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Executive Summary 

 
Background and Context  

In Canada, only 20% of children use active modes of travel to get to and from school (Cottagiri 

et al., 2021). Therefore, the childhood obesity epidemic in North America paired with the 

increasing dependence on private automobile transportation provides another important point of 

collaboration for urban planners and public health professionals (Rao et al., 2016). To address 

children’s growing automobile dependency, many cities are introducing initiatives and 

programming that aim to increase opportunities for children’s active transportation (Mackett et 

al., 2005; Pinkerton et al., 2013; Turner et al., 2013). Many of these initiatives aim to target 

children’s travel to school with the hope that this will provide an opportunity for physical 

activity as well as build children’s capacity for independent mobility and in turn lead to greater 

use of active travel in other trips.  

School Streets are one type of initiative being explored to promote active transportation, by 

closing streets around elementary schools to through traffic for 30-60 minutes before and after 

the school day. The evidence generated from School Street pilot programs suggests that they 

offer numerous benefits to communities, including safer neighbourhoods, increased active 

transportation, improved air quality in the schoolyard and an increase in children’s independent 

mobility (8 80 Cities, 2019; Davis, 2020; Wu & Bergeron, 2015). However, there have been very 

few School Street pilots in Canada and therefore there is limited data on the preparation involved 

in implementing these initiatives, specifically when it is a long-term closure.   

This report aims to fill this gap in the literature by evaluating the planning and 

implementation of a full-year School Street pilot in Kingston, Ontario, operated and managed by 

the non-profit Kingston Coalition for Active Transportation (KCAT). By detailing the processes, 

challenges and opportunities involved in planning and implementing a School Street, the 

findings from this research offer best practices for ensuring these initiatives can be successfully 

introduced in other Canadian cities.  

 

Research Questions  

This research was guided by the following research questions:  

1. What processes and procedures were involved in planning the School Street initiative, 

prior to its launch in September 2021?  
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2. What opportunities and challenges were presented in the planning and implementation of 

the initiative?  

 

Methodology and Methods  

This study uses a mini-ethnographic case study design, which focuses on a singular case study 

where the researcher is embedded within the environment and/or social group they are studying. 

Through her Mitacs Accelerate award (May-August 2021), the researcher worked for the 

Kingston Coalition for Active Transportation as the project coordinator for the School Street and 

as a research assistant for Levelling the Playing Fields; a larger research program co-led by her 

supervisor, Dr. Patricia Collins, designed to evaluate the impacts of School Street and Play Street 

programs in various sites in Kingston and Montreal. Therefore, the researcher was deeply 

embedded in both the practice and research contexts, making mini-ethnography an appropriate 

methodology for this study. A literature review was undertaken to examine trends in children’s 

active school travel and independent mobility in Canada; to describe the various approaches that 

are being employed to increase active school travel in children; and to define and document the 

characteristics of School Street initiatives. The researcher’s field notes from her work as a 

project coordinator for KCAT were synthesized to create a project implementation timeline that 

detailed the processes and procedures leading up to the launch of the School Street initiative.  

 

Findings  

Eight main processes were identified in the planning and implementation of the School Street. 

The processes included: building a relationship with the municipality; establishing a school site; 

mobilizing support from the school community; informing and consulting residents; gaining city 

approval; mobilizing volunteers and equipment; and modifying based on feedback. The longest 

processes in the planning stage, in terms of time, were establishing a willing school site and 

gaining city approval. The length of both processes speaks to the challenges of piloting a new 

type of project as schools may be apprehensive and the municipality must develop new 

procedures for approving a novel program.  

 

The key opportunities and challenges identified in the planning and implementation processes 

are summarized in the table below. 
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Opportunities Challenges 

• The team had existing connections 

within the community and to the 

school  

• Concerns around displacing traffic 

congestion made stakeholders wary to 

show support 

• The initiative recruited a large and 

diverse volunteer network due to 

connections to the neighbourhood and 

Queen’s University students  

• COVID-19 pandemic constrained the 

ability to engage with students and 

parents  

• The school community had high levels 

of active transportation prior to the 

launch of the School Street  

• Home businesses and the school staff 

parking lot were located within the 

original School Street zone, increasing 

the number of vehicle exemptions 

required  

• The school principal and the 

neighbourhood’s city councillor were 

supportive of the initiative  

• Volunteer requirements imposed by 

the municipality increased volunteer 

need and costs for volunteers  

• The implementer (KCAT) had 

previous experience with street 

rebalancing projects and working with 

the municipality  

• Delay in planning and procuring 

materials as the team waited for city 

council approval  

 

 

Recommendations  

From the findings the following recommendations for future School Streets emerged:  

1. Implement School Streets concurrently with other active school travel programs to 

further increase rates of active transportation 

2. Plan to measure school traffic congestion pre-implementation and post-implementation 

through vehicle counts and monitoring unsafe driver behaviour 

3. Involve children in the consultation and engagement process  

4. Ensure that school staff, and especially the school principal, understands and supports the 

initiative at the selected school site 

5. Recruit a diverse roster of volunteers and minimize volunteers’ time commitment  

6. Ensure the regulatory context is known and understood well in advance of the potential 

launch date  

7. Involve local community groups in the planning and implementation of the initiative 

8. Implement and adjust based on feedback  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 

1.1 Statement of the General Problem  

In Canada, roughly 31% of children are now considered overweight or obese, leading to an 

extremely high prevalence of obesity-related chronic diseases (Rao et al., 2016). The trends in 

obesity have been occurring simultaneously with the increased use of private automobiles for the 

transportation of children (Davison et al., 2008). In Canada, only 20% of children use active 

modes of transportation to travel to school, a shocking contrast to rates of active modes of 

transportation in children in the previous generations (Cottagiri et al., 2021; Rothman et al., 

2021). Therefore, this obesity epidemic paired with the increasing dependence on private 

automobile transportation provides another important point of collaboration for urban planners 

and public health professionals. To address children’s growing automobile dependency, many 

cities are introducing initiatives and programming that aim to increase opportunities for 

children’s active transportation (Mackett et al., 2005; Pinkerton et al., 2013; Turner et al., 2013). 

Many of these initiatives aim to target children’s travel to school with the hope that this will 

provide an opportunity for physical activity as well as build children’s capacity for independent 

mobility and in turn lead to greater use of active travel in other trips.  

School Streets are one type of initiative being explored to promote active transportation, 

by closing streets around elementary schools to through traffic for 30-60 minutes before and after 

the school day. Originating in Europe, several Canadian cities have started to experiment with 

this approach (Montreal Urban Ecology Centre (MUEC), 2020). Measured outcomes from these 

School Street pilot programs suggests that they offer numerous benefits to communities, 

including safer neighbourhoods, increased active transportation, improved air quality in the 

schoolyard and an increase in children’s independent mobility (8 80 Cities, 2019; Davis, 2020; 

Wu & Bergeron, 2015). However, there has been limited study or documentation of the 

preparation involved in implementing these initiatives and their sustainability beyond a 

temporary and short-term closure. For these initiatives to be adopted by Canadian municipalities, 

there needs to be more data and literature detailing the planning and implementation process.  

In general, there is limited scholarly literature on School Streets as very few initiatives 

run long enough to enable rigorous evaluations. Additionally, to my knowledge, there is no other 
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mid-sized Canadian city that has piloted a School Street. Therefore, this research aims to 

establish detailed best practices for ensuring these initiatives can be successfully introduced in 

other Canadian cities.  

 

1.2 School Street site and context  

This study analyzed the planning and implementation process for a School Street pilot in 

Kingston, ON. The exact location of the participating School is at the intersection of Earl St and 

MacDonnell (Figure 1.1.). The neighbourhood that encompasses the school community is 

located within 1 kilometre of Queen’s University campus and has a population density of 2035 

people per square kilometre (Statistics Canada, 2022). As of 2015, the median household income 

in the school’s census tract was $121,472, representing a higher-income community within the 

city (Statistics Canada, 2017). Additionally, in the school’s census tract, households with 

children outnumber households without children, with the average household size of 3 people 

(Statistics Canada, 2017), suggesting it is a neighbourhood with a high density of children.  

 

Figure 1.1: Location of the School Site in Kingston, ON 
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1.3 School Street Implementation Team  

The School Street initiative on MacDonnell is operated and managed by Kingston Coalition for 

Active Transportation (KCAT) with support from Kingston Gets Active (KGA). KCAT is a 

registered non-profit organization that works as a research and advocacy group for the promotion 

of safe active transportation. The organization started in 2008 as a coalition of representatives 

from KFL&A Public Health, City of Kingston and Queen’s University - all local organizations 

that had interests in promoting active transportation. KCAT has worked on active transportation 

projects including conferences, commenting on road and bridge projects, serving on the City’s 

technical advisory group for the Active Transportation Master Plan and most recently 

implementing the Quiet Streets program in the fall of 2020. KCAT operates through volunteer 

support with no paid staff members.  

In 2021, KCAT participated as a funding partner in a Mitacs Accelerate award. These 

awards support graduate students to split their time working as an intern for a non-academic 

industry partner, and as a research assistant for an academic supervisor. In this case, the Mitacs 

intern was tasked with coordinating the planning of the School Streets program in the 

aforementioned neighbourhood for KCAT, and working as a research assistant on a CIHR-

funded study called Levelling the Playing Fields. This study, led by Dr. Collins at Queen’s 

University and Dr Frohlich at University of Montreal, seeks to evaluate Play Streets and School 

Street programs in Kingston and Montreal. The author of this report was the recipient of this 

Mitacs Accelerate award and therefore served as the project coordinator for KCAT and as a 

research assistant for Dr Patricia Collins at Queen’s University from April-December, 2021.  

 

1.4 Author’s Position within the Research  

As previously discussed, the author of this report worked closely with KCAT to plan and 

mobilize support for the School Street initiative. As such, the author does not aim to be 

‘objective’, due to their closeness with the research topic and vested interest in seeing the 

program succeed. The author’s positionality and reflections on their relationship with the 

research topic are discussed in subsequent sections of this report.  
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1.5 Research Questions  

This research was guided by the following questions: 

 

1. What processes and procedures were involved in planning the School Street initiative, 

prior to its launch in September 2021?  

2. What opportunities and challenges were presented in the planning and 

implementation of the initiative?  

 

1.5 Report Outline  

Chapter 2 of this report describes the research approach, data collection and analysis methods, 

author’s positionality, and the limitations of study. Chapter 3 of the report then reviews trends in 

children’s school travel and explores widespread active school travel initiatives and their 

planning and implementation processes. This chapter concludes with an examination of the gaps 

in current research. Chapter 4 presents the key findings as they relate to the processes and 

procedures of planning and implementing a School Street based on the project coordinator’s field 

notes. Finally, Chapter 5 draws conclusions for each research question, and provides 

recommendations for future School Street initiatives as well as future directions for research. 
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Chapter 2: Methods 
 

2.0 Chapter Overview  

The purpose of this mini-ethnographic case study was to examine the planning and 

implementation of a School Street initiative in the midsized city of Kingston, Ontario. The study 

was guided by the following research questions:  

1 What processes and procedures were involved in planning the School Street initiative, prior 

to its launch in September 2021?  

2 What opportunities and challenges were presented in the planning and implementation of the 

initiative?  

By analyzing the planning and implementation of this initiative in-depth, the findings from this 

study offer critical insights for future School Street initiatives in other Canadian cities. This 

chapter begins with a description of the methodology, followed by details on the data collection 

and analysis methods that were employed to address the research questions. The chapter 

concludes with a discussion of the study limitations.  

 

2.1 Methodology 

This study uses a mini-ethnographic case study design where the researcher is embedded within 

the environment and/or social group they are studying and the research is focused on a singular 

case (Morgan-Trimmer & Wood, 2016; Fusch et al., 2017). Ethnographic work relies on the 

researcher as the primary instrument for data collection and seeks to understand a phenomenon 

through the perspective of the social group they are studying (Morgan-Trimmer & Wood, 2016; 

Curry et al., 2006). Recently, ethnography has been used more commonly to better understand 

how complex health-behaviour interventions operate and the contextual factors allowing them to 

operate (Morgan-Trimmer & Wood, 2016). However, ethnographic studies can involve the 

researcher embedding themselves in the field for months or years to reach data saturation (Fusch 

et al., 2017), and therefore a full ethnography would not be feasible for this report. Furthermore, 

a mini-ethnography, also referred to as a focused ethnography, focuses on a specific area of 

inquiry and is an alternative study design when tighter time constraints exist (Fusch et al., 2017).  

Case study design allows researchers to answer how and what questions, as posed in this 

report, about a specific initiative and is bound in both space and time (Fusch et al., 2017; 
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Amerson, 2011; Andrade, 2009). By blending the two study designs, case study design and mini-

ethnography, researchers can generate theories in a real-world setting and can use data collection 

methods from either design (Fusch et al., 2017). This study therefore draws on the field of 

ethnography as it can provide a holistic view of the implementation and uptake of the School 

Street initiative in Kingston, from the perspective of the implementation team and school 

community and is focused on evaluating a single initiative as a case study. A strength of using a 

blended study design is that it can mitigate the limitations of each study design (Fusch et al., 

2017).  

A limitation of the mini-ethnographic case study design is that subjectivity and researcher 

bias can be easily introduced in data collection as the researcher may allow their own values and 

beliefs to influence what data they decide to collect and their interpretations of data (Fusch et al., 

2017). To mitigate researcher bias, the researcher must identify their personal views of the world 

and how they may affect how they interpret the world and specifically the behaviour of others 

(Fusch et al., 2017; Fields & Kafai, 2009). It is imperative that the researcher remains reflexive 

of their own positionality and ensures that interpretations of data represent the case study and not 

the views of the researcher (Fields & Kafai, 2009).  

 

2.2 Case Study Setting  

This study focused on one School Street initiative in Kingston, ON. As the first full-year pilot of 

a School Street in Ontario, the Kingston School Street was launched in September 2021, and 

continues to operate at the time of writing. Evaluation of the Kingston School Street is part of a 

larger collaborative project with a research team in Montreal, QC entitled Levelling the Playing 

Fields. The site of the School Street initiative can be seen in Figure 2.1 and was selected by the 

implementation partner, Kingston Coalition for Active Transportation, in consultation with the 

lead researcher in Kingston, Dr. Patricia Collins. The site was considered an appropriate 

candidate for a School Street because of the high levels of vehicular congestion on the street 

adjacent to the school, and because the location of the school within a grid street network would 

easily facilitate the diversion of motorists to alternative streets. 

For the first six weeks, the School Street initiative spanned 500 metres, in a T-formation. 

The zone included the entrance and exit of the staff parking lot for the school, as well as the 

driveways for 37 dwellings (Figure 2.1). In response to resident feedback, the initiative scope 
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was reduced to a 200-metre span on October 25, 2021 (Figure 2.2), and it has operated in this 

reduced scope ever since.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.3 Positionality of the Researcher  

As the researcher is the main data collection instrument, their personal views naturally affect the 

data collected. To mitigate this bias and increase the rigor of the study, the researcher must 

identify their cultural and experiential background and their position within the research. In this 

study, the researcher is ‘an insider’ in both the implementation team as they worked as a project 

Figure 2.1: Location of the larger scope of School Street at Winston Churchill Public School that operated from September 

7th to October 23rd (Source: ArcGIS Online). 

Figure 2.2: Location and scope of the modified School Street operating from October 25th onwards (Source: 

ArcGIS Online). 
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coordinator for 5 months leading up to the launch of the School Street. Consequently, the 

researcher was invested in seeing the project succeed.  

 The researcher worked full-time from May-August 2021 as both a project coordinator for 

KCAT and a research assistant for Dr Patricia Collins at Queen’s University. Their work was 

ultimately instrumental in securing city approval and the subsequent launch of the initiative. The 

researcher’s embeddedness in the initiative is a strength to the study as they have a clear 

understanding of the processes involved in the planning and implementation of the initiative and 

may hold specific knowledge that may not be captured by an external researcher. Additionally, it 

is not uncommon for program evaluations to be done internally and literature suggests that 

program evaluation is increasingly being done by internal staff rather than an external third party 

(Mathison, 1991; Torres, 1991). However, internal program evaluators tend to hold positive 

perceptions of the program they are evaluating and are therefore likely to present conclusions 

supporting program effectiveness (Torres, 1991). To combat this potential bias, the researcher 

must ensure that the methods are appropriate for the context and continuously reflect on if their 

involvement in the project may be impacting their analysis (Torres, 1991). The impact of the 

researcher’s position on the results of this study will be revisited in Chapter 5.  

Further, the researcher’s positionality and their interests in the project should be made 

clear to the audience. The researcher self-identifies as a white woman and a settler in Canada. 

The researcher grew up in a higher-income neighbourhood in Toronto where they walked to 

elementary school throughout their childhood. Their undergraduate degree is in Life Sciences at 

Queen’s University and they are currently in a Master of Urban and Regional Planning at 

Queen’s University. Their main interests are social determinants of health and health promotion 

through the built environment. Therefore, the researcher was specifically interested in working 

on and studying School Streets for their potential to increase physical activity rates in children 

through the promotion of active transportation.  

 

2.4 Literature Review 

The purpose of the literature review was threefold: to examine trends in children’s active school 

travel and independent mobility in Canada; to describe the various approaches that are being 

employed to increase active school travel in children; and to define and document the 

characteristics of School Street initiatives, specifically. Given the dearth of published, peer-
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reviewed literature to date on School Street initiatives, both academic and grey literature were 

included in the review. The review was limited to English-language publications. 

The literature review focused on sources that were published within the past 15 years, to 

account for the most recent trends in children’s travel to school. Various terms including “active 

transportation to school”, “active school travel”, “travel to school”, and “independent mobility” 

were searched on the academic databases PubMed and Google Scholar. Additional terms 

including “Walking School Bus” and “Safe Routes to School” with “implementation” were also 

searched in the two databases after their appearance in initial searches. References and similar 

articles displayed by PubMed were examined for additional relevant sources. The literature 

review focused primarily on North American sources, however, articles from Global North 

countries were included to ensure breadth of studies reviewed. Grey literature was retrieved 

through the search terms “School Streets”, “Active School Travel” and “Active School Travel 

Canada” on Google. Retrieved documents included news articles, government documents and 

reports from non-profit organizations.  

 

2.5 Coordinator Field Notes  

From May-August 2021, the primary researcher interned for KCAT and coordinated the School 

Street initiative for Kingston. In this capacity, the researcher was deeply involved with the 

planning and implementation of the initiative. Throughout the 24 weeks working as a project 

coordinator, descriptive meeting notes and field notes recording the project’s progress were 

taken electronically. A similar methodology is used in a research study examining the feasibility 

of implementing a Walking School Bus program (Kong et al., 2009) where the project 

coordinator recorded thoroughly detailed notes on all activities relating to the Walking School 

Bus project. All the field notes, memos and meeting minutes recorded from the project 

coordinator were then synthesized to create a project implementation timeline, detailing the 

processes and procedures leading up to the launch of the School Street initiative. The field notes 

were then supplemented by e-mails and meeting notes from the Primary Investigator of the 

project, Dr Patricia Collins, dating back to 2019 to expand the researcher’s understanding of the 

planning processes that occurred before March 2021, when the researcher joined the project 

team. These field notes and supplemental documents were analyzed through thematic coding 

employing an inductive method, based on the process described by Thomas (2006), to identify 
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key themes of the processes, procedures, challenges and opportunities presented in the planning 

of the initiative.  

 

2.7 Limitations  

The study has several limitations that are worth noting. Firstly, the study focused on the 

implementation of only one School Street initiative. Based on the novelty of School Streets in 

Canada, municipalities and school boards are taking very cautious approaches to testing these 

initiatives, which translated to only a single School Street location being approved in Kingston 

for the 2021-2022 school year. The focus on a singular initiative reduces the transferability of the 

study as it is unclear how different contexts may impact implementation and uptake of School 

Streets. Future research projects could include multiple School Street initiatives across Canada to 

better understand the feasibility of implementing these types of initiatives at Canadian 

elementary schools. Similar research has been undertaken on the implementation of more 

widespread active school travel programs including Walking School Bus programs (Koester et 

al., 2021; Kong et al., 2012).  

Additionally, this study does not aim to evaluate opinions about, or behaviour-based 

outcomes arising from, the initiative, as these aspects are being evaluated as part of Levelling the 

Playing Fields project. Finally, the limited scope of this master’s degree study precluded the 

researcher from having the opportunity to conduct more in-depth data collection, such as key 

informant interviews. Such data would have aided in the triangulation of the findings and 

improved the overall rigour of the study. Key informant interviews, specifically from the 

implementers, municipal staff, school staff, volunteers and parents, are of critical importance to 

better understanding the implementation of the School Street over the school year, as well as in 

understanding the impacts of the initiative on the active school travel patterns of students, both of 

which were outside the scope of this project. 
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Chapter 3: Literature Review 
 

3.0 Chapter Overview  

This chapter presents the findings of a literature review of the context and conditions that have 

inspired the development of a novel type of Active School Travel (AST) initiative: School 

Streets. The chapter begins with a discussion of the current trends in children’s travel behaviour 

and the determinants of their travel mode choice, illustrating the need for initiatives that target 

children’s travel to school. Next, the chapter profiles different types of AST initiatives that have 

been implemented in North American cities, followed by an analysis of the challenges and 

opportunities with implementing these different types of initiatives. The chapter concludes with a 

discussion of how School Streets can address some of the challenges with current approaches to 

AST, and the gaps in current research that have led to this study. 

 

3.1 Trends in Children’s Travel Behaviour  

The rising prevalence of childhood obesity in North America has been largely commensurate 

with the increased use of private automobiles for the transportation of children (Davison et al., 

2008). The past two decades have given rise to a dramatic shift from active modes of travel to an 

increased incidence of children travelling through a private automobile, specifically in their 

journey to school (Davison et al., 2008). In the Greater Toronto Area, children’s active 

transportation levels decreased by over 31 percent between 1986 to 2006, as travel shifted to a 

reliance on private automobiles for school travel (Builing et al., 2009). The reduction in 

children’s active transportation in this time was even more pronounced in suburban 

neighbourhoods compared to urban neighbourhoods (Builing et al., 2009). More recently, it was 

found that only one in five Canadian students used active transportation to school, illustrating 

that the decline in active transportation to school is occurring nationally and may be continually 

declining (Cottagiri et al., 2021). This shift in travel behaviour has been attributed to parents’ 

concern over neighbourhood safety, traffic safety and society’s increased reliance on the private 

automobile (Panter & Jones, 2010; Pinkerton et al., 2013).  

Across Canada, the likelihood of using active transportation to school increased with age, 

peaked at the age of ten years, and then decreased for children over the age of ten (Pabayo et al., 

2011). This trend is likely explained by the transition from local elementary schools to middle 
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school and high school, where the distance to school often increases and children become less 

likely to use active transportation to school (Pabayo et al., 2011; Davison et al., 2008). It has also 

been found that children are more likely to actively travel to school in the afternoons compared 

to the mornings (Builing et al., 2009).  

Simultaneously, the extent that 

children travel independently, referred to as 

independent mobility in this report, has been 

declining across North America over the past 

50 years (Wolfe & McDonald, 2016; Gray, 

2011). Concerns and fears around strangers 

and traffic accidents as well as parents’ 

changing views on the importance of 

structured versus non-structured activities 

have all led to children becoming less 

independently mobile (Wolfe & McDonald, 

2016; Mackett, 2013; Foster et al., 2014). In 

the United States, it was found that places 

where there is a stronger connection between neighbourhood adults and children, parents 

generally give greater independent mobility allowances to their children (Wolfe & McDonald, 

2016). In Canada, children who reside in urban areas generally receive more permissions for 

independent mobility than children in rural areas, specifically for their journey to school (Riazi et 

al., 2019).   

Along with the concerns over children’s active transportation and independent mobility, 

concerns are also growing around children’s safety and vulnerability to traffic injuries and 

fatalities. In 2016, motor vehicle crashes were the leading cause of death in children in the 

United States, and one in four of these deaths were children using active forms of transportation 

(Wheeler-Martin et al., 2020). For Canadian elementary school students, the greatest relative risk 

of injury in school trips is for children cycling to school, while children travelling by private 

automobile to school have the lowest risk of injury as they have the protection of the automobile 

(Lavoie et al., 2014). Despite this fact, severe child pedestrian injuries and fatalities occur 

through the collision with automobiles. Specifically, larger vehicles including trucks and vans, 

Figure 3.1: Decline in independent mobility ranges across 

generations (Source: Gray, 2011) 
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which are becoming increasingly more popular in North America, present the most severe 

injuries to child pedestrians due to their higher vehicle masses (Ballesteros et al., 2004). Thus, 

while being driven to school may decrease the injury risks to children for the journey, the 

resulting vehicular traffic congestion around schools creates immense risks for a greater many 

more children than those being protected within vehicles for the journey to school (Lavoie et al., 

2014; Hitosugi et al., 2013). Therefore, the promotion of active transportation to school should 

be combined with safety interventions to ensure that shifts to walking and cycling result in lower 

rates of child pedestrian injuries and fatalities.  

 

3.2 Determinants of Children’s Travel Behaviour   

One of the main determinants of children’s travel behaviour to school is the built environment in 

their school neighbourhood. In Canada, children in suburban neighbourhoods, designed for the 

private automobile, are less likely to use active forms of travel to school and are less likely to 

travel independently (Riazi et al., 2019). Additionally, a meta-analysis of articles focused on the 

built environment and independent mobility in ‘developed countries’, found that a high 

proportion of major roads and high intersection density both have a negative association with 

independent mobility in children, indicating that children in neighbourhoods with high 

intersection density and a greater proportion of major roads are less independently mobile 

(Sharmin & Kamruzzaman, 2017).  Systematic reviews of literature from Global North countries 

also find that the distance from a child’s home to school also affects their travel, as farther travel 

distances to school often require children to cross more roads (Zougheibe et al., 2021). With 

increased road crossings comes increased contact with motorists, and increased parent concerns 

around the safety of walking to school (Zougheibe et al., 2021; Sharmin & Kamruzzman, 2017). 

Therefore, children living farther distances from school are less likely to actively travel to 

school.  

 The socioeconomic status of a neighbourhood has also been identified as a factor that 

affects children’s travel behaviour in Global North countries (Molina-Garcia & Queralt, 2017; 

Rothman et al., 2018; Pont et al., 2009). An article looking at Spanish children found that 

children attending schools in neighbourhoods with lower socioeconomic status reported more 

active trips to school than children in high socioeconomic neighbourhoods (Molina-Garcia & 

Queralt, 2017). This trend has also been observed in North America, where systematic reviews 
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of the literature have found that low household income is associated with children’s increased 

engagement in active school travel (Rothman et al., 2018). In a study looking at Canadian 

elementary school students, it was found that children from middle-income families were most 

likely to change their school travel behaviour to active modes after being exposed to an AST 

intervention, whereas low-income children continued to use active travel at the same rates as 

before the intervention (Mammen et al., 2014).  

Studies in Canada and Australia have also found that parents’ perception of the 

neighbourhood is also a major determinant of children’s travel behaviour; positive perceptions of 

the social environment increase permissions for independent mobility, while a perception of 

crime in neighbourhoods is associated with fewer permissions for independent mobility (Riazi et 

al., 2021; Foster et al., 2014). A study in Australia found that parental perception of 

neighbourhood crime or fears of strangers has a more pronounced effect on permissions for girls’ 

independent mobility than boys, thereby disproportionately decreasing their licenses for being 

independently mobile (Foster et al., 2014). An international systematic review of the literature 

also found that boy’s rates of active transportation increased more than girls after the 

implementation of an AST initiative (Medeiros et al., 2021).  

Meanwhile, a review of European literature found that the shift away from free play 

towards scheduled activities often means that children are being shuttled to activities far from 

home that are not easily accessible by walking (Mackett, 2013). This has resulted in parents 

increasingly driving children from school to other activities and reducing their opportunities for 

independent active travel (Mackett, 2013; Wolfe & McDonald, 2016).  A study in the United 

States also found that differences in family values and structure also influence children’s travel 

to school as children in single-family households or in families where both parents work are 

more independently mobile compared to children in families with a parent at home (Wolfe & 

McDonald, 2016). 

Additionally, in a systematic review of active school travel, it was found that parents’ 

travel behaviour and the value they place on active transportation will also influence children’s 

travel to school (Davison et al., 2008). Research has shown that children follow the travel 

behaviour of their parents, and that children are more likely to actively commute to school if 

their parents also actively commute to work (Davison et al., 2008). Children in North America 



 15 

whose parents have positive perceptions of active transportation and understand the health 

benefits are also more likely to use active transportation to school (Rothman et al., 2018).  

 

3.3 Active School Travel Initiatives  

  Based on the declining rates of independent active transportation to school, many 

initiatives have been developed and implemented to target the different determinants of 

children’s travel behaviour by increasing built environmental safety, raising awareness of the 

health benefits of active transportation, and promoting neighbourhood social cohesion. The types 

of AST initiatives to be discussed are the Safe Routes to School Program, Walking School Bus 

programs, Remote drop-off initiatives and finally School Streets.   

 

Safe Routes to School  

The goal of Safe Routes to School (SRTS) initiatives are to create safer environments around 

schools that in turn provides opportunities for children to use active transportation for their travel 

to school (Macridis & Bengoechea, 2015). SRTS initiatives aim to increase rates of active 

transportation to school through a combination of infrastructure improvements, education, 

enforcement and incentives for walking and cycling (Macridis & Bengoechea, 2015; Diamaggio 

& Li, 2013). The implementation and uptake of these initiatives have shown to reduce pedestrian 

injury in school-aged children, triggering widespread implementation in many municipalities 

across North America (Diamaggio & Li, 2013). 

Some of the main challenges associated with implementing SRTS initiatives in Ontario 

were a lack of school buy-in and absent stakeholders, which both are likely to result in an over-

reliance on a single person, often unpaid, acting as the program facilitator (Buttazoni et al., 

2018). The heavy workload often placed on a single program facilitator can lead to high turnover 

in the role that can result in delays in the planning and implementation processes (Atteberry et 

al., 2016). The absence of paid SRTS staff and strong leadership skills from a program facilitator 

were also commonly reported challenges in the implementation process in initiatives in Ontario 

and cities in Texas (Atteberry et al., 2016; Buttazoni et al., 2018).  

Additional challenges identified for the implementation of SRTS in Texas were a lack of 

volunteers and a lack of communication between the implementation team and funding agencies 

which both slow down the implementation process and, in some cases, halts the initiative 
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planning entirely (Atteberry et al., 2016). Frequently, implementers of SRTS across North 

American cities also report that the regulatory processes involved in implementation were a 

challenge and communities felt that they did not have adequate support to navigate the regulatory 

processes (Atteberry et al., 2016; Buttazoni et al., 2018).  This emphasizes the importance of 

developing partnerships with municipal staff from early in the implementation process 

(Atteberry et al., 2016; Buttazoni et al., 2018).  

Despite the proven positive impact on pedestrian safety, there are varying levels of 

success in terms of the initiative’s ability to increase children’s levels of active travel. 

Successfully implemented SRTS initiatives implemented in cities across the United States, are 

noted to have multidisciplinary partnerships involved in implementation that include students, 

parents, advocacy groups, school board, council members, and policy developers as this tends to 

lead to wider support for the program (Macridis & Bengoechea, 2015). Programs with 

multidisciplinary implementation teams also experience a greater sense of community in the 

school community post-implementation and allow for knowledge sharing between implementers 

(Macridis & Bengoechea, 2015). Research looking at the implementation of SRTS programs in 

southwestern Ontario found that implementation success was also dependent on the makeup of 

the implementation team and programs that have representation from the school on the team tend 

to have greater long-term success (Buttazoni et al., 2018). Additionally, the sustainability of the 

initiatives reviewed in Ontario were maximized when there was a grassroots approach to 

implementation that comes from within the community as this helps mobilize parents (Buttazoni 

et al., 2018). 

           Finally, a major post-implementation challenges with SRTS initiatives in Ontario were 

managing complaints from parents and changing parents’ attitudes towards the program and 

active transportation to school (Buttazoni et al., 2018). Implementers across Canada report that 

progress was slow and change in travel behaviour did not occur as quickly as expected (Macridis 

& Bengoechea, 2015). These challenges in implementation and engagement emphasize the 

importance of having parents either leading the planning and implementation process or as a part 

of the team to establish local champions who can garner support from other parents in the school 

community.  
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Walking School Bus  

Another popular initiative aimed at improving children’s active transportation to school is the 

Walking School Bus (WSB) program. Compared to SRTS, a WSB initiative is inexpensive as it 

does not involve any infrastructure upgrades. Walking School Bus initiatives involve adults 

leading a group of children to school either by walking or cycling (Turner et al., 2013; Carlson et 

al., 2020). Students are picked up along the journey to school, similarly to the method used by 

school buses. While the outcomes of WSB initiatives are mixed depending on the context, some 

have increased the proportion of students using active transportation to school and are well-

received by parents and children (Smith et al., 2015). Program coordinators in initiatives across 

the United States have also noted that after the implementation of WSB programs, classroom 

behaviours improve and bullying seems to decrease (Carlson et al., 2020).  

The major challenges associated with implementing WSB initiatives in cities across 

North America were recruiting route leader volunteers and engaging students to participate in the 

program (Carlson et al., 2020; Smith et al., 2015; Kong et al., 2009). An evaluation of WSB 

programs across the United States found that having parent participation in the planning and 

implementation of the initiatives was key to overcoming this challenge as parents were able to 

maximize the reach of the program and were able to recruit more parent volunteers and student 

participants (Carlson et al., 2020). The same study also found that initiatives led by parents were 

less likely to cite the recruitment of volunteers as a barrier to implementation (Carolson et al., 

2020).  

Another challenge associated with the implementation of the WSB initiative, identified 

across multiple US cities, was a lack of school buy-in from the early stages of the planning 

process (Carlson et al., 2020). It was found that WSB initiatives that were led by groups without 

school representation had more challenges implementing the initiative, yet implementation was 

still possible without school support (Carlson et al., 2020). Initiatives that had school 

involvement also saw greater student participation in their programs, likely as the schools were 

able to promote the initiative through school safety education programs that increased student 

awareness (Carlson et al., 2020).  

A study piloting WSB initiatives in New Mexico found that the main facilitators to 

successful initiative implementation were strong education and recognition of the health benefits 

associated with active transportation to school from parents (Kong et al., 2009). This knowledge 
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may already exist in the community and act as a facilitating contextual factor; alternatively, 

education and awareness opportunities can be created in the planning and implementation 

processes for the WSB to promote participation and gain support (Kong et al., 2009). 

Additionally, a study reviewing the effectiveness of WSB programs across the United States 

found that initiatives that had major advertising and awareness components of their 

implementation process saw better implementation success with more parents signing up their 

children to participate (Cramer et al., 2021). They also found that implementation teams that had 

direct communication with parents were also more likely to be successful (Cramer et al., 2021).  

Once implemented, a commonly reported challenge to sustaining WSB initiatives across 

American cities, stemmed from difficulties retaining student and volunteer participants 

throughout the school year (Smith et al., 2015; Kong et al., 2009). Many children dropped out of 

the WSB programs in the winter months as colder weather discouraged walking for many 

children (Smith et al., 2015). Additionally, as child participants built their skills in independent 

mobility through the WSB initiative, their participation tended to decrease over time as they 

would rather walk on their own (Smith et al., 2015). As the initiatives ran, only about 50% of 

children enrolled in WSB would show up in the mornings causing additional challenges in 

communication between parents and volunteers, with volunteers being unsure whether they 

should wait for children or not (Smith et al., 2015). Long-term retention of parent volunteers is 

also a common challenge sustaining the WSB initiatives, as parent volunteers and program 

coordinators were unlikely to continue volunteering after their child had moved on to a new 

school (Smith et al., 2015). In some cases, volunteers can be difficult to retain for safety reasons, 

if they feel that the routes they were walking were unsafe for themselves and large groups of 

children (Smith et al., 2015). This issue was mitigated in some initiatives by using police to help 

identify the WSB routes to enhance safety (Kong et al., 2009).  

The main facilitators to sustaining the WSB initiatives in American cities, were parents 

recognizing the program as more convenient than accompanying children themselves and if they 

view the program as an opportunity for child socialization with peers and exposure to positive 

adult role models (Kong et al., 2009; Smith et al., 2015). After implementation, many children 

reported a preference for walking to school over being driven as it was an additional time to 

socialize with peers (Smith et al., 2015). In successful initiatives, parents also recognized that the 
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program saved them time and stress in the morning as they didn’t have to drive to school (Smith 

et al., 2015).  

 

Remote Drop-off  

Less widespread than the previous two AST initiatives, the remote drop-off approach involves 

establishing a drop-off/pick-up zone for parents to drive to, allowing their child to walk part of 

the distance to school (Bejarano et al., 2021). These programs help target children that live 

farther distances from school, by creating shorter and more feasible walking distances (Bejarano 

et al., 2021). These programs have successfully increased children’s rates of active transportation 

and have alleviated traffic congestion surrounding schools when piloted in cities in Belgium 

(Vanwolleghem et al., 2014). This pilot study found that when parents’ main concern for 

allowing their child to walk to school is safety, remote drop-offs can be combined with a WSB 

initiative where volunteers are available at the drop-off sites to accompany children in the 

journey to school (Vanwolleghem et al., 2014). 

In studies of remote drop-off initiatives in both the United States and Belgium, 

facilitators for successful implementation of these types of initiatives were found to be having a 

principal or school administrators’ support for the initiative and ensuring both the school and 

parents are consulted to select appropriate drop-off locations (Vanwolleghem et al., 2014; 

Bejarano et al., 2021). Additionally, in the initiatives in Belgium they found that having an 

implementation task force with different perspectives, including parents, community 

organizations, and school staff was noted as a facilitator to successful implementation 

(Vanwolleghem et al., 2014). Another facilitator for implementation success of pilots in the US 

was conducting continuous process evaluations and making necessary changes to the initiative as 

issues arise to ensure that the program was adaptive to community needs (Bejarano et al., 2021).  

After the implementation of the initiative, the main facilitators for sustaining the 

initiatives in the US were having strong community supporters who could bring excitement and 

attention to the program to gain more support and student participation (Bejarano et al., 2021). 

For instance, some programs had local community members lead the walks to school as ‘special 

guests’ to maintain excitement and attention for the initiative (Bejarano et al., 2021). Some 

initiatives also used participation incentives to promote sustained student and volunteer 
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participation, including social events, awards for volunteers and prizes for student participants 

(Bejarano et al., 2021).  

The main challenges in implementation and sustainability of the initiatives in the US 

were the neighbourhood environment, as areas with many arterial and highly trafficked roads 

reduced parents’ willingness for the children to participate (Bejarano et al., 2021). Another 

challenge was that parents were concerned that the implementation of this type of initiative 

would move traffic congestion from the school to the established drop-off area, thus reducing 

parental support for the initiatives (Bejarano et al., 2021). Additionally, in times of inclement 

weather, parents felt the need to drive their children to school, which created logistical issues for 

volunteers as there was no protocol to determine whether the initiative should be cancelled due 

to weather (Bejarano et al., 2021). In Belgium they found that in some neighbourhoods, a remote 

drop-off program may not be feasible at all as an appropriate drop-off site was not available 

(Vanwolleghem et al., 2014). Drop-off sites should be away from arterial roads and at a location 

set back from the road using more than just a sidewalk (Vanwolleghem et al., 2014).  Ideal 

places for remote drop-off sites include playgrounds, parks, or cul-de-sacs (Vanwolleghem et al., 

2014). Finding an adequate location that is safe for children and does not provoke complaints 

about traffic displacement is a major challenge with these initiatives and is likely a barrier for 

successful implementation in certain contexts. 

 

School Streets 

School Streets are a more recent initiative that aim to create a friendly and safe 

environment around schools to encourage independent mobility and active transportation for 

children’s travel to school. School Streets eliminate the challenge of recruiting student 

participation, as seen in WSB and remote drop-off programs, by using a built environment 

intervention (Montreal Urban Ecology Centre (MUEC), 2020). The School Streets also do not 

involve major investment and permanent infrastructure upgrades, avoiding many of the 

challenges associated with SRTS initiatives.  

School Streets originated in Bolzano, Italy in the 1990s as a solution to excessive traffic 

congestion around schools (Rottier, 2019; 8 80 Cities, 2019). The idea was later picked up in 

Edinburgh, where the city council in partnership with school staff and parents implemented and 

evaluated eleven School Streets in 2015 and 2016 (Edinburgh Transport and Environment 
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Committee (ETEC), 2016). The School Streets in Edinburgh saw a decrease in traffic volumes 

and vehicle speeds surrounding the school as many children shifted to walking to school from 

being driven (ETEC, 2016).  

The following year, four School Streets were established in the borough of Camden in 

London, United Kingdom (Camden Council, 2017). The School Streets in London’s borough of 

Camden were led by the borough’s public health team, which created a call for proposals from 

the public to identify school sites for the initiative (Camden Council, 2017). School Streets were 

run concurrently with a WSB initiative and active travel education programs (Camden Council, 

2017). The borough of Hackney in London also decided to pilot School Streets starting with five 

pilots across the borough between 2017-2019 (Linton et al., 2021). Based on the success of the 

five pilots in Hackney, the council decided to make the five pilots permanent and implement 37 

additional School Streets across the borough (Linton et al., 2021). School Streets have also 

begun to gain popularity in Cardiff, UK where they originally piloted five school streets across 

the city (Road Safety Wales, 2019). The program continued to expand and within the 2021-2022 

school year 17 School Streets are running every school day (Cardiff Council, 2022).  

Based on these international pilots, numerous benefits associated with School Street 

initiatives were established, including improved safety and accessibility around the school, 

promotion of independent mobility, reduction of vehicle traffic congestion around schools, 

reduction in air pollution around school playgrounds, and creation of opportunities for children 

and families to meet and socialize around the school (ETEC, 2016; Linton et al., 2021; MUEC, 

2020). A review of School Streets implemented across the United Kingdom found that the 

School Streets led to increased active transportation to school at all School Street sites, and the 

total number of vehicles on streets surrounding the school decreased at almost all sites (Davis, 

2020).  

Within a Canadian context, a few short-term pilots have been implemented and 

evaluated. 8 80 Cities pilot-tested a short-term, four-day, School Street in Toronto, Ontario in 

October 2019, with the support of the city councillor, school board and school principal (8 80 

Cities, 2020). The School Street pilot resulted in a 20.5% decrease in travel to school by private 

automobile and improved children's and parents’ perception of safety around the school during 

the pilot period (8 80 Cities, 2020). In Victoria, BC a one-day School Street was piloted for two 

45 minutes periods during the school day in 2019, and based on positive feedback from parents, 
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a School Street working group formed to implement longer-term School Street initiatives across 

the City of Victoria between 2019-2022 (MEUC, 2020; Crighton, 2019). School Streets were 

eventually piloted again at two elementary schools in Victoria in the spring of 2021 (City of 

Victoria, 2022).  

The City of Vancouver also piloted month-long School Streets at three elementary 

schools in the spring of 2021 (City of Vancouver, 2021). After the month-long pilots, 29% of 

families reported driving to school less and 76% of parents were supportive of the initiatives 

(City of Vancouver, 2021). The city in collaboration with the School Board is planning to pilot 

five School Streets in the spring of 2022 (City of Vancouver, 2021). Finally, the only full-year 

initiative that has been implemented in Canada thus far was in Winnipeg in the 2020-2021 

school year (Penner, 2021). Survey results from this initiative found that 15% of parents noted 

their children shifted to active modes of travel after the implementation of the School Street and 

that traffic congestion and safety had improved in the neighbourhood (Penner, 2021). The School 

Street was implemented in collaboration with Green Action Centre, the City of Winnipeg and 

Winnipeg School Division. Green Action Centre is hopeful that their School Street’s success will 

lead to more School Street initiatives across the city (Penner, 2021).  

The main facilitators identified across the case studies for implementing School Streets 

were including students in the planning and implementation processes, implementing at schools 

with a supportive school community where parents are passionate about finding a solution for 

traffic congestion, and having municipal support to assist with the regulatory process (Linton et 

al., 2021; 8 80 Cities, 2020; MUEC, 2020). Determining the best approach for closing the street 

and retaining the proper permits and licenses from municipalities were commonly cited as a 

challenge in implementation, and therefore having a municipal partner on the task force can 

greatly improve the implementation process (8 80 Cities, 2020; MUEC, 2020).  

Another challenge identified in the implementation process of initiatives in the UK was 

residents’ concerns over traffic displacement from closing the street (Davis, 2020; Linton et al., 

2021). Across initiatives, research has shown that traffic congestion on surrounding streets does 

not occur and the implementation of School Streets result in a decrease in traffic within a 1-2 

block radius of the school (Davis, 2020; Linton et al., 2021). To further address this concern, 

Linton and colleagues suggest having an evaluation scheme in place to reassure residents that 

traffic on surrounding streets will be monitored (Linton et al., 2021). 
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Recently, there is a gaining interest in School Streets in Ontario with pilots planned for 

Hamilton, Markham and Mississauga for the spring of 2022 (Benni, 2021). These pilots will be 

implemented through partnerships with 8 80 Cities, Green Communities Canada, local 

municipalities and school boards (Benni, 2021). The pilots will be shorter-term, lasting for a few 

weeks (8 80 Cities, 2022). The School Street currently underway in Kingston is the first full-year 

School Street pilot in Ontario and Kingston implementers are working collaboratively with those 

in the Greater Toronto Area to share knowledge that will inform the initiatives launching in the 

spring of 2022.  

 

3.4 Research Gaps and Opportunities  

Given the relative novelty of School Streets initiatives in Canada, little is known about the 

determinants of successfully launching School Street initiatives in the Canadian context. The 

objective of this study is to document the processes and procedures involved in launching and 

operating a full-year School Street in Kingston, Ontario. The findings from this study will fill 

critical gaps in our understanding of how to plan and implement a long-term School Street, 

which will offer especially timely guidance to the municipalities and not-for-profits across 

Canada that are beginning to plan their own School Street initiatives. 

 

3.5 Chapter Summary  

As children increasingly rely on private automobiles for their travel to school, reducing 

opportunities for physical activity, socialization and building capacity for independent mobility, 

there is an immediate need for low-cost, simple urban planning interventions (Builing et al., 

2009; Cottagiri et al., 2021; Wolfe & McDonald, 2016). School Street initiatives offer an 

inexpensive and temporary alternative to the SRTS and removes the difficulty of recruiting 

children to participate seen with the WSB and remote drop-offs. With the many known 

established benefits of School Streets, there is a need for research detailing the challenges and 

opportunities faced in the planning and implementation processes to help simplify the 

implementation of future School Street initiatives. The findings of this report will add to the 

emerging literature around children’s active school travel and street rebalancing initiatives. 
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Chapter 4: Planning the School Street 
 

4.0 Chapter Overview  

The first research question focused on the processes and procedures involved in planning the 

launch of the School Street initiative. To address this question, a chronological timeline of the 

School Street planning process was created, by analyzing meeting notes, project documents e-

mail correspondence within the project team, and autobiographical memos written by this 

report’s author. This timeline (see Appendix A) was then analyzed thematically to identify some 

of the challenges and opportunities faced in the planning process (discussed in Chapter 5).  

 

4.1 Process of Planning and Implementing the School Street  

Various themes emerged from the constructed timeline regarding the processes involved in the 

planning and implementation of the School Street initiative, including: building a relationship 

with the municipality; establishing a school site; mobilizing support from the school community; 

consulting with residents; gaining closure approval; mobilizing volunteers and materials for 

implementation; communicating with the community; launching the initiative; and modifying the 

initiative based on early feedback. This section of the chapter is organized by these main themes. 

 

1) Building a Relationship with the Municipality  

The start of the planning process in Kingston began with an initial meeting (January 2020) 

between the implementers (Kingston Coalition for Active Transportation with support from 

Kingston Gets Active) and the initiative evaluator (Dr. Patricia Collins), heretofore referred to as 

the LTPF (Levelling the Playing Fields) team, and municipal staff in the Department of 

Transportation Services. The purpose of this initial meeting was to determine whether the 

municipality would be supportive of a School Street initiative, before moving forward with the 

planning process. The LTPF team also used this meeting to consult with municipal staff 

regarding potential sites for the initiative. Based on recommendations from city staff, the LTPF 

team decided to reach out to schools identified in the meeting. The initial step of gaining 

municipal staff support for the initiative was imperative to the School Street’s successful launch, 

as they assisted in the approval process and procured the street closure equipment for KCAT.   
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2) Establishing a School Site  

Over 12 months, from January 2020 to December 2020, KCAT and the LTPF team reached out 

to principals at 6 different schools across Kingston that were identified as appropriate sites for a 

School Street initiative (Figure 4.1). Based on research of previous iterations of School Streets, 

the following criteria was used to select appropriate targets for a school street; the street adjacent 

to the school is not on an arterial road or on a major public transit route, the school currently has 

issues with traffic congestion, and the school has a large proportion of the student population 

who are able to walk or cycle to school (CEUM, 2020). 

           The LTPF team connected with potential school sites through contacting and setting up 

meetings with school principals. Most principals were supportive of the School Street concept, 

however, the uncertainty for schools caused by the COVID-19 pandemic in March 2020 led 

many school principals to withdraw any commitment to proceed. The school that eventually 

proceeded with the School Street initiative was first contacted in December 2020 and gave 

official confirmation of their participation in April 2021, after months of work mobilizing 

support within the school community. 

 

 

 

Figure 4.1: Locations of school approached for a School Street initiative, those that were unable to participate in 

the 2021-2022 school year are denoted by red Xs and the site of the School Street is denoted by a blue X (Source: 

Google Maps) 
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3) Mobilizing support from the school community  

The mobilization of support started in January 2021 with a presentation to the school’s parent 

council to introduce the concept of School Streets and associated benefits, and to respond to any 

questions or concerns from parents. The parent council was generally supportive of the concept 

but felt that they needed more information and that more parents at the school needed to be 

consulted. This led to the planning of a parent information session that was held a month after 

the meeting with the school’s parent council. 

           The meeting held for parents (February 2021) served as both an informational session as 

well as an opportunity for consultation and gathering feedback. Several parents in attendance 

voiced their support for the initiative, while a few parents articulated concerns, which focused on 

children’s safety, how the initiative may impact children’s understanding of road safety, and how 

the initiative will operate. Based on the feedback and questions received from parents, the team 

developed a comprehensive Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) document that was distributed to 

school parents. 

           Following consultation with parents, the team then consulted with the school board, as the 

school principal indicated that they would not be able to proceed with the initiative without 

approval from the board. After initial conversations with the superintendent, the primary 

investigator for the Kingston project (Dr. Patricia Collins) submitted the research proposal and 

all corresponding research documents for the school board to review. Approximately one month 

after the proposal was submitted to the board, they approved the initiative to proceed. 

           To ensure that all parents were adequately consulted, the school principal with the support 

of the LTPF team, developed an online survey that was sent via email to all school parents (April 

2021). Based on the results of the survey, the school principal confirmed that the initiative would 

proceed (May 2021) with the initiative starting September 2021. Based on concerns from some 

parents, the principal decided that the School Street would begin as a 60-day pilot with the 

possibility of being extended beyond that period. 

 

4) Informing and Consulting Residents  

To inform residents within the proposed School Street zone, and to gather their feedback on the 

initiative, the LTPF team drafted letters to residents detailing the initiative and how it may affect 

them. The letters also invited residents to two virtual information sessions the following week. 
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The team distributed the letters to residents and took this opportunity to introduce themselves to 

residents in person (March 2021). As the team went door-to-door, they recorded how many 

residents were supportive and unsupportive. The team spoke with residents from 29 dwellings, 

out of a total of 37 dwellings located within the proposed zone. From those conversations, only 

one resident expressed that he was unsupportive of the initiative. All other residents spoken to 

were either in support or felt neutral towards the initiative with a few concerns raised. The main 

concerns that were articulated pertained to procedures for residents coming and going from their 

home, for deliveries, and for access for clients of home businesses during closure periods. Some 

residents also raised concerns about traffic congestion being dispersed to other streets. 

           The following week, the team held two virtual information sessions for residents with 

poor attendance of only 3 residents. The residents in attendance were generally supportive of the 

initiative and felt there was a need to address safety issues caused by current traffic congestion in 

front of the school. Concerns around how the initiative would impact children’s understanding of 

road safety and displacing traffic congestion onto other streets were both brought up again. 

Overall, residents within the closure area seemed receptive to the idea and were generally 

supportive if exemptions could be made for them to ensure they were minimally impacted. Only 

one resident expressed outright opposition to the closure as they did not agree with the concept. 

           After approval from the school principal, the LTPF team drafted informational letters to 

be sent to all residents within a two-block radius of the school, including an updated letter for 

residents within the proposed closure area (June 2021). These letters provided information about 

the closure and an edited version of the FAQ resource that had been distributed to parents, as 

well as contact information to direct questions, concerns or support. The team received seven e-

mail responses, primarily asking to be on an e-mail contact list for affected residents with one 

resident also expressing her strong support for the initiative. 

 

5) Gaining City Approval  

After receiving approval from the school and mostly supportive responses from residents within 

the closure area and on surrounding streets, the team decided to move forward with obtaining the 

proper closure permits from the City of Kingston. In Kingston, there are no existing permitting 

process that allows for an ongoing street closure as required for the School Street. Existing street 

closure permits were only for short-term closures and the applications for these permits did not 



 28 

require enough detail to allow the city to approve a full-year closure. Therefore, on the advice of 

staff from the City’s Department of Transportation Services, the project coordinator developed a 

comprehensive street closure permit application for approval by Kingston city council, to ensure 

that the closure of the street could remain in place for the entire school year. 

           For the Department of Transportation Services to present the street closure application to 

Council and express their support for the initiative, they required a detailed traffic control 

protocol, along with information about volunteer roles and requirements, material storage plans, 

community consultation efforts, and proof of liability insurance. The traffic control plan 

presented to the city (see Figure 4.2) required that vehicles only travel southbound on 

MacDonnell, prohibiting any vehicles from leaving the School Street zone by exiting at Earl St. 

This report was assembled on a tight timeline, less than two weeks, as the report needed to be 

reviewed by the Department before being submitted to City Council. Closure equipment and 

operations were determined through consultation with Book 7 of the Ontario Traffic Manual and 

with Transportation Services staff. The most difficult and time-consuming aspect of the report 

was procuring liability insurance for the initiative as it was a novel type of initiative and 

insurance companies were not entirely sure how to handle it and how to assess the potential risks 

involved. Procuring the liability insurance took just over two months, starting from when KCAT 

initially reached out to an insurance company to when we had proof of insurance in hand.  

 

Figure 4.2: School Street Traffic Control Plan prepared by the project coordinator for the Department of 

Transportation Services showing the direction of vehicular traffic and the placement of closure equipment (Source: 

Author) 
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After the Department of Transportation Services reviewed the report and supporting 

documents, they completed their own report that was presented to City Council on August 10th, 

2021. Members of the LTPF team presented a delegation to the City Council in this meeting that 

addressed the concept of a School Street and provided evidence that KCAT had the capacity to 

implement this type of initiative. Councillors brought up a few concerns, which had been raised 

and addressed in previous community consultation, mainly around the initiative’s impacts on 

children’s understanding of road safety, traffic congestion, and how the initiative will run 

throughout the winter months. Overall, councillors were supportive of the initiative and voted 

unanimously in favour of the School Street proceeding in the fall of 2021 (Figure 4.3).  

 

Figure 4.3: City Council of Kingston voting to approve the School Street initiative for the 2021-2022 school year 

(Source: YouTube) 

 

6) Mobilizing Volunteers and Materials for Implementation 

Following city council approval on August 10th, 2021, the LTPF team had less than one month 

to recruit and train volunteers as well as acquire all necessary equipment for the initiative. The 

scope of the initiative that was presented and approved by council would require 8 to 9 

volunteers per shift. Therefore, to staff School Street shifts twice daily for five days a week the 

initiative required a large volunteer roster. Given the high volunteer requirements, the team 

immediately started working on volunteer recruitment by getting in contact with names of 

residents who had expressed an interest in volunteering over the past six months, as well as 
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circulating volunteer advertisements to departments at Queen’s University and through other 

community organizations in the area. The team targeted Queen’s University students as the 

school site is less than a kilometre away from the university campus. The team contacted 

administrative staff in specific programs (e.g., urban planning, geography, public health, 

kinesiology, education) from which it was assumed there would be students with an interest in 

being involved. The LTPF team also shared the volunteer advertisement with a local high school, 

varsity clubs at Queen’s, faith groups in the community, cyclist community groups, the 

neighbourhood association, the Boys and Girls Club, the United Way, and Volunteer Kingston. 

The requirements of volunteers set out in the advertisement were that volunteers must commit to 

a minimum of one shift a week for 3 months, obtain a Criminal Background Check from the 

Kingston Police, and attend a 1-hour training session. 

As the LTPF team worked on recruiting 

volunteers, they also created a website for the initiative, 

designed closure signs (Figure 4.4), and drafted letters to 

residents updating them on the initiative’s approval and 

reminding them of the upcoming launch. The team also 

ordered customized rear-view mirror tags for residents 

who live in the closure area to place in their vehicle(s) so 

that they could quickly and easily be let in and out of the 

closure area as needed. Letters to residents, with mirror 

tags and volunteer advertisements attached, were 

distributed on August 26th, roughly two weeks before the 

School Street launch date. A slightly modified version of 

the letters was distributed to over 300 households within a 

2-block radius of the school with the volunteer 

advertisement attached and the initiative’s website and 

email address included for comments and concerns. 

Two additional informational flyers were drafted for parents and school staff to remind 

them of the upcoming initiative and the protocols in place. Parent flyers included information on 

how to sign-up to volunteer for the initiative and where to drop-off children if they continued to 

drive, while staff flyers included the same rear-view mirror tags that residents of the closure area 

Figure 4.4: School Street promotional sign 

designed by the LTPF team (Source: Author) 
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received. All materials including promotional signage, barricades, rear-view mirror tags, whistles 

for volunteers, and volunteer vests were obtained by August 31st, just in time for the first training 

session with volunteers. Volunteer training sessions took place on August 31st and September 

2nd both at 7 pm. At this point, approximately 45 volunteers had been recruited for the School 

Street roster. Training sessions covered the general purpose of the initiative, common questions 

and concerns they may receive as volunteers, a demonstration of how to set up the closure 

equipment, and a demonstration of basic traffic control protocols. For volunteers who were 

unable to attend the training dates, the LTPF team ensured that one member of the team would 

be present for their first scheduled shift to train them onsite. All volunteers received a handout 

reviewing the traffic protocols and their roles. Prior to the launch on September 7th, volunteers 

all received reminder e-mails for their upcoming shifts. 

 

 

7) Launch- Tuesday, September 7th, 2021  

The School Street launched on the first day of the 2021-22 school year and operated throughout 

the school year. The School Street runs every school day from 8:40-9:10am and 3:20-3:50pm.  

 

8) Modifying based on Feedback  

After the SS initiative launched, the LTPF team made themselves available for feedback through 

the e-mail provided on the promotional sign, as well as through the website. Additionally, the 

LTPF team was present at most School Street shifts within the first month and were able to 

address any questions or concerns raised in person. After about two weeks of operations, some 

school staff members expressed concerns with the traffic control protocols being too restrictive 

during the closure periods, and a desire to be able to exit the zone at the intersection of Earl and 

MacDonnell. In response to these concerns, the LTPF team modified the traffic control plan for 

school staff by allowing vehicles to travel in both directions on MacDonnell St, thereby reducing 

the inconvenience that the initiative posed for them at the end of their workday. 

As mentioned in Chapter 2, the initiative scope was reduced on October 25th, 2021 based 

on negative feedback from some residents as well as the high volunteer requirement for the 

larger scope (Figure 4.5). Thus, the team reduced the scope of the initiative (Figure 4.6) to 

address the opposition received from unsupportive residents, and to increase the sustainability of 
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the initiative by reducing the volunteers required. Once the scope was reduced, the LTPF team 

did not receive any additional complaints from residents. 

 

As the initiative proceeded, the team maintained its receptivity to suggestions from 

residents, parents, school staff, volunteers and municipal staff to improve and/or modify the 

initiative. The flexibility of the team and the adaptability of volunteers was essential to 

successful implementation and sustainment of the initiative. In the following chapter, the general 

challenges and opportunities in the implementation of the initiative are explored further based on 

coordinator’s notes and records from planning the School Street.  

 

4.2 Chapter Summary  

This chapter reviewed the planning and implementation of the School Street initiative in 

Kingston by identifying eight main steps involved in the planning process. Meeting minutes, 

project documents, email exchanges, and autobiographical memos were used to construct the 

initiative planning timeline, which was then thematically analyzed to determine the critical steps 

taken to launch and maintain the School Street. Overall, the process began with building a 

connection with the municipality and establishing an appropriate and supportive school site. The 

process concluded with the launching of the initiative and remaining open to feedback to modify 

the initiative to best suit the community’s needs. Different contexts will require their own unique 

processes, however, the planning process identified in this chapter may serve as a framework for 

planning future School Street projects in different Canadian municipalities.  

Figure 4.5: School Street original scope operating from 

September 7th to October 23rd, 2021 (Source: ArcGIS). 
Figure 4.6: School Street reduced Scope operating 

from October 25 onwards (Source: ArcGIS). 
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Chapter 5: Conclusions & Recommendations 
 

5.0 Chapter Overview  

The purpose of this chapter is threefold: first, to draw on the findings presented in Chapters 4 and 

5 to answer the study’s two research questions; second, to present a series of recommendations 

for future School Street initiatives, drawing on lessons learned from the School Street in 

Kingston, ON; and third, to discuss future research directions and present some final 

conclusions.  

 

5.1 Summary of Research Questions  

 

Question 1: What processes and procedures were involved in planning the launch of the School 

Street initiative prior to September 2021?  

The study revealed several key processes between January 2020 and September 2021 that were 

involved in planning the launch of the School Street initiative. The planning process began with 

an initial meeting with staff from the City of Kingston’s Department of Transportation Services 

in January 2020, to establish the parameters for school sites to be eligible for a SS initiative. 

Once eligible sites were established, the next process involved recruiting a willing school site for 

the implementation of the initiative. This process took 12 months due largely to the onset of the 

COVID-19 pandemic and the shift to virtual learning, making principals hesitant to commit to 

anything that was considered “extra”. Once a willing school site was found, the LTPF team 

began engaging with the school community to mobilize support for the initiative. This involved 

meetings with the parent council, and school staff, as well as providing resources to parents.  

           After engaging with the school community and the principal deeming that most parents 

were supportive, the team began the process of informing and consulting with residents living 

near the school site. This process was constrained by the COVID-19 pandemic, causing most of 

the consultation work to be done through letters and virtual sessions. The next process was to 

gain municipal approval for the street closure which involved preparing a comprehensive report 

for City staff review, and a delegation to City Council. Once City Council approved the initiative 

in mid-August, the team quickly began mobilizing volunteers and procuring the necessary 

materials to operate the initiative. Finally, the team launched the initiative and provided 

platforms for receiving feedback so that the initiative could be modified as needed.  
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Question 2: What opportunities and challenges were presented in the planning and 

implementation of the initiative?  

Several opportunities enabled the initiative to be successfully planned and implemented in 

Kingston. First, the team’s diverse connections in the community greatly facilitated the team’s 

volunteer recruitment process. Specifically, the team’s connections to Queen’s University 

allowed for the recruitment of many students as volunteers. As two of the team members live 

within the community, they were able to spread the word to neighbours directly. Additionally, 

since multiple members of the team had personal connections (both historic and current) to the 

school community, the team were likely not perceived as outsiders, which is a recognized barrier 

to implementation in other active school travel initiatives (Buttazoni et al., 2016; Carlson et al., 

2020). The team also had connections with a local non-profit that provided advice on volunteer 

recruitment, training, scheduling, and police background check requirements. This also allowed a 

new partnership with KCAT and the non-profit that may be valuable for future projects.  

 Another opportunity in the planning and implementation processes was that the school 

community already had high levels of active transportation prior to the launch of the School 

Street. Rothman et al. (2018) found that children whose parents understand the health benefits of 

active transportation are also more likely to use active transportation to travel to school, and 

therefore it is likely that many parents in the community already have positive perceptions of 

active transportation. Thus, it was likely easier to garner support for the School Street in this 

community rather than one where active transportation is not already valued amongst parents. 

Additionally, the city councillor for the school community was supportive of the School Street 

concept and active transportation in general, which may have helped gain unanimous city council 

approval and provided more legitimacy to the project. The support for the initiative from the 

school principal was also imperative to the success of the initiative as they were a champion for 

the initiative and helped mobilize support from school staff, the school board, and parents. In 

WSB initiatives around the United States, a lack of school buy-in was cited as a major challenge 

to planning and implementation of initiatives and WSB initiatives with school involvement saw 

greater participation rates (Carlson et al., 2020). It is likely that school involvement may have the 

same effect in School Street initiatives and that without the school principal’s support the 

Kingston School Street may not have been able to launch successfully.  
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 Finally, the COVID-19 pandemic also provided opportunities that facilitated the 

implementation of the School Street. For one, when KCAT and the LTPF team went door-to-

door to consult with residents, it was easy to consult almost all residents in the closure zone as 

most people were still working from home. Without the pandemic causing the increase rates of 

working from home, the consultation process with residents may have been much less intimate 

and may have required only the use of formal letters. The pandemic also required that people 

begin physical distancing and therefore an additional benefit of the initiative arose in that the 

closure of the street would allow greater ability to physically distance. During the first year of 

the pandemic, KCAT was involved in Quiet Streets in Kingston which was a street rebalancing 

initiative that created an active transportation corridor to allow for safe active transportation 

engagement while being able to maintain physical distancing. This project received widespread 

media attention and gave KCAT greater name recognition and legitimacy when approaching the 

School Street project.  

 In contrast, the COVID-19 pandemic also presented challenges in the planning and 

implementation process. Firstly, due to ongoing lockdowns and school closures, KCAT and the 

LTPF team were unable to consult with children attending the school regarding the need for and 

design of the School Street program, and coordinating such engagement through online 

platforms was not feasible. Additionally, as children were conducting virtual learning in the end 

of the 2020-2021 school year, it was also impossible to gather baseline data on traffic patterns 

around the school, thereby precluding the LTPF team from determining with any level of 

certainty whether traffic congestion changed with the launch of the School Street.  

           A common concern raised by residents and school board staff during the engagement 

processes was that the street closure would simply push traffic congestion onto surrounding 

streets. This was a challenge to the planning process as the concern caused some stakeholders to 

be apprehensive about supporting the initiative and was constantly a point of discussion, 

delaying other concerns or conversations from being addressed. Despite the team presenting 

evidence from other iterations of School Streets across Europe that traffic displacement generally 

did not occur, these stakeholders remained concerned. Dispelling this concern was challenging as 

most of the consultation work was done through letters to households, as opposed to direct 

conversations. One way that KCAT and the LTPF team dealt with this challenge was by assuring 
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stakeholders that traffic congestion and motorist behaviour would be monitored after the launch 

of the initiative, which seemed to ease concerns.  

Another challenge was the lengthy delay in receiving City Council approval for the street 

closure permits, which also delayed procuring equipment and recruiting volunteers. The LTPF 

team had originally been under the impression that procuring permits would be done through the 

Department of Transportation Services and were not informed that it would require city council 

approval until May 2021. This placed sudden and substantial pressure on the team to develop the 

report and permit application in a short timeframe. Additionally, as Kingston’s City Council only 

meets once a month in the summer, the LTPF team was not able to present the initiative to 

council until August 10th, 2021. Therefore, all material procurement and volunteer recruitment 

had to occur after this date as it was possible that the initiative may not have been approved. The 

uncertainty surrounding the permit approval coupled with the need to procure equipment and 

recruit and train volunteers in just three weeks created an intensely stressful situation for the 

team to navigate. 

 The Transportation Services Department required that pedestrians clear the roadway for 

exempt vehicles in the closure area. The requirement reinforced the idea that motorists take 

priority over pedestrians in the street, which the team felt ran counter to the message of the 

initiative. This was also a challenge as it gave volunteers the additional responsibility of clearing 

the street of pedestrians when a motorist was driving through the School Street zone. Meanwhile, 

the school principal and city staff requested that all School Street volunteers have recent 

Criminal Background Checks from a police department. This requirement was a challenge as it 

was an onerous process for some volunteers and cost $35 per volunteer. Obtaining a police check 

may be a barrier for some volunteers who do not have full Canadian citizenship or who have a 

negative relationship with the police and may feel uncomfortable by this requirement. In 

Kingston, we did have one interested volunteer who was unable to participate in the initiative as 

they were not able to obtain a police check.  

           Another challenge that presented itself in the implementation process was the presence of 

multiple home businesses within the School Street closure area. This meant that more vehicle 

exemptions were granted to non-residents than the team had initially planned, to ensure that 

these clients were not disturbed by the closure. The location of the school staff parking lot within 

the closure zone was also not ideal, as more teachers than anticipated needed to drive through the 
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area during the closure periods and many required passage from both ends of the closure area. 

This challenge was overcome by the team by modifying the traffic control plan to enable two-

way traffic flow.  

Finally, the lengthy approval process for the initiative from the School and School Board 

was also a challenge as the LTPF team worked on obtaining this approval from December 2020 

to April 2021 which then delayed when the team could begin working on obtaining the city 

closure permit. Additionally, one condition of approval of the initiative by the principal was that 

the closed street would be used for travelling to and from school only and not for play, as they 

felt that playing in the street may create issues with child supervision. This also meant that the 

team was not able to program the street in any way as seen in other School Street initiatives (8 80 

Cities, 2020).  

 

5.2 Recommendations  

1) Implement School Streets concurrently with other active school travel programs to further 

increase rates of active transportation 

In both the grey literature on School Streets and the Kingston experience engaging with parents, 

it was identified that many parents and school staff had concerns that many parents will need to 

continue to drive their children to school despite the School Street closure (Linton et al., 2021, 

Davis, 2020). Parents may feel like the distance from home to school is too far to walk or cycle 

or that they aren’t comfortable with their child walking unaccompanied to school. Academic 

literature supports this assumption and suggests that the further the distance a child lives from 

school the less likely they are to walk to school, mostly due to the parents’ concerns around 

safety (Zougheibe et al., 2021; Sharmin & Kamruzzman, 2017). These concerns are unlikely to 

be addressed by a School Street for children who live a far distance from the school. To address 

these determinants of children’s travel behaviour that the School Street does not capture, a 

Walking School Bus program and/or a Remote Drop-off program that runs concurrently with a 

School Street may allow for increased travel modal shifts from children whose travel modes did 

not change from the implementation of the School Street.  
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2) Plan to measure school traffic congestion pre-implementation and post-implementation 

through vehicle counts and monitoring unsafe driver behaviour 

As previously mentioned, one challenge to implementation was the commonly raised concern 

that the School Street would push the school traffic congestion onto neighbouring streets. Since 

the COVID-19 pandemic limited the team’s ability to measure traffic congestion before the 

launch of the School Street, it was not possible to determine how traffic patterns on neighbouring 

streets changed due to the initiative. Traffic congestion has been monitored at other School Street 

sites (Linton et al., 2021; 8 80 Cities, 2019; Davis, 2020) and is an important piece of data to 

collect to either confirm or dispel concerns around traffic congestion. Additionally, it is possible 

that School Streets do not impact traffic volume around the school, but they may impact motorist 

behaviour by bringing greater awareness to pedestrian safety. Therefore, it is important that 

motorist behaviour be included in pre and post observations.  

 

3) Involve children in the consultation and engagement process  

It was clear from analyzing the timeline of the implementation process that children were missed 

in the consultation process. While the team had originally planned to engage children in the 

planning stages, they could not be reached directly due to virtual learning in the spring of 2021 

and the school board prohibited the team from sharing any materials about the initiative through 

the school. Previous School Streets pilots identified in the literature review mentioned the 

importance of incorporating children in the planning process as the initiative is for children (8 80 

Cities, 2020; Linton et al., 2021; MUEC, 2020). Future School Streets should prioritize 

engagement with children as they are the primary stakeholder. Additionally, the pilot in Toronto 

suggests that the students’ involvement in the project helped garner support from the larger 

school community and therefore, it is possible that if children were better incorporated into the 

consultation process in Kingston, it may have been easier to mobilize support from parents and 

school staff.  

  

4) Ensure that school staff, and especially the school principal, understands and supports the 

initiative at the selected school site 

Finding a willing school site was a lengthy task in the planning process and was critical to the 

eventual launch of the School Street. Without the support from the school principal, it would 
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have been extremely difficult to consult with school parents and provide resources to them in 

advance of the initiative. This likely would have led to a lack of parent support or understanding 

of the initiative. The school principal played a key role, particularly in the first few weeks, in 

responding to questions and complaints about the initiative from parents. Additionally, without 

the support of the school principal, it also would have been difficult to communicate and 

coordinate with school staff to ensure appropriate accommodations and exemptions were made 

for them. Finally, school principal support was essential since the street closure equipment was 

stored on school property and storing it elsewhere would have been much more difficult for 

operating the initiative on a daily basis.  

 

5) Recruit a diverse roster of volunteers and minimize the volunteer requirements  

In Kingston, the School Street has had over 50 volunteers support the initiative, with an equal 

mix of parents, neighbourhood retirees, and Queen’s students. Having a large and diverse 

volunteer pool enabled the team to minimize how much they ask of each person, while creating 

new connections between people who would otherwise not have had the opportunity to meet. 

Additionally, the diversity in the volunteer pool allowed volunteers to get scheduled for their 

preferred shifts as all the volunteer’s availability was vastly different. The team was able to 

recruit such a diverse volunteer pool of students, retirees and parents through targeted 

advertisements sent directly to existing groups in the neighbourhood (i.e., Queen’s University 

departments and community groups). Another key lesson in volunteer management was to 

minimize the requirements of volunteers. The team has been able to retain many volunteers for 

almost a full year, likely due to the low commitment asked of volunteers. Volunteer shifts are 

approximately half an hour, and some volunteers have one shift per week.  

 

6) Ensure the regulatory context is known and understood well in advance of the potential 

launch date  

A major challenge in Kingston was the delay in initiative planning that occurred as the team 

waited for city council approval. This “waiting time” was not planned for as the team was under 

the impression that the closure could be obtained through a standard street closure permit 

application. Therefore, it is strongly recommended that implementation teams consult with 

municipal authorities and establish early on how the approval for the street closure will be 
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obtained. This will allow for more efficient planning of the initiative if the team can accurately 

account for the time it may take to secure permissions for the street closure.  

  

7) Involve local community groups in the planning and implementation of the initiative  

An opportunity that arose in the planning of the School Street was the collaboration between 

multiple neighbourhood groups and non-profit organizations that were able to offer their 

expertise, knowledge, and resources as well as the ability to promote the volunteer recruitment 

process. The School Street began as a collaboration between Kingston Coalition for Active 

Transportation (KCAT) and Kingston Gets Active (KGA) which allowed for diverse 

perspectives in the planning process. Additionally, community groups, religious groups and 

another local non-profit organization all aided throughout the planning and implementation of 

the initiative, which was likely part of the reason the team was able to recruit approximately 50 

volunteers to support the initiative. Furthermore, since School Streets offer several different 

benefits, there is an opportunity to involve a range of groups who may be interested in the project 

for diverse reasons. Incorporating multiple community groups and non-profit organizations in the 

initiative can increase resources for the initiative, offer alternative perspectives and provide more 

legitimacy to the initiative.  

  

8) Implement and adjust based on feedback 

As mentioned in Chapter 4, the initiative was modified after its launch based on feedback 

received from school staff, municipal staff, and residents in the closure area. Ultimately, the 

modifications likely led to the School Street’s long-term sustainability since, following the scope 

reduction on October 25th, the team did not receive any additional negative feedback. Despite 

consulting with stakeholders before the launch of the initiative, there were still concerns that 

arose after the launch of the initiative that were not anticipated by the team or the stakeholders. 

Therefore, it is critically important that implementers offer clear mechanisms for people to 

provide feedback, to be open to such feedback after the launch of an initiative, and to consider 

adapting the scope and operations of an initiative as it proceeds.  
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5.3 Opportunities for Future Research  

As active school travel remains an important area of interest for planners, public health 

professionals, and school communities, there are numerous possibilities for future research. 

School Streets are a novel active school travel initiative that is growing in popularity in Canadian 

cities, and their impacts in different contexts require further study. Firstly, the School Street 

studied in this report was in a higher-income community where many children already used 

active transportation to travel to school. Future research should evaluate a School Street pilot in a 

low-income community and in a community where there is little to no active transportation used. 

Additional research detailing the planning and implementation processes involved in launching a 

School Street in different contexts using a methodology similar to this report would help to 

identify common challenges and opportunities to planning and implementation. It would also be 

valuable to study the planning and implementation of School Streets when they are led by 

different entities such as the School Board or the municipality, rather than an external non-profit. 

This would help identify some of the differences in the planning and implementation processes 

and help determine which approach has the most efficient implementation process and long-term 

sustainability.  

To address a major concern brought up in the planning phase, future initiatives should 

allow for observations of traffic congestion and school travel modes at baseline and during the 

School Street closure, to accurately measure the impact of the initiative on these outcomes. There 

is existing grey literature in Canada that addresses the impact of School Streets using pre-

implementation and post-implementation data, however, they are all evaluating short-term pilots 

(8 80 Cities, 2019; 8 80 Cities, 2020).  

A final recommendation for future research on School Streets is to consult with the 

stakeholders involved in planning and implementing the School Street initiative to get a clearer 

and richer understanding of their experiences. The current findings from this report could be 

validated and enhanced using qualitative interviews and focus groups with school staff, 

implementation team members, volunteers, parents, and municipal staff.  
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5.4 Author’s Reflection on their Position  

As discussed in Chapter 2, the researcher was deeply involved in the planning of the initiative 

through their work as a Mitacs-funded summer intern working with KCAT. This allowed the 

researcher to gain additional insights into the processes, opportunities and challenges associated 

with the initiative that may not have been captured by an external evaluator. Additionally, the 

researcher was supportive of the concept of School Streets prior to the study and felt optimistic 

about their potential success which was the reason they applied to the project coordinator role. 

Therefore, it is likely that the researcher’s conclusions in this study may present an overall 

positive perception of the initiative.  

 

5.5 Conclusions  

The numerous benefits associated with School Street initiatives are well established in the 

literature, but the processes involved in planning and implementing a School Street are less well 

known. The long-term sustainability of the School Street pilot in Kingston (a full school year) 

demonstrates the potential for long-term School Street initiatives to be successfully implemented 

around elementary schools in the Canadian context. The emergent findings and 

recommendations from this report offer guidance for other jurisdictions that are interested in 

launching a School Street initiative. Overall, School Streets are a low-cost active school travel 

initiative that are relatively easy to implement and should continue to be piloted across Canada to 

increase engagement in active school travel while maximizing the safety of students coming and 

going from school.  
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Appendix A- School Street Planning Timeline  
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Date Event Objective for mobilization

23-Jan-20 Meeting- Municipality Determine target sites for interventions

Jan-20 Contacted Principals of School A and School B Introduce the project, gauge interest

2-Mar-20

Meeting with School A Principal and Parent Council 

Chair

Presented project concept, discuss the possibility for 

the SS at School A

3-Mar-20 Meeting with School  Principal B

Presented project concept, discuss the possibility for 

the SS at School B 

03-Mar-20 Re-submitted CIHR Grant Proposal Funding for School Street Research

09-Mar-20 Meeting with City Councillor Gain support for the School Street in his district

Mar-20

School A pulls out of School Street for 2020-2021 due 

to COVID-19 

May to August Continued to communicate with School Principals and the Municipality 

Jun-20 Applied for Ethics approval from GREB

2020-08-19 Ethics Approval for Research

Sept to Oct 2020 Implementer runs Quiet Streets initiative in Kingston

Introduce Street Rebalancing initiatives, evaluate 

their impact

20-Oct-20 Resubmitted CIHR Grant Proposal Funding for School Street Research

1-Nov-20 School B pulls out of project

16-Dec-20 Meeting with principal of School C

Presented project concept, discuss the possibility for 

the SS at School C 
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