that are well-connected, accessible, active,
comfortable, and safe.
Providing an arena for social interaction
is one of the fundamental purposes
of public space. Interaction does not
necessarily need to mean full engagement
– Gehl notes that the opportunity to
simply observe others gives people the
option to participate in public life in a a
relaxed, undemanding way that offers
an alternative to isolation or full social
engagement. This sort of low-intensity
human contact also provides a foundation
from which other, more active forms of
social contact can grow (2011).
The abundance or absence of social
interaction also has implications for the
activity and vitality of a public space.
William H. Whyte, Jane Jacobs, and Jan
Gehl have all noted that people-watching
is one of the most important urban
attractions. “Peoples’ love of watching
activity and other people is constantly
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evident in cities everywhere” (Jacobs J. ,
1961) (Figures 76 & 77).

Figure 76: Opportunities for people-watching
(Carmona, Tiesdell, Heath, & Oc, 2010).

Diverse
Diverse social interaction is a goal of
placemaking (Project for Public Spaces
(c), n.d.). For Jane Jacobs, the unplanned
contacts between the diverse users of
public spaces are important because
they contribute to a sense of public
acquaintanceship and trust that has
implications for social segregation and
racial discrimination. In Death and Life of
Great American Cities, she describes how
physical qualities of the built environment
– including a mix of building uses and
mixed building ages – are necessary
for the maintenance of diverse human
interactions and relationships (1961).
Indicator
20. People of varying ages are using the
space.

Stewardship

Figure 77 - William H. Whyte noted that the
corner of Seagram Plaza functioned as great
place for impromptu “conferences” (1988).

Indicators
17. People are sitting in the space to watch
other people.
18. People are stopping to talk to other
people.
19. There are groups of people occupying
the space.

Project for Public Spaces suggests that
users of the Place Diagram pay attention
to the way users of a public space treat the
space.
Indicators
21. People are actively caring for the
space, for example by picking up litter
when they see it.

Friendly
Project for Public Spaces states that
sociability is a difficult quality for a place to
achieve, but when a public space becomes
the sort of place where people see friends
and meet and greet their neighbours, they
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tend to feel a stronger attachment to their
community and to the place that fosters
these types of interactions (Project for
Public Spaces (c), n.d.).
Indicators
22. People are exchanging greetings and
seem to know one another.

4. COMFORT & IMAGE
The following criteria help users of the
Place Diagram evaluate the level of
physical comfort offered by a public space
and how safe people are likely to feel
while using it. A space that is physically
uncomfortable because of environmental
factors, or that feels uncomfortable
because of a real or perceived lack of
safety, is unlikely to be one in which
people choose to linger for any length of
time.

Safe
Poor lighting, poor visibility, physical
isolation, and areas of concealment are all
physical characteristics which park users
associate with high-risk environments
(Project for Public Spaces (d), n.d.).
Research has shown that the design of the
built environment can reduce opportunities
for crime and improve the perception
of safety. Crime Prevention through
Environmental Design (CPTED) is an
approach to deterring criminal behaviour
through environmental design that has
gained wide international acceptance.
CPTED guidelines encourage maintaining
visibility, avoiding dark or hidden areas
near activity nodes, and the installation of
appropriate lighting (RCMP + CMHC, 1998).
Surveillance, or the perception of
surveillance, is another important element
of safe public spaces. Surveillance can
mean an official security presence, but as
Jane Jacobs notes in The Death and Life
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of Great American Cities, the public peace
of cities is not kept primarily by the police,
but by the intricate network of voluntary
controls and standards among people,
and enforced by the people themselves
(1961). She referred to this sort of natural
surveillance – the routine use of space - as
“eyes on the street”. Therefore, the more
people present in a space, the safer it will
be.

Figure 78 - A dark or narrow entrance such as
this one at New York City’s Bryant Part may
discourage people from entering (Project for
Public Spaces, n.d.)

24. There are no dark or hidden areas.
25. There are plenty of “eyes on the
street”.
26. The space gives the overall impression
of safety.

Maintained
Well-maintained public spaces create
welcoming and safe environments for
users, while poor maintenance can
contribute to a perception of lack of
safety. High levels of maintenance in the
built environment have been associated
with increased feelings of comfort and
safety (Wood, et al., 2007). Elements that
contribute to a sense of poor maintenance
can include items such as the presence
of litter, cigarette butts, garbage, drug
paraphernalia, graffiti, broken windows,
and abandoned buildings (Hoehner,
Brennan Ramirez, Elliott, Handy, &
Brownson, 2005)
Indicators
27. The space is clean and free of litter.
28. The built environment is well-maintained.

Sittable

Figure 79 - Obscured views can encourage misuse
and post a threat to users (Hilborn, 2009).

Indicators
23. It is easy to see inside the space from
outside.

“To improve the quality of the outdoor
environment in an area by simple means,
it is almost always a good idea to create
more and better opportunities for sitting”
(Gehl, 2011).
A public space that lacks places for people
to sit inhibits many of the activities that
are made possible or more comfortable
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when people can sit, activities like reading,
eating, and people-watching. Having
places to sit – preferably many of them
- is therefore an important component
of a successful public space (Gehl, 2011).
Different people also have different sitting
requirements. For many people, what
matters most is the comfort and practicality
of a seat, while children and young people
can accept sitting almost anywhere (Gehl,
2011).
People love sitting in the sun when the
temperature is comfortable, seek out the
shade on the hottest days, and generally
prefer to be sheltered from the wind (Gehl,
2011; Whyte, 1988). Location is therefore
important for comfort – people should be
able to choose whether they sit in the sun
or shade (Figure 81). Moveable furniture
provides even greater flexibility and choice
(Figure 82).
Indicators
29. There are many places to sit.
30. There are different types of sitting opportunities.
31. People can choose to sit in the sun or
the shade.
32. Seating can be moved around by
users.

Figure 81 - During colder weather, sunshine
makes the difference between sitting comfortably
and not sitting (Whyte, 1988).

Figure 81 - Moveable furniture gives people the
ability to sit where they feel most comfortable
(Project for Public Spaces, 2015).

Figure 80 - A landscape of different sitting
opportunities. Pioneer Courthouse Square,
Portland (Zapata, 2012).
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appendix b: raw pedestrian counts

APPENDIX B: RAW PEDESTRIAN COUNTS
Wed Aug
19Aug
/ Before
SSR
Wed
19
Time Period

09:00 - 09:14
09:15 - 09:29
09:30 - 09:44
09:45 - 09:59
10:00 - 10:14
10:15 - 10:29
10:30 - 10:44
10:45 - 10:59
11:00 - 11:14
11:15 - 11:29
11:30 - 11:44
11:45 - 11:59
12:00 - 12:14
12:15 - 12:29
12:30 - 12:44
12:45 - 12:59
13:00 - 13:14
13:15 - 13:29
13:30 - 13:44
13:45 - 13:59
14:00 - 14:14
14:15 - 14:29
14:30 - 14:44
14:45 - 14:59
15:00 - 15:14
15:15 - 15:29
15:30 - 15:44
15:45 - 15:59
16:00 - 16:14
16:15 - 16:29
16:30 - 16:44
16:45 - 16:59
17:00 - 17:14
17:15 - 17:29
17:30 - 17:44
17:45 - 17:59
18:00 - 18:14
18:15 - 18:29
18:30 - 18:44
18:45 - 18:59
19:00 - 19:14
19:15 - 19:29
19:30 - 19:44
19:45 - 19:59
20:00 - 20:14
20:15 - 20:29
20:30 - 20:44
20:45 - 20:59
21:00 - 21:14
21:15 - 21:29
21:30 - 21: 44
21:44 - 21:59

Total

LEGEND
0-20

21-40

Ped. Counts
36
34
34
31
47
35
36
34
39
42
46
31
68
77
76
77
55
63
73
74
71
85
67
68
69
52
41
43
67
69
47
59
51
37
52
33
50
36
41
47
48
56
46
24
51
49
38
19
39
43
20
32

2558
41-60

Sun AugSun
23Aug
/ Before
SSR
23
Time Period

Ped. Counts

09:00 - 09:14
09:15 - 09:29
09:30 - 09:44
09:45 - 09:59
10:00 - 10:14
10:15 - 10:29
10:30 - 10:44
10:45 - 10:59
11:00 - 11:14
11:15 - 11:29
11:30 - 11:44
11:45 - 11:59
12:00 - 12:14
12:15 - 12:29
12:30 - 12:44
12:45 - 12:59
13:00 - 13:14
13:15 - 13:29
13:30 - 13:44
13:45 - 13:59
14:00 - 14:14
14:15 - 14:29
14:30 - 14:44
14:45 - 14:59
15:00 - 15:14
15:15 - 15:29
15:30 - 15:44
15:45 - 15:59
16:00 - 16:14
16:15 - 16:29
16:30 - 16:44
16:45 - 16:59
17:00 - 17:14
17:15 - 17:29
17:30 - 17:44
17:45 - 17:59
18:00 - 18:14
18:15 - 18:29
18:30 - 18:44
18:45 - 18:59
19:00 - 19:14
19:15 - 19:29
19:30 - 19:44
19:45 - 19:59
20:00 - 20:14
20:15 - 20:29
20:30 - 20:44
20:45 - 20:59
21:00 - 21:14
21:15 - 21:29
21:30 - 21: 44
21:44 - 21:59

16
21
11
24
20
16
26
34
28
39
47
32
36
28
44
42
44
58
57
61
52
70
45
23
48
40
36
39
38
47
34
15
19
33
17
22
31
17
21
34
34
27
25
46
27
28
38
19
18
14
14
8

Total

61-80

1663

Wed Sep
02Sep
/ During
SSR
Wed
02

Time

09:00 - 09:14
09:15 - 09:29
09:30 - 09:44
09:45 - 09:59
10:00 - 10:14
10:15 - 10:29
10:30 - 10:44
10:45 - 10:59
11:00 - 11:14
11:15 - 11:29
11:30 - 11:44
11:45 - 11:59
12:00 - 12:14
12:15 - 12:29
12:30 - 12:44
12:45 - 12:59
13:00 - 13:14
13:15 - 13:29
13:30 - 13:44
13:45 - 13:59
14:00 - 14:14
14:15 - 14:29
14:30 - 14:44
14:45 - 14:59
15:00 - 15:14
15:15 - 15:29
15:30 - 15:44
15:45 - 15:59
16:00 - 16:14
16:15 - 16:29
16:30 - 16:44
16:45 - 16:59
17:00 - 17:14
17:15 - 17:29
17:30 - 17:44
17:45 - 17:59
18:00 - 18:14
18:15 - 18:29
18:30 - 18:44
18:45 - 18:59
19:00 - 19:14
19:15 - 19:29
19:30 - 19:44
19:45 - 19:59
20:00 - 20:14
20:15 - 20:29
20:30 - 20:44
20:45 - 20:59
21:00 - 21:14
21:15 - 21:29
21:30 - 21: 44
21:44 - 21:59

Total

Ped. Counts
18
25
39
31
22
39
38
41
41
48
55
65
46
59
54
53
56
57
45
50
64
51
64
80
48
51
75
57
46
68
67
53
60
58
43
62
57
60
55
32
55
63
56
53
70
49
44
42
19
27
18
54

2583

Sun SepSun
06Sep
/ During
SSR
06

Time

09:00 - 09:14
09:15 - 09:29
09:30 - 09:44
09:45 - 09:59
10:00 - 10:14
10:15 - 10:29
10:30 - 10:44
10:45 - 10:59
11:00 - 11:14
11:15 - 11:29
11:30 - 11:44
11:45 - 11:59
12:00 - 12:14
12:15 - 12:29
12:30 - 12:44
12:45 - 12:59
13:00 - 13:14
13:15 - 13:29
13:30 - 13:44
13:45 - 13:59
14:00 - 14:14
14:15 - 14:29
14:30 - 14:44
14:45 - 14:59
15:00 - 15:14
15:15 - 15:29
15:30 - 15:44
15:45 - 15:59
16:00 - 16:14
16:15 - 16:29
16:30 - 16:44
16:45 - 16:59
17:00 - 17:14
17:15 - 17:29
17:30 - 17:44
17:45 - 17:59
18:00 - 18:14
18:15 - 18:29
18:30 - 18:44
18:45 - 18:59
19:00 - 19:14
19:15 - 19:29
19:30 - 19:44
19:45 - 19:59
20:00 - 20:14
20:15 - 20:29
20:30 - 20:44
20:45 - 20:59
21:00 - 21:14
21:15 - 21:29
21:30 - 21: 44
21:44 - 21:59

Total

Ped. Counts
29
17
16
17
35
31
30
35
51
29
52
45
46
34
42
40
82
71
65
61
38
58
81
53
51
57
44
47
62
37
35
27
41
56
36
31
45
44
53
65
47
61
76
49
42
59
65
51
49
35
30
17

2370

81-100
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appendix C: raw Stationary activity counts

APPENDIX C: RAW STATIONARY ACTIVITY COUNTS
Wed
Aug19
19 / Before SSR Sun
SunAug
Aug
Wed Aug
2323 / Before SSR
Time
09:00
09:15
09:30
09:45
10:00
10:15
10:30
10:45
11:00
11:15
11:30
11:45
12:00
12:15
12:30
12:45
13:00
13:15
13:30
13:45
14:00
14:15
14:30
14:45
15:00
15:15
15:30
15:45
16:00
16:15
16:30
16:45
17:00
17:15
17:30
17:45
18:00
18:15
18:30
18:45
19:00
19:15
19:30
19:45
20:00
20:15
20:30
20:45
21:00
21:15
21:30
21:45
22:00

People Sitting

LEGEND
0
1-5

0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
1
0
1
0
0
7
0
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
0
1
1
1
1
2
2
0
3
3
2
0
1
1
2
6
6
5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

6-10

Time
09:00
09:15
09:30
09:45
10:00
10:15
10:30
10:45
11:00
11:15
11:30
11:45
12:00
12:15
12:30
12:45
13:00
13:15
13:30
13:45
14:00
14:15
14:30
14:45
15:00
15:15
15:30
15:45
16:00
16:15
16:30
16:45
17:00
17:15
17:30
17:45
18:00
18:15
18:30
18:45
19:00
19:15
19:30
19:45
20:00
20:15
20:30
20:45
21:00
21:15
21:30
21:45
22:00

11-15

People Sitting

2
3
6
4
4
6
5
3
1
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
1
1
1
1
2
1
0
4
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
4
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

WedSep
Sep0202 / During SSR
Wed
Time
09:00
09:15
09:30
09:45
10:00
10:15
10:30
10:45
11:00
11:15
11:30
11:45
12:00
12:15
12:30
12:45
13:00
13:15
13:30
13:45
14:00
14:15
14:30
14:45
15:00
15:15
15:30
15:45
16:00
16:15
16:30
16:45
17:00
17:15
17:30
17:45
18:00
18:15
18:30
18:45
19:00
19:15
19:30
19:45
20:00
20:15
20:30
20:45
21:00
21:15
21:30
21:45
22:00

People Sitting

0
0
3
1
3
0
1
2
1
2
2
13
3
2
4
5
5
7
8
7
4
5
5
6
17
10
2
4
12
5
7
4
4
5
6
13
12
6
12
13
5
12
5
8
7
3
1
5
6
7
0
0
0

SunSep
Sep
Sun
0606 / During SSR
Time
09:00
09:15
09:30
09:45
10:00
10:15
10:30
10:45
11:00
11:15
11:30
11:45
12:00
12:15
12:30
12:45
13:00
13:15
13:30
13:45
14:00
14:15
14:30
14:45
15:00
15:15
15:30
15:45
16:00
16:15
16:30
16:45
17:00
17:15
17:30
17:45
18:00
18:15
18:30
18:45
19:00
19:15
19:30
19:45
20:00
20:15
20:30
20:45
21:00
21:15
21:30
21:45
22:00

People Sitting

0
4
12
15
11
8
4
1
0
0
0
2
4
6
0
5
0
2
5
8
13
9
12
17
15
17
9
9
5
8
6
11
10
6
6
1
1
5
2
6
15
7
4
10
6
4
2
2
5
0
0
0
0

16-20

84
63

appendix D: CPTED REPORT
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appendix e: flexible street case studies
introduction
What is a flexible street?
Flexible streets, also known as shared streets or woonerfs, are social spaces rather than
just a chanel for vehicular mobility (Collarte, 2012). By combining different uses rather
than separating them to certain parts of the right-of-way, flexible streets balance the
need for street space for vehicles with the provision of space for pedestrians and other
uses and activities. They also provide flexibility in terms of programming, allowing for
different types of uses to dominate at different times. For example, a flexible street may
prioritize vehicular access and parking in the winter, while in the summer months it may
function as a civic plaza
where festivals, markets,
and other occasional
programmed activities can
occur.
In Creating Dundas Place:
A Flexible Street Scoping
Study (2015), IBI Group
identifies three typologies
of shared-space streets
(Figure 81).

Figure 81: Shared-space street typologies (IBI Group, 2015).

Case studies
King Street, Kitchener (ON)
Completed in 2010, the project involved the redesigning King Street, Kitchener’s main
street, to “put pedestrians first” (Kitchener, 2016). Removable bollards allow for on-street
parking during the winter months, while in the summer months the bollards can be
relocated to maximize the amount of space available for pedestrians and outdoor patios.
Curbs were lowered to create a virtually flat street to allow it to function as a festival
street and event space, and to improve universal accessibility.
Complete Streets for Canada identifies a number of positive outcomes from this project,
including an almost 200% increase in pedestrians (2015).
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Figure 82: King Street cross-section (Complete
Streets for Canada, 2015)

Figure 83: Removable bollards and sloping
curves enable flexible use of public space
(Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2013).

Market Street, Toronto (ON)
The redesign of Market Street was completed in the spring of 2014. The flexible design
enables the street to accommodate a dynamic range of activities, with the capacity to
adapt to different seasons, days of the week, or time of the day (Toronto, 2015). During
the winter months, both sides of the street are used for parking, while in the summer
months the west side is given over to pedestrians and outdoor restaurant patios (Figure
86).

Figure 84: Market Street prior to revitalization
(Harris, 2010).

Figure 85: The revitalized Market Street, Toronto
(Toronto, 2015).
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Figure 86: A cross-section detailing Market Street’s summer operation (Toronto, 2015). The operation of
the street can be changed according to season.
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Dundas Street, London (ON)
The recently approved plan for Dundas Street will see a downtown stretch of the street
transformed into a flexible public space. The goal is to make Dundas Street “the most
exciting place in London (IBI Group, 2015)”. The Dundas Street Scoping Study notes that
the transformation of the street will help achieve placemaking goals, such as fostering a
strong sense of identity, allowing for a diverse range of uses, and improving the vitality of
urban life by allowing activity and commerce to spill out onto the street.

Figure 87: : An artist’s rendering of Dundas Street (CTV News London, 2015).
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