
Welcome to the MTC Quick-Build Projects for Small 
Towns, Rural and Suburban Contexts Webinar!

1. We will start in a few minutes

2. You are all muted

3. If you have questions, please send them to the Q&A feature on the webinar

4. This webinar is being recorded for public viewing purposes

5. The webinar recording and presentation will be distributed to all registered 

participants after the webinar and will be available online



“Quick-Build Projects for Small Towns, Rural and 
Suburban Contexts” 

Tony Garcia
The Street Plans Collaborative

Wednesday, March 10, 10am-11am PST



Webinar Agenda

1. Webinar Goals

2. Quick-Build Consultant Bench update

3. Introduction to The Street Plans

4. Street Plans Presentation

5. Q&A
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Interim Design 
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Asheville, NC



Webinar Goals

• Continue discussions on how to 
implement quick-build projects, with 
emphasis on small towns, rural and 
suburban contexts

• Further support “Quick-Build” as a 
project delivery method in the Bay 
Area region

• Think creatively about models for 
partnership, collaboration, and project 
delivery acceleration, especially on 
state routes

Kalihi Quick-
Build Curb 

Extensions | 
Honolulu, HI
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Why Quick build?
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Rules for Tacticians
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Transportation Planning

Placemaking + Tactical 
Urbanism

Architecture + Urban Design

Public Outreach

Training + Workshops

Research + Best Practices 
Guides

Better Streets, Better Places
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Burlington Public Works 
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Materials 
Standards
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Visualizing Safe Streets



Awesome! Now what...?



Conventional Project Delivery

Overly focused on large-
scale projects;

Is very slow and expensive;

Public process lacks 
transparency and breeds 
mistrust;

Static and inflexible 
approach to design. 
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What’s Quick-Build?
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3

Timeline: Implemented 
faster than capital projects; 
typically 2 months - 2 years.

Budget: $3,000 - $300,000

Process: Allows for 
participatory, data-driven, 
and iterative approach 
to project delivery. 
Bridges gap between 
concept / master plan / 
demonstration projects and 
long-term capital projects.
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The Capitol Region Council of Governments (CRCOG) is developing 
a plan and policy for a Complete Streets network in Greater Hartford, 
prioritizing the design and operation of streets that enable safe 
travel for all users. The plan inventories existing infrastructure, maps 
desired regional complete streets connections, includes an action 
plan for network development, and proposes a policy for regional 
implementation. Municipalities in the region are also receiving advice 
on best practices related to implementation and policy in a variety of 
contexts (from rural to urban).

There is no specific formula for Complete Streets design, as so many 
complex decisions must be made in response to a wide variety of built, 
social, economic, and environmental contexts. Thus, Complete Streets 
does not mean simply adding a bicycle lane or a crosswalk where 
previously there was none. Instead, Complete Streets plans and policies 
seek to provide meaningful transportation choices for all people, and in 
urbanized areas, to put public life back into the public realm — defined 
as the public space that exists between private buildings. This approach 
elevates all users of the street onto an equitable playing field and 
changes the way transportation projects are planned/delivered. 

CRCOG has already applied the Quick-Build methodology to advance 
Complete Streets in Greater Hartford. In October 2018, the City of New 
Britain and the CRCOG planning team implemented a pilot pedestrian 
plaza at the intersection of Jubilee Street and East Street in the East Side 
neighborhood. With this document, CRCOG seeks to expand its use of 
the methodology to create Quick-Build Complete Streets infrastructure 
throughout the region. Read on for information on CRCOG’s land use 
context zones and street typologies, and which Quick-Build project types 
might be appropriate in your community. 

A Complete Street, Quickly
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Incomplete Street

In the above diagram, 87% of the right-of-way is reserved for vehicular-only use, 
leaving just 13% for non-motorized transportation/pedestrians. With the addition of 
bike lanes, the replacement of surface parking with wider sidewalks and accessible 
cafe space, and longer-term land use changes, motor-vehicle-only space is reduced 
to 46%, leaving the majority 54% for non-motorized, public, and more financially 
productive land uses. 

Complete Street



Project Leaders Anyone (city, non-profit, 
business owner, students 

etc.)

Government / organizational 
leadership  + involvement 

required

Government / organizational 
leadership  + involvement 

required

Government / organizational 
leadership  + involvement 

required

Permission Status Sanctioned or unsanctioned Sanctioned Sanctioned Sanctioned

Materials + Maintenance Very low-cost, typically low-
durability. May be borrowed, 
easily made, or purchased; 
no maintenance required

Relatively low-cost, but 
semi-durable materials 

to maximize design 
flexibility while minimizing 

maintenance needs

Low and moderate cost 
materials, designed to 

balance design flexibility, 
performance outcomes, and 

maintenance

High-cost, permanent 
materials that cannot be 

adjusted easily; maintenance 
needs vary tremendously 

Public Involvement
Optional before project 

implementation, 
Recommended during brief 

project lifespan

Required, frequent before 
implementation and frequent 

during evaluation period

Recommended, frequent 
before implementation, 
required during initial 

evaluation period, optional 
thereafter

Required before 
implementation, 

recommended during 
implementation and initial 
evaluation period, optional 

thereafter

Flexibility of Design High: organizers expect 
project to be adjusted and 

removed within a short 
timeline, typically one week 

or weekend

High: proponents expect 
project to be adjusted; it 

may be removed if it does 
not meet goals upon initial 

evaluation

Moderate: organizers expect 
project to be adjusted, but 
it is intended to remain in 

place until capital upgrades 
are possible 

Low: project is considered a 
permanent capital upgrade 

that is unlikely to be adjusted 
significantly once installed

Terms and diagram format based on PeopleForBike’s “Quick Builds for Better Streets,” which defines the pilot / interim time intervals above as “quick build” 
projects. To access Quick Builds for Better Streets, visit: bit.ly/QuickBuildsReport (Images: Street Plans).

This chart illustrates the 
progression of an iterative 
approach to project 
delivery. Though not all 
projects need to follow 
this exact model, it can 
be helpful to see how 
each project type builds 
towards the next, using 
incremental steps to 
deliver a capital project 
intended to create long-
term change.  

Project Type 
(time interval ∙ relative cost)

Quick-Build

LONG-TERM/CAPITAL
(20 years - 50+ years ∙ $$$$)

DEMONSTRATION
(1 day - 1 month ∙ $) 

PILOT
(1 month- 1+ year ∙ $$)

INTERIM DESIGN
(1 year - 5+ years ∙ $$$)
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Why Use the Quick Build Method?
1

2

3

4

Expedites delivery of public benefits at a low cost.

Helps uncover what works, and more importantly, 
what doesn’t!

Based on existing master plans, action-focused.

People-driven, people-centered.



User Experience

1

Planners Try To Impose Order

Design



Test Before You Invest!
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C1 - Natural

C2 - Rural

C3 - Suburban

C4 - Urban General

C5 - Urban Center

C6 - Urban Core

The C1 context zone is defined 
by the least urbanized areas 
of the Greater Hartford region. 
Thoroughfares within C1 are 
typically within designated natural 
areas and state parks, like Talcott 
Mountain State Park and Nathan 
Hale State Forest, and are generally 
two-lane Rural Highways or Rural 
Roads that provide access to 
recreational or agricultural land 
uses.

The C2 context zone encompasses 
agricultural and rural residential 
areas of the region, including 
incorporated towns like Mansfield 
and Southington. This zone also 
includes the CT2 Small Town 
General, which includes local-
serving commercial areas. 7 of the 
10 thoroughfare types may be found 
in this context, with the greatest 
diversity in the CT2 sub-context 
zone.  

The C3 context zone is found 
between more urbanized and more 
rural areas. C3 is typified by more 
auto-oriented thoroughfares that 
may need retrofiting to consider 
a broader user base. C3 includes 
three sub-zones: Suburban 
Residential (C3R), Suburban 
Commercial (C3C), and Town 
Center (C3T). Adding pedestrian, 
cycling, and transit facilities in these  
locations is paramount. 

The C4 context zone is defined 
by smaller building lots, a more 
rectilinear block structure, and 
a broader variety of inherently 
walkable thoroughfares and land 
use patterns. C4 introduces the 
Urban Street Avenue and Urban 
Residential Avenue and is typified 
by Hartford’s South End, New 
Britain’s East Side, or the Main 
Street neighborhood of East 
Hartford. 

The C5 context zone includes the 
region’s larger urban centers/urban 
main streets outside of downtown 
Hartford. This includes downtown 
New Britain and West Hartford, 
where a more tight-knit mixture of 
uses, multi-family housing types, 
and public spaces are reinforced by 
a full variety of urban thoroughfares 
that focus on walking, cycling and 
transit use.  

The Capitol Region’s only C6 
context zone is downtown Hartford. 
In this zone, all urban thoroughfare 
types may be found. The strongest 
consideration of thoroughfare 
design in this context should be the 
pedestrian, followed by cycling and 
transit riders.  
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Context-Sensitive Planning

- Land-use patterns change, but safety needs don’t!
- Not all quick-build projects types are appropriate in every 
context.
-The approach resonates with communities that often have 
fewer resources. 



Not Just for Big Cities! Snellville, GANot Just for Big Cities!



 Nyack, NY Fayetteville, AR

Middlesboro,  KY Ponderay, ID



Quick Build in Practice
Three Examples



Case Study: Maricopa Highway

•	 Test major elements of a permanant ATP funded project
•	 Make changes to ATP based on functionality of demonstration 
•	 Need to accommodate emergency vehicle access within bike lane
•	 Class IV bike lanes + curb extensions
•	 On-street parking, planters and buffer

1. The Pilot is the Public Process
Maricopa Highway, Ojai, CA



Maricopa Highway
Existing Section - Typical

Proposed Section - Typical

TRAVEL LANE/SHOULDER
19.5’

TRAVEL LANE
12’

TURN LANE
11’

TRAVEL LANE
12’

TRAVEL LANE/SHOULDER
19.5’

4’

5.5’ 6’ 8’ TRAVEL LANE
12’

4’ TURN LANE
11’

TRAVEL LANE
12’

8’ 6’ 5.5’



A Divided Community



Project Process 

BAN
KS

AVEN
UE

BUXTO
N

AVEN
UE

MURAL
Implementation Plan The Build!Outreach Design Development

- Comm/Outreach 
Plan

- CAC open to 
the public; 15 CAC 
meetings, 3 TAC 
meetings

- 3 public 
workshops

- Office Hours

- Paid social 
media, radio ads, 
banners. 

- Evaluation/ 
Mitigation Plan

- Worked with 
Caltrans to review 
designs.

- Developed 
evaluation and 
event plans

-Field survey

- Implementation 
Plan

- Set up Numina

- Ordered 
materials

- Execute “before” 
data collection

-Acquired permit 
(Sep.)

- December 7 -11!

-Go live Dec. 12

- Several 
upcoming CACs 
(pending)

- Permit rider 
(pending)

-Make 
adjustments!

1 2 3 4



Permit Process

1

2

3

Abridged permit process: 
7 months from inception 
to permit aquisition! 3 
submittals

Document everything!!

City must be permit 
holder - allows for design 
firm to fill contractor 
role and volunteer 
participation. Liability on 
city.
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STREET PLANS INC.

PLANNING - TRANSPORTATION - DESIGN - RESEARCH

5879 SUNSET DRIVE, SUITE 4, SOUTH MIAMI, FL 33143

305-978-6426 l  STREETPLANS.ORG

GRAY STRIPING INDICATES EXISTING
STRIPING ALONG MARICOPA HWY

DRIVEWAYS & INTERSECTIONS ARE
STANDARDIZED WITH ROUNDED CURB EXTENSIONS.
ALL CURB RADII RANGING FROM 15' TO 25' (TYP.)

DELINEATORS @ 20' O.C. (TYP.)

ZICLA PLANTERS (12" X 40") SPACED 40' EDGE
TO EDGE AND 2' AWAY FROM THE TRAVEL LANE (TYP.)

DRAWING TITLE

SCALE

NOTESMARICOPA HWY
STRIPING PLAN DRAFT (1/7)

1:20

DATE

04/14/2020

STREET SECTION 'A'
1. EXISTING STRIPING AND PAVEMENT MARKINGS ARE SHOWN IN GRAY, PAVEMENT MARKINGS THAT CONFLICT WITH

PROPOSED BIKE LANE (SHOWN IN RED) NEED TO BE GRINDED  OFF OR COVERED

3. STRIPING: WHITE SHERWIN WILLIAMS HOTLINE PAINT // 3M TAPE FOR BUFFER STRIPING

4. DELINEATORS: FLEXSTAKES 703 36”, PLANTERS: ZICLA ZEBRA PLANTER 12” X 40” @ 40” O.C.

A

A

ALL PARKING SPACES ARE SET BACK A MIN.
OF 20' FROM THE EDGE OF CROSSWALKS AT
INTERSECTIONS AND FROM DRIVEWAYS (TYP.)

STREET PLANS DEMONSTRATION
PROJECT DRAFT SITE PLAN

1/8" = 1'-0"

GREEN CONFLICT ZONE MARKINGS LOCATED
AT ALL DRIVEWAYS AND INTERSECTIONS (TYP.)

ZICLA PLANTERS (12" X 40") SPACED 40' EDGE
TO EDGE AND 2' AWAY FROM THE TRAVEL LANE (TYP.)

DELINEATORS @ 20' O.C. (TYP.)

MANHOLE / SANITARY SEWER

5. PROJECT SIGNAGE: PVC DEMONSTRATION PROJECT SIGNS TO BE AFFIXED TO EXISTING POLES WHEREVER POSSIBLE

2. PROPOSED BIKE LANE MARKINGS SHOW IN BLACK, AND CONFLICT ZONE MARKINGS IN GREEN
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STREET PLANS INC.

PLANNING - TRANSPORTATION - DESIGN - RESEARCH

5879 SUNSET DRIVE, SUITE 4, SOUTH MIAMI, FL 33143

305-978-6426 l  STREETPLANS.ORG

DRAWING TITLE

SCALE

NOTESMARICOPA HWY
STRIPING PLAN DRAFT (6/7)

1:20

DATE

04/14/2020

STREET SECTION 'F'

F

STREET PLANS DEMONSTRATION
PROJECT DRAFT SITE PLAN

1/8" = 1'-0"

F

D

RED STRIPING INDICATES EXISTING STRIPING
ALONG MARICOPA HWY TO BE REMOVED

ALL PARKING SPACES ARE SET BACK A MIN.
OF 20' FROM THE EDGE OF CROSSWALKS AT
INTERSECTIONS AND FROM DRIVEWAYS (TYP.)

DRIVEWAYS & INTERSECTIONS ARE
STANDARDIZED WITH ROUNDED CURB EXTENSIONS.
ALL CURB RADII RANGING FROM 15' TO 25' (TYP.)

ALL PARKING SPACES ARE SET BACK A MIN.
OF 20' FROM THE EDGE OF CROSSWALKS AT
INTERSECTIONS AND FROM DRIVEWAYS (TYP.)

GREEN CONFLICT ZONE MARKINGS LOCATED
AT ALL DRIVEWAYS AND INTERSECTIONS (TYP.)

DRIVEWAYS & INTERSECTIONS ARE
STANDARDIZED WITH ROUNDED CURB EXTENSIONS.
ALL CURB RADII RANGING FROM 15' TO 25' (TYP.)

GREEN CONFLICT ZONE MARKINGS LOCATED
AT ALL DRIVEWAYS AND INTERSECTIONS (TYP.)

DELINEATORS @ 20' O.C. (TYP.)

ZICLA PLANTERS (12" X 40") SPACED 40' EDGE
TO EDGE AND 2' AWAY FROM THE TRAVEL LANE (TYP.)

ZICLA PLANTERS (12" X 40") SPACED 40' EDGE
TO EDGE AND 2' AWAY FROM THE TRAVEL LANE (TYP.)

1. EXISTING STRIPING AND PAVEMENT MARKINGS ARE SHOWN IN GRAY, PAVEMENT MARKINGS THAT CONFLICT WITH

PROPOSED BIKE LANE (SHOWN IN RED) NEED TO BE GRINDED  OFF OR COVERED

3. STRIPING: WHITE SHERWIN WILLIAMS HOTLINE PAINT // 3M TAPE FOR BUFFER STRIPING

4. DELINEATORS: FLEXSTAKES 703 36”, PLANTERS: ZICLA ZEBRA PLANTER 12” X 40” @ 40” O.C.

MANHOLE / SANITARY SEWER

5. PROJECT SIGNAGE: PVC DEMONSTRATION PROJECT SIGNS TO BE AFFIXED TO EXISTING POLES WHEREVER POSSIBLE

2. PROPOSED BIKE LANE MARKINGS SHOW IN BLACK, AND CONFLICT ZONE MARKINGS IN GREEN



Materials
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BIKE 
LANE BUFFER PARKING

LANE
SB TRAVEL

LANE
NB TRAVEL

LANE
PARKING

LANE BUFFER BIKE
LANE

TURN
LANE

LEFT-TURN LANE TO BE CLOSED OFF TO VEHICLES
DURING DEMONSTRATION WITH YELLOW HATCH LINES
AND ZICLA CYCLE LANE SEPARATORS  @ 20' O.C.

STREET PLANS INC.

PLANNING - TRANSPORTATION - DESIGN - RESEARCH

5879 SUNSET DRIVE, SUITE 4,

SOUTH MIAMI, FL 33143

305-978-6426 l  STREETPLANS.ORG

NOTES STREET SECTION 'B'

DEMONSTRATION PROJECT SITE PLAN

1/8" = 1'-0"

LIGHT POLE

WATER VALVE
CATCH BASIN
FIRE HYDRANT

MANHOLE/SANITARY SEWER

UTILITY LEGEND

EXISTING SIGN POLES

DRAWING TITLE

MARICOPA HWY
STRIPING PLANS3

SCALE

3. STRIPING: WHITE SHERWIN WILLIAMS HOTLINE PAINT

5. SIGNAGE: MUTCD SIGNS TO BE AFFIXED TO EXISTING POLES WHERE INDICATED, PROJECT BANNERS

2. PROPOSED BIKE LANE MARKINGS SHOW IN BLACK, AND CONFLICT ZONE MARKINGS IN GREEN

1. EXISTING STRIPING AND PAVEMENT MARKINGS ARE SHOWN IN GRAY. STRIPING AND PAVEMENT MARKINGS

SHOWN IN RED, WHICH CONFLICT WITH THE PROPOSED BIKE LANE, ARE TO BE REMOVED DURING DEMONSTRATION.

REVIEWS SUBMISSIONS
#1 06/23/2020

#2 07/10/2020

EXEMPT PROJECT WITH LIMITED EXCAVATION, UNDERGROUND UTILITIES ARE NOT SHOWN

MANHOLE/SANITARY SEWER

MANHOLE/SANITARY SEWER

FIRE HYDRANT

WATER VALVE

#104/07/2020

#2 04/30/2020

1:20

#3 07/31/2020

#4 08/21/2020 (FINAL)

#5 09/11/2020 (ROW CERT)
4. DELINEATORS: ZICLA CYCLE LANE SEPARATOR, PLANTERS: ZICLA ZEBRA PLANTER (SEE S15-S17)

TO BE AFFIXED TO EXISTING LIGHT POLES WHERE INDICATED (SEE PDF PAGE 19 FOR MORE DETAILS)

Zicla Zebra PlantersZicla Zebra Delineator Approval for 
nonstandard 
designs / materials 
delegated to local 
D7 staff.



Implementation Plan
•	 Outlines roles +  responsibilities
•	 Build timeline + sequencing of work 
•	 Volunteers management
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DAY 1 | AM

1

2

3

4

STRIPING REMOVAL*  | 100%

INSTALL PROJECT SIGNS | 100%

NEW STRIPING + | 40-50%

HOLE MARKING  | 25%

Task    | % Complete

DAY 1 | PM

1

2

3

NEW STRIPING + | 75-100%

HOLE MARKING  | 50%

DRILLING*   | 10-15%

Task    | % Complete

NOTES
1. For Striping specs (removal and new striping) see sheets 1 - 6.
2. For hole marking specs see sheets 18 - 25.

NOTES
1. For Striping specs (removal and new striping) see sheets 1 - 6.
2. For hole marking specs see sheets 18 - 25.

2

3

4

1

2

3

*Tasks to be completed by Crisp Co.

Street Plans will lead the installation of the pvc 
project signs and marking the holes for the 
placement of planters and delineators.

1

*Tasks to be completed by Crisp Co.

Street Plans will lead the marking of the holes 
for the placement of planters and delineators 
and assist Crisp Co in drilling the holes.

PAVEMENT MARKINGS*

PAVEMENT MARKINGS*



Measuring

Marking/Outlining EdgingStaging/Planting

Painting





Evaluation + Mitigation
•	 Create an Evaluation + 

Mitigation Plan;

•	 Forms part of permit 
package

•	 Describes what/how 
data is being collected, 
establishes a monitoring 
schedule and process for 
post-install, + identifies 
areas where changes can 
be made (mitigation); 

•	 City to monitor weekly. 
Reports to Caltrans on a 
monthly basis.



Data Collection
•	 Installed five “Numina” 

sensors at four intersections 
along route (Church, Pirie, 
Vallerio, Ojai)

•	 Collecting real-time data 
on an ongoing basis for 
project duration

•	 Complete modeshare 
numbers: Bicycle, 
pedestrian, and vehicle 
counts (including buses and 
freight)



What are we testing?
Bike/ped volumes + safety

Car Speeds

Volumes (cars, bikes, peds)

Cut through traffic

Dwell times

Parking use/dimensions

School ingress/egress

Hospital ingress/egress

OVSD / Emergency Access



Preliminary Data (Month 1)
Two months of “before counts” (October 20 - Dec 12)

Car activity decreased by 8% after demo with no increases in 
cut through traffic 

Pedestrian activity increased by 28% after demo, some 
locations increasing by 86% (between 128 to 223 /day)

Bicycle activity increased on average by 19% after the 
implementation, some locations registering increases of 48%! 
(between 23 to 173 / day)

Dwell times (IE. ‘congestion’) have not increased along the 
corridor, with a decrease in dwell times shown at Church Rd.

Vehicles exceeding 40 mph decreased by 58%.



The brain tends to remember 10% of what it 
reads, 20% of what it hears, but 90% of what it 
does or simulates.

- Edgar Dale

“
”

Why We Do This Work





Survey Results

600+ Survey Responses!

Planters + parking - parking stalls 
too tight 

Planter aesthetic not well 
received

Need for better education about 
new design (very typical for demo 
projects)

Support for better bicycle/ped 
infrastructure. 



Other Observations
Emergency access tested 
(fire truck and MRI truck)

Delivery truck turning radii 
tested / observed

Bike/car collision in Dec. 

Planters vandalized/hit

U-Turns

School opening is big factor

Many options for edits/
changes to demo + ATP



2. The City Shouldn’t Go It Alone
Coxe Avenue, Asheville, NC



Pilot to Inform Capital Reconstruction



120+ Volunteers







State of place Index: Before•	Average speed reduced by 
28%

•	 Incidents of speeding reduced 
from 66% to 21%

•	Highest speed before: 89mph
•	Highest speed after: 41mph
•	Vehicular counts: No change



State of Place Index Score 42.3 to 71.8 

Primary Benefits: Human Needs and 
Comfort +  Liveliness and Upkeep

Value Capture Forecast: 
• Econonic Benefit: $3,510,323.52 
• ROI: $23.40 per dollar spent

1

2

3

Value Capture



Isn’t This All the Data We Need?



Ongoing Maintenance

Asheville On Bikes



Next Steps
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vermont

Could a one-day traffic
switcheroo nudge Burling-
ton motorists, bicyclists

and pedestrians into behavior that is more
civil, efficient and safe?

That notion is behind a “pop-up” bike
lane on South Union Street proposed for
May 29. The idea will undergo a final city
review Tuesday.

The proposed event would afford bicy-
clists a high-visibility, two-way passage
from Shelburne Street to Edmunds Mid-
dle School — a protected “cycletrack.”

Motorists would be restricted to a sin-
gle, northbound lane for the day, separat-
ed from bicycles by caution cones, from
5:30 a.m. to 8:30 p.m. The street typically
allows vehicle drivers north- and south-
bound passage.

“We’re hoping it would give people —
bicyclists as well as drivers — a chance to
feel what it’s like,” South End resident
Peggy O’Neill said.

O’Neill, a key organizer for the demon-
stration, has for the past month lobbied
city officials and dozens of neighbors to
give the pop-up a try.

The mother of three children, O’Neill
is an avid cyclist, a frequent walker and a 

JOEL BANNER BAIRD/FREE PRESS

Guarded: Vicki Oftedal-Leary, at right, alerts motorists to a school-bound bicyclist’s passage across South Union Street at Maple Street on Thursday morning in Burlington.

ONE-DAY BIKE LANE PROPOSED
‘Pop-up’ event
would grant
bicyclists more
space on South
Union Street

“We’re hoping it

would give

people —

bicyclists as well

as drivers — a

chance to feel

what it’s like.”

PEGGY O’NEILL
SOUTH END RESIDENT

JOEL BANNER BAIRD/FREE PRESS

Sharing the road: A school-bound bicyclist negotiates the intersection of South Union and Maple
streets Thursday morning in Burlington. 

JOEL BANNER BAIRD
FREE PRESS STAFF WRITER

See BIKES, Page 3C

3. You Can’t Scale What You Don’t Permit
    Burlington, VT
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COMMUNITY-LED
DEMONSTRATION 

PROJECT
POLICY + GUIDE

City of Burlington, VT | April 2016

Make Good Things Easier.
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WHAT WE LEARNED
The demonstration projects represented an unprecedented 
collaboration between Burlington’s government agencies, advocates, 
local businesses, and residents, and they helped our team gather input 
for the plan. They also allowed a broad base of people not normally 
involved with the technical planning process to experience new and 
unfamiliar street design types. If this were the only outcome, then the 
projects could be considered a success!

Yet, beyond raising awareness and gathering input, our team learned 
what didn’t work. Some aspects of the designs tested were imperfect. 
For example, the number of parking spaces moved off the curb on N. 
Winooski Ave. limited visibility for motorists turning into driveways 
located along the west side the street. Such conflict points between 
people driving and cycling could be ameliorated by changing the 
design approach, which underscores the value of testing design in the 
first place.  

That said, the conversations we had with people during the 
demonstrations helped us deepen our understanding of what people 
like about protected bikeways, and what their interests and concerns 
are for more permanent infrastructure. Of course, there are many 
ways to design protected bike lanes besides the parking and planter-
protected types shown in the demonstrations. Public input during the 
demonstration underscored that adding protected facilities remains a 
high priority for people in Burlington.  

In addition to sparking important community conversations, the 
demonstrations allowed our team to gather some hard data. The 
Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC) collected 
vehicle speed and volume data on North Winooski Ave. and North 
Union St. from Friday, September 11 through Wednesday, September 
23. The data allowed us to see how vehicle traffic was affected with 
and without the demonstration projects. Here is what we learned:* 

• Volumes of vehicles did not change significantly; in fact volumes 
on both Union and Winooski were slightly higher during the pilot 
than on the following weekend, possibly due to re-routing of 
traffic during the Open Streets BTV event. 

• Vehicle speeds were significantly lower during the 
demonstrations, as shown in the graphs to the right. 

Thus, the two demonstrations showed that each of the primary 
corridors has additional capacity for motoring, and that redesigning 
the street with protected bikeways could lead to a much higher 
percentage of drivers observing the speed limit! 

*Speed data (right) was collected in partnership with CCRPC. Data is limited 
to between the hours of 10:00 a.m. on Saturday through 4:00 p.m. on Sunday. 
Demonstration project data was collected during these hours September 
12 to 13; Normal Conditions data was collected during these same hours on 
September 19-20.

THE DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 
RESULTED IN A MUCH HIGHER 
PERCENTAGE OF DRIVERS 
OBSERVING THE SPEED LIMIT.* 

During the Demonstrations, Local Motion 
surveyed over 330 people to determine their 
top priorities for the location of protected 
bike lanes. As you’ll see in Chapter 2, this plan 
recommends protected bike lanes at all of 
the Top 5 priority locations: 

Main St.
Pearl St./Colchester Ave.
Winooski Ave./Union St.
North Ave.
Battery St.

IDENTIFYING PRIORITY 
LOCATIONS FOR PROTECTED 
BIKES LANES

SPEEDING ON N. WINOOSKI AVE.

 NORMAL CONDITIONS

    ~ 1 in 4 vehicles (28%) did not observe the speed limit

 WITH THE DEMO IN PLACE

    Speeding dropped to 6% of vehicles counted

SPEEDING ON N. UNION ST.

 NORMAL CONDITIONS

    ~ 1 in 4 vehicles (23%) did not observe the speed limit

 WITH THE DEMO IN PLACE

    Speeding dropped to 6% of vehicles counted



Image: Julie Campoli






Pilot Projects



Interim  Design + Materials Standards



ol

Scaling The Methodology



Rules for Tacticians



1. Project Selection

Be PRACTICAL! Assess 
resources to determine 
scale / duration / location.  

Look at master plans for 
project ideas (demo/pilot)

No curb reconstruction, 
signal changes, centerline 
changes...etc. 

Consider political + 
community support. 

Remember - it is all 
temporary! 

1

2

3

4 EMERGENCY RESPONSE
(1 week to 3 months • $)

SLOW RE-OPENING
(3 months - 1 year) • $$)

Recovery 

NEW NORMAL
(6 months - 10 years) • $$$)

Response 

5



2.  Expect things to go wrong!



3. Let The Process Play Out...



April 5th, 2019

Most of the people in attendance ended up 
being very supportive of the Jubilee Street 
closure after we went through how greatly it 
improved vehicular and pedestrian safety, and 
was a betterment to the neighborhood.  

One thing I think you’ll all be happy to hear 
is that the resident who was most impacted 
by the closure, and originally was very, very 
against turned around and is now a big 
supporter of the closure. He talked about the 
traffic improvements, decreased drug activity, 
and that kids are using the closed space 
where the mural is to ride bikes.  
 
Our ultimate plan is to expand the park 
area by the end of the summer.  

 April 4th, 2019 

Wish I had good news here, but I 
don’t and this project continues to 
be a thorn in our sides.  The Jubilee 
Street mural just hasn’t been 
accepted by a large majority of 
the residents of Jubilee Street. 
They continue to send emails and 
write letters demanding its removal.  
They’ve also gone door to door with 
a petition.



4. Expect to be hands-on!



5. Build the Plane As You Fly!

Don’t rely on conventional 
permitting systems to work 
for Quick Build projects.

Consider non-traditional 
partners like MPOs, Non-
profits.

Lay out an MOU at 
inception that identifies 
roles, responsibilities. 

1

2

3



Oh, And Don’t Forget to have FUN!



Thank you!
Tony Garcia

tony@streetplans.org



Thank you 
and Take Care!

Contact for more info:

Toshi Shepard-Ohta, Assistant Director
tshepard-ohta@bayareametro.gov

Nicola Szibbo, Program Manager
nszibbo@bayareametro.gov

mailto:tshepard-ohta@bayareametro.gov
mailto:nszibbo@bayareametro.gov
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