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Streets for People in 2020:
Executive Summary
The global pandemic has radically altered the way people gather, interact and travel,
including in the City of New Westminster. Physical distancing directives from public
health authorities have further shifted the use of public space. In response, the City
created the Streets for People in 2020 (SfP2020) initiative to address a critical need for
more abundant and accessible spaces to support walking, active transportation and
safe public gatherings.
This report provides an overview of the activities, findings and recommendations for
Streets for People in 2020 (SfP2020). It focuses on work conducted by Happy City and
HUB Cycling (HC2) with the support of City staff, between August and November 2020.
It focuses on four types of SfP2020 infrastructure that the City implemented prior to
engaging the consulting team. These are:
● Routes for active transportation: Routes and spot improvements to
support and promote active transportation.
● Complete streets: Local interventions that include parklets, parking-topatios, and Space-to-Move sidewalk extensions.
● City-led neighbourhood interventions (Cool Streets): Street adjustments
to improve access to parks and open space while encouraging walking and
cycling.
● Community-led neighbourhood interventions: Unique projects, including
traffic calming measures and open streets, initiated by residents, community
groups or businesses.
HC2 created the SfP2020 Plan, which was shared with Council on August 31st. We
also carried out a range of public engagement activities, public space activations, and
a five-site study of public life in New Westminster. Public engagement activities
included accessible pop-up events in public space, focused engagement with seldom
heard residents, and digital engagement through surveying and email feedback.
Activations consisted of a self-guided walking tour, a Bike to Shop event, and a
Family Streetwise cycling course. For the Public Life Study we observed people’s
behaviour and surveyed others on how they felt and how they perceived the places
where interventions had taken place versus control sites where no intervention had
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occurred. All public engagement, activations and public life study activities followed
rigorous COVID-19 protocols approved by the City of New Westminster’s Health and
Safety Manager.
Through this work, we found that the SfP2020 interventions supported visitor wellbeing
by nurturing social behaviour among visitors, along with deeper feelings of meaning,
belonging, safety and trust. A majority of people we engaged for this project were
supportive of SfP2020, and many had thoughts on how it could be improved. There
was particularly strong support for the patio, seating and related complete streets
changes just south of the Sixth and Sixth intersection and the improved active
transportation connection on McInnes Overpass. People also appreciated Front Street
becoming an active transportation route during summer weekends. There was a mixed
response to the Cool Streets pilot, with more support on Ninth Street and less on
Fourth Avenue. Finally, the resident-led neighbourhood intervention on Fader Street
was popular with residents, but not those on adjacent streets. However, we believe this
speaks more to the desire to expand the initiative to other streets in the area.

Public Feedback on SfP2020 Interventions and Sites
Through public engagement, a general sense of support for SfP2020, with room for
improvement, emerged. In total, approximately 300 people were engaged at pop-ups
and activations, the City received 500+ survey comments, more than 100 people
emailed comments and eight people were engaged through focused engagement. This
was in addition to the focused engagement, discussion groups and youth-centred
surveying conducted by the City.
Support varied by site and the type of SfP2020 intervention. The Complete Street at
Sixth and Sixth, which included additional space to move, a pop-up patio and open
streets for people on summer weekends, was very popular. This was a prominent site,
and people had a clear understanding of its purpose. There was also encouragement
to maintain the open streets for the long-term, at least during the summer.
The new active transportation route over McInnes Overpass was widely supported by
people walking, rolling and cycling; but far less so by drivers. People responded
positively to opening Front Street as an active transportation route for walking, rolling
and cycling on summer weekends and noted the limited active transportation options
for travelling northeast along the Fraser River.
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The City-led neighbourhood interventions, Cool Streets, received a mixed response,
with people telling us that they were confused about whether it was safe to walk on the
street, and significant pushback to the large orange barriers. People also noted that
sidewalk maintenance and improvements could have a more meaningful impact on
safe walking. Residents near the Fourth Avenue Cool Street, had generally negative
perceptions of the changes, while those near Ninth Street were more supportive (while
still echoing some of the concerns about barricades and walking on the street).
Notably, the fact that the Ninth Street intervention connected two parks and a school
within four blocks appeared to make the purpose of this change more clear.
Finally, the community-led neighbourhood intervention at Fader Street was supported
by people living on Fader, but neighbours on adjacent streets expressed considerable
concern and opposition. This appeared to stem largely from the fact that five streets
(Kelly to Rousseau) face very similar traffic issues, but only one street was calmed.
While the intervention was partially justified by the fact that Fader Street is located on
the Central Valley Greenway, neighbours on the adjacent streets would have
appreciated being engaged to consider similar treatments.
A lack of communication about SfP2020 prior to implementation was highlighted by
many people. This was particularly evident among seniors, who are more likely to rely
on the newspaper for local information. With limited information shared through
traditional media, many people were unaware of the program or, if they saw an
intervention, its purpose. Given that seniors and people with disabilities are
experiencing disproportionate isolation, and may not feel comfortable leaving their
homes, it is vital that the program and its purpose is widely communicated through
traditional media, key stakeholder organizations and existing networks.
Others who may not have the same access to civic news, including newcomers and
youth were also less likely to be aware of SfP2020 and those who did know were less
likely to understand its purpose or see it as something that was relevant to them. This
underlines the needs to communicate using an array of sources and to share
messaging with key stakeholders who can share within their communities.
There was also some concern that the program may reduce accessibility by eliminating
parking spaces for the disabled, but as this did not happen, the concern diminished. In
fact, multiple people noted that the changes to the McInnes Overpass actually
improved accessibility. They pointed to the wider space to roll and asphalt ramp, from
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the expanded active transportation space to the sidewalk, as a key improvement to
accessing the SkyTrain station and many services at the mall.

Public Life Study
Findings collected through our site observations and Subjective Wellbeing Intercept
(SWBI) surveys indicate that the SfP2020 interventions are supporting wellbeing by
nurturing social behaviour among visitors, along with deeper feelings of meaning,
belonging, safety and trust.
Findings were gathered over five Public Life Study sessions at five SfP2020
intervention sites, and their respective control site pairings. The five sites were: the
Complete Street at Sixth and Sixth (paired with Sixth Street and Seventh Avenue), the
Route for Active Transportation at McInnes Overpass (paired with the Columbia Street
crossing at Hyack Square), the Route for Active Transportation at Front Street Mews
(paired with the River Market at Quayside Drive), the Ninth Street Cool Streets
intervention (paired with St. Andrews Street) and the Community-led Intervention at
Fader Street (paired with Kelly Street).
In total 2,700 people were observed for the study and 368 participated in the SWBI
surveys. Observation was conducted anonymously by the HC2 team and trained
volunteers, who made note of how many people were moving through the sites and
what modes they used, as well as notable behaviours among people who were staying
at the site, such as talking to others or using their phones. The SfP2020 sites were
frequented by far more people than the control sites. This held true for both femaleand male-presenting people, and for seniors and people using mobility devices, who
also made up a larger share of people at the SfP2020 sites than the control sites.
These findings suggest that the interventions were located in well-frequented areas,
where they could be used by many people. Public engagement and survey feedback
also led us to be confident that a number of the interventions led to increases in the
number of people who were moving through and lingering in these spaces.
Study results from both observation and SWBI surveys also indicate that the SfP2020
intervention sites were supporting social activity. A higher share of people were
observed talking to each other, and fewer were on their phones, at the intervention
sites. A higher percentage of people at the intervention sites also said that these were
places where they’d like to meet friends and, if COVID-19 wasn’t a concern, meet new
people as well. Strikingly, these findings were more pronounced among female-
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identifying participants. At a time when social isolation is one of the most serious
public health issues after COVID-19, these findings suggest that SfP2020 supported
wellbeing in an important way.
People also reported a higher sense of meaning and belonging at the SfP2020
intervention sites. A greater share of people felt that these sites reflected their
community. More felt respected while at these sites, and more said they would be
upset if these sites were vandalized. While the results held true when looking at
disaggregated results around gender and race, the results were more pronounced
among males and Causcasian people. This was a common thread in much of the SWBI
data, where male and white respondents are more likely to feel welcome, comfortable
and safe at both the intervention and control sites. This may reflect broader societal
constructs, and the fact that sexism and racism are present in the lives of many
people. It also underlines why it is important to engage with specific communities and
seldom-heard voices in order to address systemic inequalities in our public spaces and
cities.
In line with the findings above, people also reported a greater sense of safety and trust
at the intervention sites than at the control sites. They were more likely to feel that a
stranger would return a lost wallet at these sites, and they were more likely to feel safe
visiting these sites alone. More also agreed that they would let their children play at the
SfP2020 sites with minimal supervision. These findings indicate that the interventions
were supporting peoples’ sense of safety, which is an important building block for
sociability, and meaning and belonging.
Finally, there was widespread agreement among people at the intervention and control
sites that opening streets for people to walk, roll or play supported their wellbeing.
However a higher share of people felt this way at the SfP2020 sites than the control
sites. A greater percentage of female-identifying participants supported the changes
than male-identifying respondents. This suggests that when people consider the
SfP2020 interventions in the moment, and particularly at sites where they can see the
outcomes, they recognize the wellbeing benefits.

Recommendations
We found that SfP2020 had clear positive effects on social wellbeing among visitors.
We also found general support for the interventions. However some residents were
critical of the designs and locations of interventions, while limited communication
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during the roll out phase meant that many residents, including seniors and others who
were vulnerable to social isolation, didn’t understand the purpose or benefits of the
program. The following recommendations, which are based on our analysis of the
Public Engagement, Activation and Public Life Study findings, would leverage the
program's strengths while addressing some of its shortcomings:
● Ensure more communication through multiple channels early in the process to
improve awareness, understanding and acceptance of initiatives like SfP2020.
● Consider alternative materials to the large orange barricades. Flexible bollards,
concrete barricades and on-street paint will improve aesthetics, demonstrate a
shift to longer-term solutions and enhance the status of the interventions.
● Engage specific underrepresented communities early in the process (and pay for
their time) to shape more equitable design, programming and policies.
● Continue policy-based decision making for this program. Grounding SfP2020 in
key City policy was fundamental to establishing legitimacy, clear direction,
coordinating activity among multiple City departments, and communicating
decision-making rationale to the public.
● Continue to measure site usage and wellbeing impacts to sustain an evidencebased approach to assessing project success.
● Based on the results of community engagement and the Public Life Study,
consider making the patio at Sixth and Sixth permanent.
● Based on the results of community engagement and the Public Life Study,
maintain the active transportation route on McInnes Overpass.
● Consider expanding traffic calming measures on Fader Street to the five streets
from Kelly Street to Rousseau Street, between Sherbrooke Street and Braid
Street to discourage drivers trying to avoid congestion on the main streets.
● Refine the Cool Streets initiative if it continues in 2021. This could include
selecting shorter routes (ie. four blocks) that link amenities like parks, open
space and schools; determining whether sidewalk upgrades along routes are
more impactful investments; adding additional street-calming features to
emphasize that these are streets for people; and/or focus on short-term
activations, like block parties, chalk fest or games for kids to enable more safe
and active use of the streets for shorter periods of time.
We elaborate on the rationale for these recommendations in the final section of this
report, which starts on page 73.
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Introduction
The COVID-19 pandemic has precipitated a global movement to rethink how we use
road space. Cities are quickly converting automobile-only space for more equitable
uses that better support neighbourhood liveability, commercial district viability,
community resilience, and public safety.
Since mid-March 2020, the pandemic has radically altered the way humans gather,
interact and even walk down the street. Physical distancing directives have further
shifted the use of public space. These forces have exposed a critical need for greaterand more-accessible pedestrian, active transportation, and public gathering space. As
such, on May 11th, 2020, City of New Westminster Council adopted a Streets for
People in 2020 (SfP2020) motion, directing staff to accelerate reallocation of road
space to support walking, cycling, and gathering. Grounded in equity-based planning,
the motion has enabled the City to accelerate several transportation-related policies.
This motion particularly supports the City’s Climate Action Bold Step 7 target, which is
to “reallocate 10% of automobile-only road space toward a quality public realm that
supports sustainable transportation and public gathering”.
To deliver SfP2020, staff worked in collaboration with two consultants—Happy City
and HUB Cycling (HC2)—as well as a sub-consultant accessibility expert, Marco
Pasqua Enterprises (MPE). The consulting team was engaged after the SfP2020
interventions had been implemented. The City leveraged their expertise in community
engagement, activations and public life studies. Through this work, the intent was to
gain a better understanding of how a diversity of people felt about the interventions; to
help activate some of these sites; and to assess who was using them, how they were
being used and if they were supporting wellbeing (and for whom). These efforts fit into
four components:
1. Planning - work plan development to summarize the intended process and
outcomes of the project
2. Engagement - stakeholder outreach to collect input and feedback on the
SfP2020 program
3. Activation - on-site events and programming to raise awareness of the
program’s initiatives
4. Public Life Study - a methodological assessment of the program’s impact on
people’s wellbeing
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City staff and HC2 worked in partnership to develop and deliver the four components of
this plan between July and November 2020. The Planning component was presented
to Council in a report which was part of the August 31st, 2020 Regular Council agenda.
Public engagement, which included pop-up engagement, interviews with community
stakeholders and analysis of the City’s Covid Response Survey, took place between
September and November 2020. Activations, including pop-up activations that
dovetailed with pop-up engagement, as well as bike safety courses, bike to shop
events and more took place during September and October 2020. Finally, the Public
Life Study took place between August and October 2020. Smoke from the California
wildfires and New Westminster pier fire resulted in significant delays for on-site
activities. However, an agile and closely-coordinated response enabled City staff and
HC2 to complete five of the six postponed activities. Following the completion of onsite activities, HC2 analyzed the feedback and data collected through these activities
and prepared the final analysis for this report.

Streets for People in 2020 Infrastructure
Guided by the Streets for People motion, staff identified four different ways to create
safe new opportunities for people to utilize sustainable transportation and gather in
public. These are:
● Routes for active transportation
● Places and complete streets
● City-led neighbourhood interventions
● Community-led neighbourhood interventions
Routes to Support and Promote Active
Transportation
Routes and spot improvements to support
and promote active transportation are local
in nature and as direct as possible. They
reduce motor vehicle volumes and may
include traffic calming to maximize comfort
and safety for those using sustainable
transportation. Examples of improvements
include:
Routes for Active Transportation: McInnes Overpass
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● Establish a Downtown-Uptown bike route using pavement markings and
signage.
● Open Front Street to pedestrians and cyclists on weekends to provide a
temporary Riverfront connection.
● Widen McInnes Overpass sidewalk.
● Improve various parts of BC Parkway.
● Improve Central Valley Greenway (CVG) at Lower Hume Park.

Complete Streets
In the context of Streets for People,
Complete Streets are measures to
reallocate space for priority modes of
transportation, they’re typically localized
but situated in high volume public areas
and include parklets, parking-to-patios,
and Space-to-Move sidewalk extensions.
They are located in Uptown, Downtown,
and on Twelfth Street, including along
Sixth Avenue, Eighth Street near Columbia
Street, and along Carnarvon Street
adjacent New Westminster Station.

Cool Streets: Fourth/Ninth

Complete Streets: Sixth and Sixth (South)

City-led Neighbourhood
Interventions (Cool Streets, Front
Street Open Streets)
City-led neighbourhood interventions
are light, quick and cheap adjustments
using temporary traffic control
equipment such as cones, water-filled
plastic barriers, and portable signage
in public areas. Interventions thus far
include the Cool Streets on Eleventh
Street, Ninth Street, Fourth Street, and
Fourth Avenue.
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Community-led Neighbourhood Interventions
Community-led neighbourhood interventions are unique, localized projects that are
initiated by residents or businesses. The following two interventions were implemented:
Fader Slow Street and the Uptown Business Association’s Saturday Open Streets
initiative.

Community-led Activation: Fader St

Resident-led Community Intervention: Fader
Street
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Planning
The Planning component of Streets for People in 2020 was delivered to council on
August 31st, 2020. For the complete report, please refer to the Streets for People in
2020 Plan.
While the Streets for People in 2020 project involved temporary interventions, it was
built on a long-term strategy. To this end, the project was grounded on a series of
important City of New Westminster policies, including the Master Transportation Plan
(2015), 2019-2022 Council Strategic Plan, the Climate Action Budgeting Framework
and 7 Bold Steps, and Cool Streets, in addition to a number of neighbourhood-specific
plans. SfP2020 enabled the City to test and assess interventions that could contribute
to long-term solutions that fulfill key policy goals.
The Plan is also where the Project Principles and Project Goals were confirmed. It also
included the project’s COVID-19 safety plan and volunteer recruitment plan.
Importantly, the Plan document also outlined how HC2 would conduct the consequent
three components of the project: Engagement, Activations and Public Life Study.
In describing these approaches, the project team also outlined how it would advance
efforts by the City to advance equity and accessibility. These included project-wide
input by an accessibility consultant with lived expertise, at Marco Pasqua Enterprises,
as well as design adjustments to improve activation and pop-up accessibility. It also
included focused engagement, with compensation provided for non-City committee
members, seniors, racialized people, people with disabilities, and more.
Grounded in City policy, the Streets for People in 2020 Plan offered direction to fulfill
critical needs around public engagement and site activations. It also offered clear
guidance for our assessment work, where we monitored how people were using the
intervention spaces, and how they were feeling while doing so. The Plan was rigorous
enough to navigate the dangerous air quality that resulted from forest fires on the US
West Coast (following an unusually rainy summer in Metro Vancouver), and the impacts
of the New Westminster Pier Fire. The robust health and safety protocols included in
the Plan enabled the City and HC2 to complete the project without a single COVID-19
transmission or known exposure.
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Project Principles
In the SfP2020 Plan, the project principles were defined as follows:
1. Healthy Lifestyles: Support and encourage walking, cycling and rolling
among residents of all ages and abilities.
2. Safe Experiences: Accelerate existing plans for sustainable transportation
improvements that enable vibrant streets and spaces that are perceived as
safe by a diversity of residents.
3. Equitable Streets: Prioritize initiatives that meet the needs of equity-seeking
groups, vulnerable people and seldom heard stakeholders, and that enable
all people to use public space with dignity.
4. Resilient Communities: Build economically, culturally, and environmentally
sustainable interventions that provide value for investment and help the
community thrive over the long term.
5. Sociable Spaces: Create opportunities for positive social interaction among
New Westminster residents from all walks of life.
6. Strengthening a Sense of Meaning and Belonging: Contribute to a
welcoming and inclusive sense of community by fostering a sense of agency
among residents while establishing a special sense of status at SfP2020
intervention sites.

Project Goals
The SfP2020 sought to achieve the following goals:
● Ensure safe space-to-move so people can walk and interact safely in the public
realm.
● Advance sustainable transportation at a time when people are changing their
habits.
● Support local businesses by making street right of way available to them.
● Involve the community to determine enduring and effective options for new
active transportation infrastructure installations.
● Test new ideas and demonstrate what a better future can look like.
These goals reflected the long-term direction of the Master Transportation Plan and
more immediate direction in Council’s Strategic Plan, and the City’s response to the
climate emergency. The goals also offered opportunities for sustainable transportation
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and public gathering space, focusing on engaging a diversity of residents to ensure
increased representation.

Accessibility Guidance for Streets for People in 2020

Accessibility features at Sixth and Sixth

Accessibility consultants Karin and Marco Pasqua at Marco Pasqua Enterprises
provided support on design, communications and implementation across the various
stages of work within this project. The accessibility support for the planning stage
included a number of Zoom calls with general recommendations and planning related
to the pop-up activations, route, and communications. As events and activations were
implemented, they also worked on the creation of a “Visual Story,” an accessibility
walkthrough of the route for the Walking Tour and provided accessibility reviews of
onsite pop-up activations.
Further discussions on best practices for universal design helped further the team’s
understanding of inclusion in a broader context, beyond just physical accessibility.
MPE provided overall insights and considerations to ensure that the entire scope of
the project included activations that were supportive of persons with disabilities, using
creative strategies that wouldn’t require expensive adaptations. Specifically, MPE:
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● Provided resources on first-person language supporting the project team to feel
confident in their language use, and guiding them through misconceptions on
accessible language
● Provided innovative, and often tactical suggestions on universal design (the
design of an environment or product that includes people of all ages,
backgrounds, cultures, sizes, abilities and disabilities) moving beyond
accessibility
● Supported the development of understanding and resources for participants
including those with sensory integration needs such as Autism Spectrum
Disorder
● Assessed the environment through the lens of the Rick Hansen Foundation
Accessibility Certification program

Visual Story Example: Walking Tour
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Engagement and Activations
Summary & Learnings
● Pop-up activations and engagement took place between September 25th and
October 10th, 2020
● Over the course of three pop-ups, 110 people shared their ideas, 40 people
signed up for the SfP2020 newsletter, and many others received bicycle tune
ups and free items
● Nearly 300 people visited the Walking Tour webpage, and 30 people registered
for the grand prize draw
● 50 businesses were contacted and 6 participated in the Shop Local Challenge
● 200 people registered for the Shop Local Challenge and were entered to win the
grand prize
● 14 people participated in two SfP2020 Family StreetWise cycling skills courses
● 90 people provided email feedback about the Cool Streets interventions. (39
people were ‘for’ the initiative, 31 people were ‘against,’ and 20 were ‘neutral.’)
● Pop-up participants said Streets for People are places where the streets are
safe, comfortable and walkable for everyone; they also said streets should allow
for a safe and appropriately-spaced distance between cars, cyclists and
pedestrians.
● Engagement and communication was a key emerging theme from focused
engagement: people felt there were gaps in direct communication from the City
and therefore limited awareness of the Streets for People program in advance of
roll-out and limited understanding and appreciation for the infrastructure
interventions
● The City-led Covid Recovery Survey found that increasing space for pedestrians
was the most reported recommendation in relation to additional physical
changes for the City to consider. Other recommendations for program
improvement included: more outdoor seating and signage, more parklets and
greenspace, more COVID safety measures like hand sanitizer and touchless
crosswalk buttons, and increased planning for physical accessibility
● For Cool Streets interventions, barricades, sidewalks, safety, communication
and planning were highlighted as key areas for improvement
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Overview
To reach a diversity of residents, businesses and other stakeholders, outreach took a
number of forms during Streets for People in 2020. Recognizing that distinct
approaches work for different groups, outreach included pop-up engagements at
SfP2020 sites, self-guided activations and events, focused engagement with seldom
heard residents, and digital engagement through surveying and emailed input.
Engagement and activations took place between July and October 2020. Most of the
approaches described below were conducted by HC2, but the City’s engagement team
also conducted some activities independently. For example, digital surveying was
initiated by the City prior to involving HC2. Results were then shared with the consulting
team for analysis. Further, City staff also conducted focused engagement with seldom
heard voices, in addition to similar engagement conducted by HC2, discussion groups
and a youth-oriented survey.
On-site Engagement & Activations
Date

Event Type

Location

Activities

Sept 25-Oct 12, 2020

Walking Tour

City-wide

Self-guided tour, Signage,
Maps

Sept 28, 2020

Pop-Up Activation

McInnes

Bike Tune-up, Mapping,
Ideas Board, Chalk Art

Oct 2, 2020

Pop-Up Activation

Fourth/Ninth

Bike Tune-up, Mapping,
Ideas Board, Chalk Art

Oct 3, 2020

Family StreetWise
cycling course

Queen’s Park

Traffic/Road Safety
Education for cyclists

Oct 7, 2020

Pop-Up Activation

Sixth/Sixth

Mapping, Ideas Board

Oct 9-10, 2020

Bike to Shop

City-wide

Shop Local Challenge,
Giveaways for active
transportation use

Oct 10, 2020

Family StreetWise
cycling Course

Hume Park

Traffic/Road Safety
Education for cyclists
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City-led engagement efforts are summarized later in this report, while a complete
report of City-led efforts can be found in the COVID-19 Public Engagement Summary
Report, which was presented to Council on November 9, 2020.Through this multifaceted approach, a broad range of people with diverse backgrounds shared their
views regarding SfP2020. The following section details the activities that took place
and learnings that were shared.

Pop-up Engagement
A vital component of the public engagement strategy was to enable people to share
their thoughts, ideas and feelings about SfP2020 with the project team at sites where
interventions had been implemented. Accessible, in-person engagement enabled
people to share their input in person, without the need for technology or to navigate
complex stakeholder networks. This engagement was conducted safely using the
COVID-19 safety protocols established for this project and approved by the City of
New Westminster’s Health & Safety Manager. This engagement approach also
provided the City with an opportunity to directly engage with people who were using
the SfP2020 interventions. Had this been the only approach, this in-person format
would have been inadequate - as would have a sole reliance on digital outreach or
focused engagement. But as one form of outreach among multiple approaches it
served as an effective way to reach an important segment of SfP2020 stakeholders.

Pop-Up Mapping: September 28, 2020
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The pop-up plan was reviewed by the project team’s accessibility consultant, MPE,
and on-site reviews of each pop-up setup were conducted via video call shortly before
each pop-up opened to the public. These activities resulted in more accessible pop-up
engagements, as detailed below.
In addition to engaging people at the intervention sites, the pop-ups also served as an
opportunity to activate the spaces in the moment, and establish a sense of community
ownership. During the pop-ups, this was accomplished by setting up tents complete
with an eight foot by four foot map of New Westminster and multiple large engagement
boards. Pop-ups also featured space for games and family-friendly street chalk mural
drawings. Participants were offered giveaways, including snack bars, reflectors, cycling
route maps and more, and also had the opportunity to receive free bicycle tune-ups.
Finally, one pop-up engagement was coordinated with HUB Cycling Bike to Work
Week, which enabled a cluster of simultaneously-occurring activities that attracted
even more people.
Both the map and large ideas board were printed on coroplast sheeting and were
written on with erasable markers, which enabled their reuse throughout the project and
beyond. Further, having people share their ideas with HC2 staff, who then wrote them
down on the large boards served the dual purpose of minimizing risk of COVID-19
transmission and encouraging people who may not be able or comfortable writing for
themselves, to share their ideas verbally. Giveaways helped to attract curious, but
hesitant, participants. The free bicycle tune ups brought neighbours out to repair their
bikes, some of which hadn’t been ridden in years, while also giving people a few
minutes to provide input on the SfP2020 project while they waited for the repairs,
conducted by Cap’s Bicycle Shop. Finally, through the street chalk activity, residents
of all ages were invited to create on-street chalk murals to share positive messaging
and celebrate their communities. The intent of this exercise was two-fold. On one
hand, it provided an opportunity for the project team to engage positively with
residents. On the other, the chalk murals elevated the status of the street and
(temporarily) indicated to drivers that this is not a typical street. Finally, participants
were encouraged to sign up for the City of New Westminster’s weekly newsletter to
stay up to date on the Streets for People in 2020 initiative and by doing so, were
entered to win a $150 gift card to their favourite local shop in New Westminster.
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In total, four pop-up engagement activities - one for each SfP2020 intervention
typology - were planned. These were slated to begin in mid-September and be
completed by the end of the month. However, smoke from US wildfires, and then the
Pier fire, resulted in all four pop-ups being postponed. After multiple reschedulings,
three pop-ups were conducted between September 29th and October 7th. As weather
worsened, the project team was forced to cancel the fourth, a pop-up at Fader Street,
and replace it with focused digital engagement. Over the course of three pop-ups, 110
people shared their ideas, countless others received bicycle tune ups and free items,
and 40 people signed up for the SfP2020 newsletter. In sum, the pop-ups served as
important venues for feedback and information sharing about SfP2020 and helped
reinforce the idea that streets are public space.

September 28: McInnes Pop-Up Event

Sept 28: McInnes
Pop-Up
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October 2: Fourth/Ninth Pop-Up

October 7: Sixth/Sixth Popup
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Pop-up Ideas Board Findings
Participants were invited to share their perspective about what “Streets for People”
means to them on boards located at the pop-up sites. Our team digitized the feedback
from all three sites, and identified the following key themes. The themes marked in
bold were raised by multiple participants.
Participants said Streets for People are places where…
● The streets are vehicle-free
● It’s safe for everyone, including for children and seniors, to walk, bike and
roll
● People can walk for groceries, pharmacy, to the Skytrain and more
● The roads are smooth
● Pedestrians can be separate from bikes
● People are comfortable to play, relax, linger, and gather
○ They can have a picnic
○ They can enjoy the scenery and be shaded by trees
○ They can play with their kids
● People can access restaurants nearby
● People don’t feel stressed
● People have space to walk and keep their physical distance from others
○ They have space to walk calmly
● People who are immunocompromised/at at-risk of contracting COVID-19 and
their loved ones feel safe on the street
● People feel safe walking at night
Safety and sense of comfort featured prominently in people’s perceptions of Streets
for People. Notably, the focus on safety included both protection from motor vehicles
and, during the pandemic, physical distancing from other pedestrians. Along a similar
line of thought, people also felt that it should provide separation between pedestrians
and cyclists. People also described Streets for People as places that support access
to essential services, and at least one felt they should support access to local
restaurants. Finally, the notion that these spaces enable people to feel comfortable
playing, relaxing, lingering and gathering was a common refrain.
Participants also shared the following site-specific feedback:
● I didn’t want to walk on the street because I didn’t feel safe at Ninth & Fourth
● Assumption that Cool Streets contravened Motor Vehicle Act
● Need to improve right turn and left turn lanes and traffic signal phasing at Sixth
Ave & Seventh St and Sixth Ave & Eighth St
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●
●
●
●
●
●

I like the extra space to walk around Sixth + Sixth
Sixth St could be open to pedestrians on both Saturday and Sunday year-round
We liked Front Street but we didn’t hear about it prior or for long enough before
Fourth is not relaxing for walking. Good for biking, not for walking.
Love the patios at Sixth & Sixth
Love SfP2020, but not the music played at Sixth and Sixth

Site-specific feedback echoed a number of broader findings, including a strong
appreciation for the patios at Sixth and Sixth, as well as concerns about walking on the
street where Cool Streets had been implemented. Support for opening Sixth Street to
people on weekends on a long-term basis was also highlighted. Several people also
noted that they hadn’t heard about the interventions before they were implemented.
Finally, several people at the Sixth and Sixth pop-up expressed confusion and
frustration around the realignment of Sixth Avenue between Sixth and Eighth Street,
which made turns for motorists more challenging.
Takeaways from the Pop-up Ideas Board
The feedback from the pop-up events suggests that clear separation between
transportation modes is important. This was emphasized at the McInnes Overpass
pop-up, where such separation was possible. It was also highlighted in regards to Cool
Streets interventions at Ninth Street and Fourth Street where people reported
confusion about how pedestrians, cyclists and drivers were expected to share the
street space and frustration around some of the conflict that resulted. Notably, people
also expressed support for Streets for People as public spaces, as was the case at
Sixth and Sixth pop-up patio, and to a certain extent, along Front Street. A key point of
feedback received was that there was limited, and often insufficient communication
and public notification prior to implementation of these interventions. This point of
input arose through multiple other types of engagement as well. Finally, changes to
turning patterns and street alignment caused some confusion, particularly among older
residents. In this case, clear signage providing advancement warning and an
alternative was proposed as a solution. In general, feedback was positive and
constructive. A majority of people who provided feedback felt that most of the changes
were beneficial, and were eager to see further improvements.

Pop-up Mapping Findings
People who visited the three pop-ups were also encouraged to participate in the
SfP2020 mapping activity. Here, people could share their favourite streets to walk or
roll (using a mobility device), their favourite streets for cycling, and streets that could
be improved for active transportation. The findings are presented visually, and
subsequently analyzed, below.
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Takeaways from Pop-up Mapping
Four types of streets and places were identified as participants’ favourite places to
walk or roll. The waterfront proved to be popular, particularly near Quayside and west
along the Waterfront Esplanade. To the east, the pathway to Pier Park received mixed
reviews, as people liked to walk here, but also reported more pedestrian-cyclist
conflict. Shifting from water to greenery, the presence of nature was also prominent in
people’s selection of the walking loops around Queen’s Park, Tipperary Park and
Mercer Park. Shifting to a more urban setting, people identified, Uptown streets as
nice places to walk, including Sixth Street, Eighth Street, Ninth Street, and Tenth
Street. These streets are all relatively flat and include sidewalks on both sides; Ninth
Street also has good tree canopy cover, offering shade and greenery. Finally, McInnes
Overpass was very popular, with people highlighting the ease of crossing the train
tracks and Front Street to access the mall and SkyTrain station, as well as Downtown
New Westminster as key attractions. From an accessibility perspective, the asphalt
ramp added to the pedestrianized section of the overpass, as well as easy access to
the SkyTrain station elevator were highlighted.
From a cycling perspective, people also supported McInnes Overpass. Front Street
(when open to people for SfP2020) was also highlighted as a popular route. Moving
into Uptown, Seventh Avenue was highlighted as a popular route, except between Fifth
Street and Eighth Street, where people felt the painted median separating parked cars
and bikes was too narrow and there were fears of dooring and other conflict. Ninth
Street was also noted as a good cycling route, as was Fifth Street. Finally, London
Street was noted as a calm and functional route through the northern part of the city.
Finally, people had many ideas about how to improve walking and cycling in New
Westminster. Near the waterfront, there was an emphasis on improved connectivity
and reduced pedestrian-cyclist conflict. This included more separated space through
Pier Park, and a sea wall route that extended up the Fraser River. Respondents also
note that the active transportation connection to Queensborough could be improved,
with enhanced pedestrian infrastructure across the Queensborough Bridge, as well as
on Wood Street.
Downtown, people sought better cycling routes on First Street and/or East Columbia.
People generally understood that Front Street would not be fully closed to traffic, but
appreciated having it as an open street for weekends during the pandemic. While
people walking and cycling supported the dedicated active transportation route on
McInnes Overpass, drivers were less enthused. They noted the significantly longer
drive time to get to Front Street. Interestingly, people who commented that they were
both drivers and pedestrians and/or cyclists tended to support the intervention,
despite the inconvenience for driving.
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Several thoroughfares were noted as unpleasant for pedestrians and cyclists. These
included Stewardson Way, Richmond Street and Mcbride Boulevard. Street calming
measures around McBride near Glenbrook Middle School were encouraged as a way
to make it safer and easier for kids to get to school. In Uptown, people also noted that
there was considerable speeding on Eighth Street north of Sixth Avenue, while
someone else suggested that Third Avenue could be a bike route. Finally, several
people mentioned that the east-west cycling connection through Queen’s Park could
be improved, while one person also asked for a crosswalk at the Simpson Street and
East Columbia Street intersection.

Additional Pop-up Feedback on Streets and Mobility in New Westminster
Over the course of the pop-ups, people also shared thoughts, ideas and feedback
about other streets and spaces in New Westminster. While not directly relevant to
SfP2020, as representatives of the City, we felt it was important to share the feedback
below as well.
● Could there be a bus stop added at River Market or Fraser River Discovery
Centre?
● It is hard and dangerous for pedestrians to cross Eighth at Princess.
● Parking lanes and bike lanes are too close together and tight at Seventh
avenue
● We want more community gardens!
○ In vacant lots
○ Near Sixth and Third Avenue
● On Seventh, painted median separating parked cars and bikes was too
narrow and there were fears of dooring and other conflict
● Love these patios on Sixth
● Better sidewalks Sixth Avenue + Coburn
● Between Second + Third, trees blocking street lighting
● Need a longer crosswalk time at Eighth Street to access Moody Park

Accessibility at Pop-up Engagement Activities
MPE advised representatives from the City of New Westminster, Happy City and HUB
Cycling on the accessibility of the activations, ensuring they could be naturally
welcoming to people of all abilities. They reviewed the plans for activations, conducted
a site visit and provided recommendations to ensure that no barriers were
inadvertently created. As a result, the team built the following elements into the
activations plan:
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● Plain language communications, including using minimum size 14-point font
and a sans serif font
● Accessibility-related information within communications, such as the terrain,
difficulty of slope, lighting, safety or other barriers that may impact someone’s
ability to participate fully
● Activations close to paved pathways as possible, allowing ease of access for
mobility device users
● Clear signage, including arrows and other symbols
● Inclusive tools, such as the “Walkie-Chalkie,” a chalk holder extender that
allows someone to participate from a seated position or standing using a walker
● Chalk activations with a tactile component, for example, using painter’s tape
and a firm string underneath to allow someone with limited vision to feel the
boundaries of the drawing area
● A Visual Story for the Walking Tour (discussed below): This is a resource for a
variety of people that provides comprehensive information on what to expect on
the walking tour such as terrain and sound levels as well as additional
information on how to navigate the tour. More on this resource will be
discussed below
● A survey tool that is accessible to screen readers and other assistive
technologies
● On-site signage, with significant contrast for readability
● Activations on hard-packed terrain, including paved surfaces or hard-packed
gravel
● Music with reduced volume, to ensure participants can hear staff and volunteer
instructions, especially given the need to wear masks
Site Visits and Virtual Tours
To identify additional insights on the accessibility of the activations and Walking Tour
Route, MPE conducted on-site visits, and Karin and Marco Pasqua conducted virtual
site visits via WhatsApp video conferencing. As a result, the team successfully
implemented the elements noted above. The team also included or modified the
following elements:
● Making route modifications focused on clarity and accessibility
● Ensuring staff and volunteers conducting the idea mapping activity verbally
explain what they are writing and the colour-code system they were using, to
support individuals with limited vision
● Providing alternative signage, at a variety of heights, to accommodate those
seated or standing
● Ensuring signage on sandwich boards clearly indicates accessible routes
● Checking the site for tripping hazards and changes in terrain
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● Adding contrast to the chalk markings and making the text bolder to support
those with low vision
● Taping or marking the edge of the sidewalk for increased contrast, in order to
avoid tripping hazards
● Moving the cones to a width that accommodates wheelchair users

Walking Tour
From Friday, September 25th to Monday, October 12th, we encouraged New
Westminster residents to explore their own city, by foot or wheels, with a Self-Guided
Walk, Wheel, and Roll Tour. The tour guided participants to explore areas including the
waterfront, the McInnes Overpass, Uptown and Cool Streets, while learning fun facts
about the City of New Westminster. HUB Cycling worked closely with local partners
such as the Walker’s
Caucus, the New
Westminster Museum,
HUB New Westminster
Local Committee and
Better Environmentally
Sound Transportation
(BEST) to determine 10
points of interest and
historical facts around
town. MPE created a
Visual Story and provided
feedback from an
Walking Tour Map
accessibility lens, which
was then included
together with a route and printed materials (detailed further below). Physical signage at
each point of interest as well as a PDF version of the tour were created. Participants in
the self-guided tour were entered to win $200 to their local business of choice in New
West.
“Just moved to New West and the walking tour was an amazing way to get to know the city!” Walking tour participant
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Feedback and Findings
While registration wasn’t required to complete the tour, nearly 300 people visited the
self-guided tour webpage as of October 9, 2020. Further, 30 people registered for the
grand prize draw of $200 to any local shop in New Westminster of their choosing.
The following are comments on what people enjoyed most about the Self-Guided Tour:
●
●
●
●

●

"Fourth Street bricks. It was interesting to see bricks that had been laid in
1913 uncovered and learn why they were used originally."
"The Quay boardwalk training walls. Being by the scenic, working river with
tugboats, and who knew that you can actually train a river."
"Stop 7, because I was interested to know that we are allowed chickens and
that the last cow was in New Westminster in 1926."
"My favourite stop of the Self-Guided Tour was City Hall Parklet, because the
parking spot has been converted into a parklet complete with a bicycle rack.
The parklet was created to show the City’s commitment to sustainable
transportation and priority of pedestrians in our public [realm] ."
"#6 Boardwalk, I did not know about the first nations history in this area."

Next Steps for the Self-Guided Tour
The Self-Guided Tour will remain on the HUB webpage so people can still participate
despite the contest being completed (as noted on the webpage). The PDF still
mentions the prize on the final page, so we encourage the City of New West to revise
the PDF so that we can all continue to promote the self-guided tour.
“It was a really nice experience since it made me feel cared for by my community. It provided the
opportunity to get out on a rainy day and stroll around the city to enjoy its vibe.” - Walking tour
participant

Accessibility: A Visual Story to Support the Self-Guided Walking Tour
A Visual Story is a document that uses plain language, symbols and photos to
describe an event or activity. These stories are often used within the Autism
community to “front-load” individuals and provide additional context and information
in such a way that the person can understand the expectations, transitions and
sensory perceptions in advance of participating. A Visual Story provides cues and
information to help reduce the feelings of being overwhelmed and prepare the
individual for what comes next.
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Universal Design of the Visual Story
The Visual Story for the initiative was designed not only to include elements that
provide information on what to expect, but also to include information that is broadly
useful to a variety of people including families with children, those who have dyslexia
or other print disabilities, sensory integration differences, lower literacy and other
physical accessibility needs. The Visual Story could be utilized to provide pre-planning
information to a user, and/or on route to augment the experience.
The Visual Story included information and features such as:
● Information on terrain and potential perceived difficulties with terrain, such as
when the route takes participants through a park
● Photos of landmarks and engagement information
● Photos, arrows and colour-coded information to indicate which way to turn,
adding clarity to the map
● A map with numbered points of interest corresponding to numbered photos and
engagement points
● Route information and engagement opportunities marked in different colours
● Plain language
● Places to rest
● Alternative routes through Tipperary Park to ensure accessibility
Creation of the Visual Story
Karin Pasqua created the Visual Story by walking the full route and following the
directions provided. Working with BEST and the Walker’s Caucus, the team put
together a route map for the Walking Tour, as well as general engagement comments
and questions. Karin Pasqua walked the full length of the route taking photographs of
each turn, engagement point and accessibility barrier or success. She compiled this
information into a PDF document, to be made available for printing or digital download.
The walk also offered the opportunity to review the route for accessibility and allowed
the MPE team to provide information to the larger group so that they could
communicate accessibility features to the public on aspects including the physical
accessibility of the route, the ease of following the route, the route’s noise-level, other
sensory aspects of the route, and alternative routes should the terrain not be fully
accessible to mobility device and stroller users.

Bike to Shop/Shop Local Challenge
The COVID-19 pandemic has made it more important than ever to support local
retailers and to move through cities sustainably. On Friday, October 9th and Saturday,
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October 10th, local businesses such as Denny's Fresh Farm Grocery, Freshii, Blenz,
and the New West Public Library offered free goodies during select hours to
participants who registered (for free) and who arrived by bicycle, transit, on foot or
using a wheelchair. All participants were entered to win $150 to their favourite local
business in New Westminster. The Sixth and Sixth area of Uptown New Westminster
was targeted to encourage people to visit the parklet, patio spaces, Safe Space to
Move, and other SfP2020 initiatives nearby. Six businesses took part in the challenge,
however nearly 50 businesses in the Uptown area were contacted and provided the
opportunity to join in on the celebration.
“We LOVED having the event in Uptown and the more ways we can get people to walk
and bike here, the better.” - Erin Jefferys, Uptown BIA
Businesses who participated in the challenge and the offerings they provided included”
● Starbucks (555 Sixth Street): short coffee and chocolate madeleines
● New West Public Library (716 Sixth Ave): Library Survival Kits (travel mug, flash
drive and mask) to the first 10 guests
● Freshii (622 Sixth Ave): energy bite or frozen yogurt
● Denny's Fresh Farm Grocery (706 Sixth Ave):gift packages with snacks, soaps
and other quality items
● Everyday Items Japan (Royal City Centre by Kins): natural soap
● Blenz (Royal City Centre by Sixth Street Entrance): 12oz coffee and dessert bar
on offer

Feedback and Findings
● 200 registered for the Shop Local Challenge and were entered to win the grand
prize: $150 to any local shop in New Westminster
● 48 people stopped by Starbucks during the two days All 10 “Library Survival
Kits” from the New Westminster Public Library were given away (all redeemed in
the first 3 hours of Friday)
● 50 people stopped by Everyday Items Japan (10 on Friday, 40 on Saturday)
● Blenz, Freshii, or Denny’s have not provided their final numbers as of October
19
“Participating in the Shop Local Challenge was like being at a food festival where we
sampled tasty treats. It was a lovely way to spend a few hours walking in Uptown New
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Westminster while supporting local businesses. And, we have enough free soap to last
a full year.” - Fulton Tom, Shop Local Challenge Participant

Self-guided tour and Bike to Shop Feedback
Following the wrap-up of on-site activations, a Streets for People Survey was sent out
on October 14th to all Bike to Shop and Self-guided Tour participants. As a thank you
for completing the survey, participants were entered to win $50 to any local CNW of
their choosing for entering. Of the 37 people who responded, 91.9% said that they
learned something new about the Streets for People initiative, and 89.2 % rated their
experience with the program(s) overall a 4 or 5 out of 5.

The following are some comment highlights from the survey:
● “Absolutely love the bike racks on Sixth Ave, they are so cool & artistic!”
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● “Although I live already two years in Vancouver, I've never visited New
Westminster before. The Streets for People initiative was a great push to finally
explore the city. Thanks to the self-guided tour and the shop local challenge I've
discovered tons of new places. I'll definitely come to New Westminster more
often now!”
● “Have lived in New West for many, many years, and yet found it enlightening to
learn tidbits of facts not obvious such as training of the Fraser River by the
training walls near the Quay boardwalk to make the river deeper for ships. Who
knew? Learning trivia in our local community is interesting and fun!”
● “I enjoyed my times exploring the city as a newcomer. The events helped me to
orient myself and learn about community things. Thank you.”

Family StreetWise Cycling Courses
Family StreetWise courses are tailored to elementary and middle school children (aged
8-14) and their families. These courses provide the opportunity for participants to learn
about traffic safety and build road safety skills and confidence in a fun environment
together. All courses teach theoretical and practical on-bike skills, and finish with a
group neighbourhood road ride. In total, 14 people participated in the two SfP2020
Family StreetWise courses.
HUB offered these courses on the following dates:
● Saturday, October 3rd, 2020 (1:00-4:00pm) at Queen's Park, New Westminster
● Saturday, October 10th, 2020 (1:00-4:00pm) at Hume Park, New Westminster

Feedback and Findings
Participants were asked about whether the course met their learning expectations. In
general the response was positive from this small group of enthusiasts.
Two families filled out HUB’s post-course survey (after the October 3rd course). One
participant commented, “[The course] covered everything kids need to know to safely
ride bikes in traffic.” Participants were also asked to share what they learned or took
away from the course. One participant replied by saying, “Sandwich signaling (turn,
signal, turn). Pedestrians always have a right of way. How to check a helmet is put on
properly. ABCs of Bike Safety: Awareness, Behaviour & Communication. ABC for Bike
Check: Air, Brake, Chain.”
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The lead of the course, Darren, said the following: "The session went well - both
parents and their kids all showed up. The balance of theory and practice went well and
the route was perfect (if I may say so)."

Focused Engagement
Our team conducted focused engagement with an array of stakeholders across New
Westminster. Participants were part of a 1-hour video or phone interview. Those who
represented committees or professional associations were not compensated, however,
we felt it was important to offer compensation ($50) to those who were representing
their own lived experience as individuals. In this case, we compensated the
participants who were newcomers.
We asked interviewees a range of open-ended questions aimed at gauging their preexisting knowledge about the Streets for People in 2020 initiative and what channels of
communication allowed them and/or the communities they represent to become aware
of the initiative. From there, we gathered constructive feedback on the initiative itself as
well as the channels of communication utilized to engage and inform about it. We also
used interviews as launching pads for our “snowball” research method, meaning we
asked them which other stakeholders we should include.
We spoke to: Mary Wilson (Walkers’ Caucus, Senior), Janet Goosney (Local
Immigration Partnership), Julia Schoennagel (Seniors Advisory Committee and Access
Ability Advisory Committee), Erin Jeffery (Uptown Business Improvement Association),
Angie Whitfield (Downtown Business Improvement Association), Priyanka Desai (a
filmmaker and newcomer to New Westminster), and Paolo Zenone (New West Youth
Services).

Feedback and Findings
We analyzed interview responses and coded them according to the following key
categories: engagement + communication, accessibility, and site-specific analysis.
Below we provide an overview of key insights:
Engagement + communication
A number of stakeholders expressed gaps in their timely understanding of the Streets
for People in 2020 initiative, and attributed this to changed engagement protocols and
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breakages in typical communication channels during COVID-19. This feeling was
expressed most acutely by stakeholders representing seniors, newcomers, people with
disabilities, and small businesses.
They identified challenges at various points in the engagement and rollout process.
Some felt they were not directly consulted in planning for the Streets for People
planning process, or were not given advance notice before the initiative was
implemented on the street. Others felt that when they did see pylons or signs on the
street, they were not clear enough for them to understand what Streets for People was
or how they were supposed to navigate the area.
Recognizing that the City of New Westminster did conduct advance communication
about the project, we attribute some of this sentiment to a shift in the communications
tools and locations stakeholders have become familiar with.
For example, representatives from New Westminster’s Business Improvement
Associations identified that business owners are currently operating at full capacity,
and are also feeling concerned that open streets initiatives will harm their revenue. Due
to increased pressures during the pandemic, they may require additional, clear
outreach about initiatives that may impact their businesses.
Newcomers and seniors would also benefit from increased outreach. The newcomer
representative we spoke to said, “I haven’t had the City reach out to me about any
initiatives. But I would love to have that happen. There are so many initiatives that I, as
a citizen, never learn about, but would love to be part of.”
Stakeholders recommended a few tools for direct engagement and communication,
including utilizing clearer, simpler language and images and iconography to
communicate about the Streets for People initiative. They suggested using signage in
multiple languages. Additionally, they suggested utilizing an engagement approach that
“meets people where they are at,” posting notices about Streets for People in 2020 in
parks and outreaching directly to local businesses through newspaper ads in the New
Westminster Record. The stakeholder representing youth perspectives suggested that
youth need to be reached online, through social media. Tools like ‘Instagram live’ may
capture their attention in more meaningful ways than traditional text posts.
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Focused outreach can also occur through existing networks and community hubs,
many of which may have been closed during the first few months of COVID-19, but
may be now open. Suggested avenues for potential outreach include:
● Century House
● Parks
● Recreation centres
● Seniors centres
● Newspaper advertisements and flyers
Accessibility
“The more accessible a city is for everyone, the happier the city can be.” - Julia
Schoennagel
We asked stakeholders questions aimed at understanding the accessibility of the
Streets for People in 2020 initiative. We defined accessibility broadly: the degree to
which the initiative is available to as many people as possible. This includes physical
access to opened streets, ease of mobility through the sites, as well as access to
knowledge about the initiative.
Stakeholders did not critique the physical accessibility of the Streets for People sites.
One stakeholder suggested that one intervention, near the McInnes Overpass, actually
improved accessibility, by adding an asphalt ramp that smoothly connected to a
Skytrain elevator. The same stakeholder felt that, in general, more attention should be
paid to the physical accessibility needs of seniors and people with disabilities,
including adding increasing parking spots specifically for those groups.
The stakeholder mentioned that due to COVID-19, seniors and people with disabilities
are experiencing disproportionate isolation, and many may not feel comfortable leaving
their homes. In winter, this experience will be compounded. In this case, increasing
accessibility means ensuring these groups feel safe and comfortable taking part in
open streets initiatives.
The newcomer we interviewed provided a new lens through which to view accessibility
needs. After having lived in Canada for two years and New Westminster for only one
year, during the pandemic she found herself feeling isolated and disconnected from the
usual spaces she would access resources, such as the library. As such, she only
learned about the Streets for People initiative by walking by one of the sites. When she
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did find out about the project, however, she mentioned it made her feel welcome and
grateful: “I felt like the City was doing something, showing an initiative to take care of
people. I felt like that was a really nice thing.”
Newcomers, more broadly, may also be lacking technological access and not read
English. As a result, they may need to be reached through local agencies and other
public locations.
Site-specific observations
Several participants noted the following observations, which are site-specific but also
apply to the project more broadly: One participant noted it is difficult to turn left onto
Ninth Street. Another noted that car parking can create obstacles for maneuvering the
streets. Participants observed that cones placed onto the street are not providing clear
direction. One other participant felt that open streets were not used as much as nearby
sidewalks were.

Digital Engagement
Recognizing that on-site engagement, a series of independent and self-guided
activities, and focused engagement, would help to reach many people, but still limit
others from participating, digital engagement was also conducted throughout the
course of the project. Digital engagement for the Streets for People in 2020 project
took two forms: the COVID Recovery Survey, and open email feedback about the
project. Open email feedback regarding SfP2020 was collected by City staff between
June and October 2020. The content from both the survey and open email engagement
was analyzed and organized according to key themes and perceptions of the program
(positive, negative, both, neutral). The results of this engagement are presented below.

COVID Recovery Survey
City staff conducted the COVID Recovery Survey between July 7 - August 3 2020. The
goal was to hear from community members about what is important for the City to
focus on during COVID-19 recovery, and to seek ideas for building a stronger New
West.
As is true of most surveys in New Westminster, residential property owners were
overrepresented among respondents (70% of survey participants; 56% of residents
according to Census). Tenants, on the other hand, were underrepresented among
survey respondents (26% of survey participants; 44% of residents according to
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Census).
The survey included multiple participants who: identify as LGBTQIA2S+, identify as
people of colour, are living with a disability, are parents, have lost work due to COVID19, are immune compromised/are at high risk of contracting COVID-19, are seniors or
have a senior in their household, are immigrants/new to Canada, identify as Metis
and/or Indigenous, are single parents, and are low income.
Young people were underrepresented among survey participants (respondents 19 and
younger). Respondents ages 35-49 were also underrepresented. Meanwhile,
respondents ages 20-34 and 50-64 were overrepresented.
Physical Changes
Participants were asked to share ideas for additional physical changes, or other
innovations, that they would like the City to consider in their neighbourhood or within
New Westminster as we move through the recovery period and plan for the postpandemic future.
Most commonly, participants mentioned wanting more space for pedestrians, including
expanding sidewalks. While increasing space for pedestrians was the most reported
recommendation, participants also requested adding additional bike paths, lanes and
routes and expanding those that are already in place.
An even split of participants reported liking the initiative and disliking it. Those who like
the initiative report it making New West more liveable and accessible, and hope it stays
in place after the pandemic. A common suggestion is to shut down roads on weekends
moving forward.
Those who dislike the initiative feel it is unnecessary. They may feel traffic calming
harms business, and feel it is not an appropriate use of taxpayer dollars. In addition,
many participants suggest relaxing the road and lane closures, giving road space back
to cars.
Recommendations for improvement include: more/better signage, more outdoor
seating, more parklets, more greenspace, allowing alcohol consumption in parks,
touchless crosswalk buttons, access to hand sanitizer on-site, and increased planning
for wheelchair and electric scooter accessibility.
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Actions for equity, resiliency
Participants were asked what specific actions the City could take to build a more
equitable, sustainable, resilient city.
The most common suggestion was adding more affordable housing and implementing
rent control, specifically steps to result in safe, secure housing for the City’s most
vulnerable. Participants also commonly suggested adding more open, outdoor and
public spaces, such as wider sidewalks and car-free neighbourhoods, more gathering
spaces, public washrooms, and subsidized gardens for growing food, particularly in
multi-family buildings.
Transportation was another key area for improvement. Participants suggested creating
a transportation network that is people-focused rather than vehicle-focused,
suggesting this will have environmental, health and social benefits. They also
suggested focusing on improving basic services and infrastructure, improving the
accessibility of New West’s hills, through escalators, trolleys or a gondola, and adding
bike lanes and bike storage.
Participants identified opportunities for improving and creating more secure
opportunities for employment and wages, including implementing basic income for all,
more job opportunities for people of all skill and experience levels, including
opportunities for remote work.
Civic decision-making and data collection was a commonly-mentioned issue area.
Participant suggestions included: listen to everyone’s opinion equally, and take steps
to get the community on side with projects. They also identified that despite the need
for rapid COVID-response, equitable due process should still be key: "By agreeing with
accelerated action, to note, I still believe in due process. Unilateral decisions shouldn't
be taken without public consultation as occurred with the removal of the Begbie statue
at City Hall." Along with due process, participants also noted the need for transparency
about process (for example, what does it mean to make decisions using an ‘equitable
lens?’)
Importantly, participants noted the importance of addressing forms of discrimination,
including racism and ageism. They noted improvements should be made to police
services and senior care. They emphasized that marginalized groups face
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disproportionate impacts of COVID-19, particularly those that experience systemic
racism, and that action needs to be taken to address this. Further, they suggested
reconciliation with Indigenous peoples must be a top priority.

Email Engagement Regarding Cool Streets
In total, 90 people provided email comments about the Cool Streets interventions. Of
those, 39 people were ‘for’ the initiative, 31 people were ‘against,’ and 20 were
‘neutral.’ Themes identified by participants included barricades (38 mentions),
sidewalks (2 mentions), safety (30 mentions), communications (13 mentions), and
planning (14 mentions).
Of participants who were ‘for’ the initiative, some were thrilled with the City’s direction.
Those who are seniors, families, or face accessibility barriers particularly appreciated
their neighbourhoods slowing down and having less traffic. It’s important to note that
this feedback was provided in response to Cool Streets, but that the team cannot
confirm that this is a direct outcome of the interventions. Others reported enjoying
learning about the trees in their area through the Cool Streets signage.
Of those who were ‘against’ the initiative, some reported safety concerns, disliked the
materials used - primarily the large barricades, lack of communication, as well as
inconvenience faced by motorists. Several people also raised concerns about
classism within the initiative: some felt that wealthier neighbourhoods were prioritized
for traffic calming. Finally, the climate action angle of Cool Streets was negatively
received. Additional vehicle kilometres travelled due to rat-running to get around the
streets was the main reason cited.
Among those who were ‘neutral’ about the initiative, most had suggestions about how
the planning of the initiative could be improved. Ninth Street received overall positive
feedback. After the initiative ended, this site revealed evidence of more walking and
increased family cycling. Fourth Street, on the other hand, received the most negative
or neutral comments.
Email Engagement: Key Themes for Areas of improvement
A series of key themes regarding areas for improvement emerged in the feedback as
well. These centred around materials used for traffic calming, sidewalk quality, safety
concerns, communication and planning decisions. These key themes are detailed
below.
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Barricades
People found the large orange barricades to be aesthetically unattractive. They also felt
these large barricades were the wrong size and looked too much like construction
materials. They were also difficult to navigate, which forced drivers to slow down. As a
result, people noted that the barricades were moved a lot and obstructed road views.
They felt the barricades were too numerous, and located in the wrong places.
Sidewalk
Some participants felt the sidewalks along certain Cool Streets were uneven and
damaged. This primarily centred around Ninth Street. Others felt the area has good
enough sidewalks already, so opened streets are not needed. This feedback primarily
concerned Fourth Avenue.
Safety
Participants felt Fourth Street was the wrong street for the initiative. They felt it was too
busy, and as the main route through Uptown, it should not be obstructed. They felt the
initiative did not slow cars, and suggested adding signage about the 30 km/hr speed
limit as well as enforcement.
Communications
Participants generally reported that communications about the initiative were too little
and only took place after the interventions were in place. As a result of the perceived
lack of public engagement, participants felt that residents did not understand the
rationale for the initiative.
Planning
Participants expressed preference for using Third or Fifth Street instead of Fourth
Street. They also requested better signage and materials. Some participants expressed
their opinion that the initiative was technically illegal under the Motor Vehicle Act.
Analysis of Feedback
The high number of suggestions for improvement related to the planning of the
initiative (positive or negative) suggests a high level of resident engagement around this
City initiative. Feedback regarding the barricades can be interpreted in several ways.
Motorists felt it was an inconvenience that slowed them down. While this is negative
feedback, it also suggests that the barricades were serving their intended purpose.
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Choice of materials is notable as well. The barricades served as a short-term, costeffective approach, but did not enhance perceptions of the Cool Streets, or leave
people with a sense that these streets were special. Where possible, the City should
consider more robust and appealing options.
It is also notable that in some cases where there was opposition to the barricades, the
Cool Streets team responded quickly, replacing large orange barricades with flexible
bollards and signage. This highlights that while there may have been limited
engagement prior to implementing the initiative, City staff were responsive to critical
input from residents. More communication, through multiple sources including the local
newspaper, social media, local networks (such as resident’s associations) and on-site
signage can help to mitigate these concerns.
Input regarding safety, sidewalk quality and route selection indicate differing
perspectives based on location. The generally positive support for the Ninth Street
intervention suggests that strategically locating the route to support safe links and
access to nearby schools and parks was well received. The clear goal of linking these
vital spaces was understood by residents in this area. Conversely, Fourth Avenue
served as an extended link to Queen’s Park, but the distance from where the
intervention started to the park meant that the purpose was less clear to some people.
Notably, analysis of the built environment and socioeconomic data indicates that
SfP2020’s equity goals were better fulfilled at Ninth Street. Related to this, there are
issues relating to sidewalk quality along Ninth Street, which may have motivated more
people to use the street. Finally, while Cool Streets appeared to encourage cycling,
there was greater uncertainty and concern about pedestrian safety on the street. This
may be in part due to speed and modal separation. Cyclists move at only a slightly
slower speed to drivers on these streets, while pedestrians are far more slow-moving.
At the same time, drivers are less likely to expect pedestrians on the street, even when
signage is in place.
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Additional Engagement Conducted by the City of New Westminster
In order to ensure engagement was diverse and well-rounded, the City’s engagement team
conducted direct outreach and interviews with 36 seldom-heard voices.

Unlike the demographics of the survey, the majority of participants in this phase of
outreach were renters. Additionally, the engagement team spoke with isolated seniors,
people with disabilities, newcomers, tenants, and community members with lived
experience of mental health, substance use, and being under-housed.
More information about the COVID-19 Recovery Public Engagement process
undertaken by the City of New Westminster’s Engagement team can be found in this
report, which was presented to Council on November 9, 2020.
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Public Life Study
Summary & Key Learnings
● Over the course of the study, 2,701 people were observed (counted), while 368
people took part in the subjective wellbeing intercept (SWBI) surveys
● 2,086 people were observed at intervention sites, while 615 were observed at
control sites.
● The intervention sites were frequented by far more people than the control sites
● Mode share was similar at both the intervention sites and the control sites: most
people moved through the spaces by walking; a small share used bikes
● Sociability - The intervention sites seemed to support sociability overall: 72% of
people at intervention sites agreed that they would like to meet new people
there (if COVID-19 wasn’t a concern), compared to 54% of people at the control
sites.
● Trust - Perceptions of trust scored higher at the intervention sites, compared to
control site: 61% of respondents at the intervention sites agreed or strongly
agreed with the statement “I feel people here can be trusted” compared with
48% at the control sites
● Meaning & Belonging - There was a stronger sense of meaning and belonging at
intervention sites compared to control sites: More respondents at intervention
sites agreed that the location reflected their communities (70%), than at the
control sites (55%)
● Safety - People reported a greater sense of safety at intervention sites
compared to control: 85% of respondents at the intervention sites said they feel
safe when they visit the place alone, in contrast with 56% of the people at the
control sites. This difference increases when looking at gender-based (male vs
female) breakdowns of responses; females reported a bigger contrast in
perceptions of safety between intervention and control sites.
● Respondents at both intervention and control sites widely agreed that open
streets supported their wellbeing (85% agreement at intervention sites, and 77%
at control sites.
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Overview
The purpose of the Public Life Study (Monitoring) was to gather both quantitative and
qualitative data on user experience and behaviour at each of the four Streets for
People infrastructure typologies. The studies collected quantitative on who was
participating in each space and what they were doing at each site (Behavioural
Observations), as well as qualitative data on how they felt while in these spaces
(Wellbeing Intercept Surveys). The goal of this work was to help document and
understand how to improve these and future initiatives.
Through Behavioural Observations, data collectors monitored behaviour by counting
people lingering in and passing through each site. Activities, group size and mode of
transportation were recorded, allowing us to understand both what types of behaviours
were taking place, and by who, as well as offering insight on who was not present at
these locations, and what activities were not taking place there.
Wellbeing Intercept Surveys were also administered at each site. These evidencebased and tested questions were designed to be completed by people visiting the
area--either on paper or on the individual’s personal device-- to understand how
people were feeling in these spaces. The survey was designed to collect qualitative
information on high-level themes of importance for the City of New West, including
sociability, meaning & belonging, and perceived sense of safety.

Timing
The Streets for People Public Life Study was conducted between August and October
2020. Data collection occurred during the afternoons (between noon and 5pm) on a
range of days of the week, with a focus on the end of the week (Wednesday through
Sunday). Afternoons were selected so as to collect data during busier times of the day
with a higher likelihood of people being out in the public realm. Due to unforeseen
circumstances (discussed further in the Challenges section below), the Public Life
Study was conducted over a longer period of time than originally planned, which meant
seasonal shifts took place during the study. However, to maintain consistency and for
the comfort of data collectors, data collection predominantly took place on clear, dry
days.
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Methodology
To successfully assess the effects of the already-implemented Streets for People in
2020 public space interventions on wellbeing, a Site/Control methodology was used.
Findings from each intervention site were compared to those from a nearby control
site, where no interventions were implemented, in order to understand the possible
impacts of each intervention.
Control sites were selected based on similarity to the study site prior to the
intervention. Considerations for control site selection included: vehicular and
pedestrian traffic, proximity to shops and services or other destinations, presence of
traffic lights, sidewalks and weather protection, as well as proximity to the study site
itself. Data was collected simultaneously at each site and control pairing, to reduce the
impact of external factors such as weather or time of day.
Both Behavioural Observations Wellbeing Intercept Surveys were conducted at each
site. Following an online training session, data collectors were paired and stationed at
each location for 4-hour shifts. Each shift began with 1 hour of behavioural observation
during which the number of people passing through and lingering in the space was
counted, and their activities and mode of transportation were noted. Observations and
data for those lingering in the space (“Staying”) and those moving through the space
(“Moving”) were recorded separately on Excel sheets designed for each type of use of
space. Observation data regarding racial background was not collected due the
challenges in controlling for the subjective nature of this assessment among the many
people who conducted the Public Life Study.
For the remainder of the shift, data collectors focused on collecting survey responses.
They were trained to approach participants with a brief introduction to the project, and
request two-to-three minutes of their time to participate in the study. Potential
participants were presented with two options to complete the survey: manually using
paper copies, or digitally using their own devices.
To address COVID-19 physical distancing requirements, all data collectors were
required to wear face masks while interacting with the public during intercept surveys.
The digital version of the survey was offered via QR code, which was printed large
enough to be captured at a safe distance. If requested, and to address the needs of
those without access to personal devices with connection to the internet, paper copies
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of the survey were also available. Each data collector was given a pile of new,
untouched paper surveys in a folder marked “New”, an empty folder labelled
“Completed”, hand sanitizer, and a bag or box of unused pens or pencils. To limit
interaction and shared surfaces, participants were instructed to self-serve a blank
survey from the “New” folder using a pen or pencil if needed, and then place the
completed survey in the “completed” folder. Participants were offered hand sanitizer
before and after the survey and were asked to keep the pen or pencil used.
Aside from collecting optionally-entered demographic data, surveys were completed
anonymously by participants, with minimal guidance from data collectors to avoid
priming or biasing responses. Finally, to communicate the results in a concise manner,
survey responses “Agree” and “Strongly agree” have been consolidated in the report.

Locations
Streets for People in 2020 focused on 5 main intervention typologies: City-led
interventions (Cool Streets and Open Streets), community-led interventions, routes for
active transportation, and complete streets. These interventions were implemented
across the city’s neighbourhoods. For the purpose of the Public Life Study, one
representative example was selected for each of these typologies. As described in the
Methodology section, each study location was paired with a control site.
SfP2020 Typology Type

Study Site

Control Site

Complete Streets

Sixth Street at Sixth Avenue

Sixth Street at Seventh Ave

Routes for active transportation

McInnes Overpass

Hyack Square

City-led Intervention, Open
Streets

Front Street Mews

Quayside Drive at River Market

City-led intervention, Cool
Streets

Fourth Avenue at Ninth Street

St. Andrews Street at Ninth
Street

Community-led intervention

Fader Street at Major Street

Kelly Street at Major Street
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Challenges
In addition to the significant logistical and methodological challenges presented by
COVID-19 and physical distancing requirements, the Public Life Study was further
challenged by several other unexpected disasters. Smoke from the California wildfires
in early September led to drastically decreased (often dangerous) air quality levels in
the Lower Mainland and New Westminster, requiring several data collection sessions
to be rescheduled to a later date. In addition, a subsequent local fire at the New
Westminster pier also had severe detrimental effects on air quality in the area, causing
further delays in on-site data collection. Thankfully, the fall weather was cooperative in
early October, and data collection was successfully completed by October 10, 2020.

Overarching Findings
This section provides an overview of the
results from a comparison of all
intervention sites and all control sites.
Subsequent sections delve into
location-specific comparisons of the
respective intervention and control
pairings.
In total, 2,701 people were observed for
the SfP2020 Public Life Study, while 368
people took part in the subjective
wellbeing intercept (SWBI) surveys.
2,086 people were observed at
intervention sites, while 615 were
observed at control sites. More people
also took part in the SWBI surveys at
intervention sites than at control sites,
277 and 91, respectively.
In terms of use and access, the
intervention sites were frequented by far
more people than the control sites. This
held true for both female- and male-presenting people (from hereafter described as
“female” and “male”), both staying in and moving through the respective intervention
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and control sites. Most people moved through the sites by walking, while a small
share did so by bike. While far more people moved through the intervention sites than
the control sites, the mode share was relatively similar between the two types of sites.
Notably, more people using mobility devices were observed moving through
intervention sites. Along similar lines, a higher share of seniors was observed at
intervention sites (18% of total people),
compared with the control sites (13% of
total).
These findings indicate that the
interventions were located in wellfrequented areas, where they could be
used by many people. And while the
interventions were in place prior to
HC2’s involvement, thereby preventing
an opportunity to conduct before/after
analyses of the sites, we are confident that adding dedicated space for active
transportation on the McInnes Overpass and on Front Street, as well as a temporary
plaza at Sixth and Sixth, resulted in more movement and lingering at these locations.
We are less confident in ascribing increased use as a result of the interventions to
Ninth Street or Fader Street; however, Public Life Study results indicate more use and
generally more positive SWBI outcomes at these sites compared with the control sites.
Finally, the fact that both seniors and people using mobility aids represented higher
shares of total people present at the intervention sites, compared with the control sites,
indicates that the interventions may be serving as additional support for people who
typically face greater traffic safety risks and barriers to mobility.

Sociability
Interestingly, the intervention sites also appeared to support sociability. People
observed staying at the intervention sites were more likely to be speaking to someone
in-person (28.6% of people observed at intervention sites), compared with people
observed at the control site (21.4%). Along a similar vein, people were less likely to be
observed using their phones at the intervention sites (9.1%) than at the control sites
(14.3%).
This observation data regarding sociability was supported by the results from the SWBI
surveys. Here, 73% of respondents at the intervention sites agreed (or strongly agreed)
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that they would like to meet friends at the site, compared with 68% of respondents at
the control sites. Similarly, 72% of people responding at intervention sites agreed that
they would like to meet new people there (if COVID-19 wasn’t a concern), compared to
54% of people at the control sites.
In combination, the observation and
SWBI results indicate that the
intervention sites supported sociability.
Given that social isolation has been
identified as a major contributor to the
deterioration of mental health during
the pandemic, this is an important
positive wellbeing outcome of the
SfP2020 interventions.
Strikingly, these findings were more
pronounced among female-identifying
(hereon referred to as “female”) respondents. Seventy five percent of females agreed
that they would like to meet friends at the intervention sites, compared to 62% at the
control sites, whereas 73% male-identifying (hereon referred to as “male”) respondents
agreed with this at both the intervention and control sites. Further, 71% of females
agreed that the intervention sites would be a good place to meet new people (if
COVID-19 wasn’t a concern), compared to 54% at the control sites. In this case, males
had similar responses, with 75% at the interventions agreeing, compared to 47% at
the control sites. This suggests that the combination of location and intervention is
resulting in a stronger sense of sociability among women.
SWBI data regarding how the interventions influenced the sociability perceptions of
seniors, youth, BIPOC-identifying people and white-identifying people was
inconclusive. However, as noted above, more seniors, making up a higher share of
people, were observed at the intervention sites, compared to the control sites. A similar
share of children and youth were observed at the intervention and control sites.

Trust
People reported higher perceptions of trust at the intervention sites, compared with the
control sites. When asked if they thought they would have their wallet returned, if they
lost it in the specific location where they were standing, people were slightly more
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confident in getting back at the intervention site (35%) compared to the control site
(31%). More pronounced perceptions of trust emerged when respondents were asked
to agree or disagree with the following statement, “I feel people here can be trusted”.
In this case, 61% of respondents at the intervention sites agreed or strongly agreed,
compared with 48% at the control sites.

Meaning + Belonging
Stronger wellbeing outcomes at the
intervention sites also emerged from an
analysis of SWBI data around meaning
and belonging. More respondents at
intervention sites agreed that the
location reflected their communities
(70%), than at the control sites (55%).
This result was also reflected in
gendered analysis, where both females
and males were more likely to feel that
way at the intervention sites. However, the results were more pronounced among
males, where 70% felt the intervention sites reflected their communities, and 56% at
the control sites; compared with females, of whom 63% agreed at the intervention
sites, compared to 52% at the control sites. A similar pattern emerged in a racial
analysis, where 78% of White-identifying respondents, but only 71% of BIPOC
respondents felt the intervention sites reflected their communities, compared with 53%
of White and 54% of BIPOC respondents at the control sites. This disaggregated
analysis underlines a common thread in the SWBI data, whereby male and white
respondents are more likely to feel welcome, comfortable and safe at both the
intervention and control sites. This reflects broader societal norms, and the fact that
sexism and racism are present and very real in the lives of many people.
More people also felt respected at the intervention sites (74%) than at the control sites
(68%). Finally, while there was widespread agreement that people would be upset if
any of the sites were vandalized, more people felt that way at the intervention sites
(93%) than at the control sites (87%).
These overarching findings indicate that there was a strong sense of meaning and
belonging at the intervention sites. If these feelings were present prior to the SfP2020
interventions, it indicates that the sites were well selected. If these feelings are new or

55
stronger, it suggests that they are resulting from the interventions themselves. While
this relationship is difficult to decipher within the parameters of this Public Life Study,
we believe that it is a combination of both. Finally, the “vandalism question” underlines
a strong sense of civic pride among New Westminster residents, something that was
evident throughout the project.

Safety
In line with the findings above, people also reported a greater sense of safety at the
intervention sites than at the control sites. Located at the bottom of this section, the
data around safety serves to underline the findings above - without a sense of safety, it
is unlikely that most people would feel a sense of sociability, trust, or meaning and
belonging.
Here, 85% of people responding at the
intervention sites reported that they feel
safe when they come alone, in contrast
with 56% of the people at the control
sites. In disaggregating the data, it
becomes notable that there is variation
by gender, whereby 79% of females
report that they would feel safe coming
to the intervention sites alone (in contrast
with 91% of males), compared with 54%
of female respondents at the control site (and 62% of males). Data analyzed through a
racial lens was relatively aligned with the overall results for this question, but as with
other questions where this analysis was conducted, White respondents were more
likely to report positively at both interventions and control sites. In this case 85% of
BIPOC respondents felt safe visiting the respective intervention sites alone, compared
to 88% of White respondents, while 52% and 53% respectively felt this way at the
control sites.
The second safety question prompted respondents to consider whether they would let
children in their care play at the specific site with minimal supervision. In this case,
36% of people at the intervention sites were comfortable letting children in their care
play with minimal supervision, compared with 28% at the control sites.
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Perceptions of the Streets for People in 2020 initiative
The SWBI survey focused primarily on how people felt in the moment. However, one
question sought people’s opinion of SfP2020. With the five-point likert agree/disagree
scale used for all questions, people were asked to respond to the following: “I feel that
opening streets for people to walk, roll or play supports my wellbeing.”
Respondents at both intervention and control sites widely agreed that open streets
supported their wellbeing. 85% of people responding at the intervention sites agreed
with this statement, while 77% at the control site felt the same. Women expressed
stronger support for the initiative than men, with 90% at the intervention site and 81%
at the control site agreeing. In comparison, 81% male respondents at the intervention
sites and 73% at the control sites felt the same. Finally, 83% of BIPOC respondents at
the intervention sites felt that opening streets supported their wellbeing, while all 100%
at the control sites felt the same. Meanwhile, 88% of White respondents at the
intervention site agreed, while only 60% at the control sites felt the same way.
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Site-Specific Findings
Complete Streets: Sixth/Sixth South vs Sixth/Seventh

Sixth and Sixth (South)

Sixth and Sixth
(South)

The Complete Streets intervention at Sixth Avenue & Sixth Street (south of the
intersection) was the busiest location studied. A total of 976 people were observed
passing through the site, and 133 people were observed lingering or spending time in
the space. Of the people observed, 95% were pedestrians, and only 1% and 4% were
cyclists or using mobility devices, respectively. Comparatively, the control location at
Sixth Street & Seventh Avenue, less than two blocks north had 111 people passing
through the space and only 2 people lingering in the space. At this location, 90% of
people observed were pedestrians, while 7.5% and 2.5% were cyclists or using
mobility devices, respectively. This difference in numbers of people using the space is
significant. The increase in cyclists at the control location could be attributed to the
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fact that there is a bike route on Seventh Ave, or that Sixth Street at Seventh Avenue
has slightly less vehicular traffic.
Although the proportion of people who presented as seniors was equal at both
locations, a higher proportion of youth and children were observed at the intervention
location than at the control site, suggesting it may be a more family-friendly or childfriendly space. It is possible that the presence of movable seating and chairs
contributed to making it a more family-friendly space. While the percentage of females
and males observed was fairly equal at and across both locations, there was a slightly
higher proportion of females at the intervention site compared to the control site.
Overall, the higher number of people observed at the intervention location suggest it is
a more social and desirable place for New West residents and visitors to spend their
time. This indicates that Sixth & Sixth was well-suited as a site for a Streets for People
2020 intervention, and that it is a strong candidate for a similar intervention in 2021.
Results from the Social Wellbeing Intercept (SWBI) surveys further support the finding
that this plaza is boosting sociability. Compared to the control location, the intervention
at Sixth & Sixth scored higher on questions targeting sociability. Seventy-one percent
of people agreed with the statement “This is a place where I would like to meet new
people” compared to 59% at the control site. This could likely be connected to the
presence of well-spaced seating and places to connect at the intervention site. This is
notable because while the intervention was observed to be significantly busier than the
control site, busy public spaces don’t inherently boost sociability or the desire to meet
strangers. The design of the space and the presence of places to sit and linger
comfortably are likely to be key contributors to this increase in desire for social
interaction.
When asked if the location reflects their community, responses were fairly equal at
both locations, however the sense of belonging was slightly stronger at the intervention
site compared to control. Seventy-eight percent of people agreed with the statement “I
feel respected here” (71% at control) and 92% agreed that they would be upset if
someone vandalized the space (89% at control). People also responded that they felt
slightly more respected at the intervention (78% agree) compared to the control (71%
agree). Overall, the sense of meaning and belonging was fairly high at both locations.
Importantly, safety scored much higher at the intervention site than at the control, in
particular when analyzed by gender. Eighty-eight percent of respondents agreed that
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they would feel safe visiting the
location alone, compared to only
65% at the control. Interestingly,
92% of female-identifying
respondents agreed with the
statement at the intervention site,
compared to 56% at the control,
suggesting the intervention has an
impact on females’ perceived
safety. While the difference wasn’t
as large, this was observed in
male-identifying respondents as
well (90% agreeing at the
intervention site compared to 75%
at the control). Similarly,
significantly more females agreed
that they would like to meet new
people at the intervention site
(73%) compared to the control site
(39%). Interestingly, this difference
was not observed in males. At both
the site and the control location,
75% of male respondents agreed
that they would like to meet new
people. This difference was also
observed with the question “This is
a place where I would choose to
meet with friends”. While only
61% of females agreed at the
control (with 87.5% males
agreeing), this increased to 88% of
females at the intervention site
(with 75% of males agreeing).
Overall, these findings on
sociability by gender suggest that
the intervention may play a role in
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influencing females perceived
sense of safety (and therefore
desire to socially interact) in these
public spaces.
Importantly, 83% of participants at
the intervention site and 84% at the
control site agreed that “opening
streets for people to walk, roll, or
play” supports their wellbeing,
showing that support for Streets for
People is high at both locations.

Route for Active Transportation: McInnes Overpass vs Hyack Square
McInnes Overpass was the Routes for Active Transportation intervention site selected
for this study, paired with Hyack Square as the control location. Both act as routes for
accessing New Westminster’s waterfront, and both were equally busy with people
moving through. During the study, 397 people were observed passing through McInnes
Overpass, while 336 people were simultaneously observed passing through Hyack
Square. Relatively similar counts of people were observed lingering at each location
(20 people at McInnes and 27 at Hyack Square). Of the people observed moving
through each location, the majority were pedestrians (97% at McInnes, 99.6% at
Hyack Square), with a higher share of cyclists and people using mobility devices at the
Overpass (2.85%) compared to at Hyack Square (0.35%). This suggests that the
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McInnes Overpass intervention is supporting multimodal active transportation and
facilitating movement for people who use mobility devices.
While the proportion of adults was fairly similar at both locations (79% at the
intervention site and 82% at the control), there were almost twice the share of seniorpresenting people at McInnes (15%) compared to Hyack Square (8%). Opposite
findings were
observed with
children and youth:
at McInnes Overpass
5.8% of passersby
presented as
children or youth,
compared to 9.8%
at Hyack Square.
These findings may
suggest differences
in comfort levels or
be explained by the
different destinations
SWBI Survey at McInnes Overpass
on either side of
each route.
The SWBI surveys also showed differences between the intervention and control sites
in terms of subjective wellbeing. Trust scored notably higher at the intervention site
compared to the control location. At McInnes Overpass, people were over twice as
likely to believe they would have a lost wallet returned to them (35% agreement)
compared to only Hyack Square (15.8% agreement). Similarly, 63% of people agreed
that “people here can be trusted” at McInnes, compared to only 26% at Hyack Square.
The most notable difference between the two locations in terms of trust was in
response to the statement “I would let children in my care play here with minimal
supervision”: at the intervention, 29.5% of people agreed, while at the control site, only
6.25% of people did. This is a significant difference considering McInnes Overpass is
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not designed as a space for lingering or play, while Hyack Square has more potential
for this use.
Safety also scored highly at
McInnes compared to Hyack
Square. Eighty-two percent of
people agreed that they
would feel safe visiting
McInnes Overpass alone,
compared to 47% at Hyack
Square. This difference is
further highlighted when
looking at gender-based
differences in response. At
Hyack Square, 28.6% of
female respondents
disagreed with the statement
“I feel safe when I visit this
place alone”, compared to
only 12.5% of females at
McInnes.
The increase in feelings of
safety and trust are
supported by findings that
Meaning and Belonging also
score higher at McInnes Overpass than at Hyack Square. Ninety-one percent of
participants agreed that they would be upset if someone vandalized the space at
McInnes, while at Hyack Square, only 79% of people felt similarly. Given the temporary
nature of the Overpass intervention, this speaks highly of participants’ sense of
attachment to the space at McInnes. This also shows that the intervention at McInnes
was perceived to be valuable by the people using it.
The comparative increase in safety and trust could also be due to a stronger sense of
community connection being reflected at McInnes Overpass as it is adjacent to the
Quayside neighbourhood. This is further supported by the findings that twice as many
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people felt McInnes
Overpass “reflects their
community” (66%)
compared to Hyack Square
(31.6%).
Although percentage totals
of agreement in response to
the sociability questions was
slightly higher at McInnes,
both locations scored
similarly and in an average
range in terms of sociability
and desire to meet new
people and friends. This is not surprising as these two sites in question are routes
designed for people to move through, instead of spaces in which to meet and socialize
with others.
Overall, despite its differences in terms of physical use of space, McInnes Overpass
showed a noticeable increase in subjective wellbeing scores compared to Hyack
Square across multiple study themes. Importantly, 86% participants at McInnes
agreed that “opening streets for people to walk, roll, or play” supports their wellbeing,
compared to 74% at Hyack Square, showing that support for Streets for People is high
at both locations.
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City-led Intervention: Front Street

Front Street

During the summer months of the
pandemic, Front Street, a major freight
route, was converted into an open street
for people on weekends. To assess this
intervention, a location near New
Westminster’s renowned “W”, on the
Front Street
pier, was selected. However, after only
one session, this portion of the pier was
badly damaged by fire, the W - also
badly damaged - was removed, and this
section of Front Street was closed for
several weeks. Recognizing the severe impact that this would have on the study, HC2
shifted the Public Life Study location to the Front Street Mews, while Quayside Drive,
at the northwest corner of the River Market, was selected as the control. While the
control site is not on Front Street, its proximity to a well-trafficked section of Front
Street, as well as the train tracks, as well as the active street edge provided by the
River Market, meant that it offered many of the same characteristics of Front Street
during a typical weekday.
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In total, 393 people were observed
moving at the Front Street Mews, while
80 people were observed at the
Quayside Drive control site. The gender
balance was similar at both sites. Fifty
six people were observed staying at the
Mews location, while no one was
observed staying at the intervention site.
Thirty four males were observed staying
at the Mews location, compared with 22
females. The significantly higher number
of people moving through the Mews
location combined with the stark difference in the number of people staying at the
intervention site, compared to the control site, indicates that opening Front Street on
weekends contributed to a more positive human experience that resulted in more
people choosing to move and linger at the intervention site.
The enhanced attractiveness of the
intervention site was reflected in the
SWBI survey results. At the intervention
site, 81% of respondents agreed this
would be a place they’d like to meet
friends, compared with only 58% of
people at the control site. Strikingly,
100% of respondents agreed that they
would like to meet new people at the
intervention site, compared with only
17% at the control site.
Results also indicate that people felt a higher sense of trust at the intervention site
compared with the control site. At the Front Street Mews, 35% of people felt that they
would likely get their wallet back, compared with 17% at the Quayside Drive site. This
greater sense of trust also emerged when people were asked if they felt others at the
site could be trusted. Here, 60% of respondents at the Front Street Mews agreed or
strongly agreed, compared with 50% at Quayside Drive.
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When it came to people’s sense of
meaning and belonging, the
intervention sites once again
outperformed the control sites. Sixty
nine percent of respondents agreed
that the intervention site reflected their
community, in contrast with 42% at
the control site. Similarly, 83% of
people responding at the intervention
site felt respected at that location,
compared with 58% at the control
site. Finally, people at both sites
would feel upset if these locations were vandalized, with 93% at the intervention site
and 89% at the control site feeling this way. As noted at other sites, people who
responded to the survey feel a relatively high sense of meaning and belonging at all
sites. However, along Front Street, as with most other sites, there was a stronger
sense of meaning and belonging at the intervention sites. Notably, SWBI surveying
took place at both sites following the pier fire, which was a traumatic experience for
many residents. This may explain the high share of responses of people who would be
upset if either site was vandalized.
The sense of sociability, trust and meaning and belonging that people reported at the
Front Street Mews intervention site is likely reinforced by the sense of safety they feel
there. At the intervention site, 77% of people reported feeling safe when they visit
alone, in contrast to only 17% of respondents at the control site. Building on this, 41%
of respondents agreed that they would let children play with minimal supervision at the
intervention site, compared with 36% at the control site. While it may seem
counterintuitive that people are more comfortable letting their children play with
minimal supervision at the control site than visiting it alone, this is likely attributed in
part to the number of people at the intervention site. Here, people feel more safe
knowing there are others around in case they need help, but at the same time, may be
wary about the risks that many unknown people could pose to kids. Even with this
qualification, both questions resulted in higher reported senses of safety at the
intervention site.
Finally, widespread agreement that opening streets for people to walk, roll or play
supports wellbeing was found at both sites. A slight, but notable, increase in
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agreement was noted at the intervention site however. Here, 92% of people agreed
with the statement, compared with 84% at the control site. This suggest that when
seeing the effects of the intervention (or, in the case of the control, effects of not having
an intervention), people tend to support it more.

City-led Intervention, Cool Streets: Fourth/Ninth Vs St Andrews/Ninth
Street

Ninth Street Cool Street

Within Streets for People in 2020, several City-led “Cool Streets” interventions were
implemented across New Westminster. The location selected for Public Life Study was
the intervention at Fourth Avenue and Ninth Street, paired with a nearby control site at
St. Andrews St and Ninth Street.
At the intervention site, 171 people were observed passing through, while at the
control site, only 49 passersby were observed over the same time frame, showing that
the study site was busier than the control. Interestingly, 9 people were observed
lingering at the site, compared to 12 people at the control, showing that a greater
proportion of people observed at the control location stayed in the space compared to
the study location. This suggests the Cool Streets location acted as more of a
commuting route than as a destination for lingering. Another notable finding is that
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while the proportion of males and females moving through the intervention site was
close to equal, there was double the proportion of males to females at the control.
At the control site, 100% of the people observed were pedestrians. While the
proportion of pedestrians was also high at the intervention site (91.7%), the site did
host some cyclists (7.6%)
and people using mobility
devices (though, below
1%). The comparative
proportions of people
observed within each age
group were fairly equal at
both sites.
SWBI survey results show
that while support for
social activities were
comparable at both
locations, the intervention
site scored higher on perceived sense of safety, trust, and sense of community. At the
Cool Streets site, 32% of respondents agreed that it was “likely” or “very likely” they
would have a lost wallet returned to them. Comparatively, at the control site, 31% of
respondents said it would be “likely”, yet no participants deemed this to be “very
likely”. Similarly, 61.4% of participants agreed with the statement “I feel people here
can be trusted” at the intervention site, compared to 50% at the control, suggesting an
increase in sense of trust at the Cool Streets location.
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Furthermore, at the intervention site, 88.6% of participants said they would feel safe
visiting the space alone, compared to 68.8% of participants at St. Andrews. These
findings were particularly defined when comparing gender-based responses to this
survey question. At the control site, 55.6% of female respondents agreed with the
statement “I feel safe when I visit this place alone” (compared to 85.7% of male
respondents); at the Cool Streets site, this percentage increased to 83.3% in female
respondents, yet stayed at 85% for males. This shows a significant difference in
perceived safety between the two locations, which suggests the Cool Streets
intervention may play a role in positively impacting women’s sense of safety. Similarly,
respondents’ sense of trust in other people increased from 50% at the control site, to
61% at the intervention location.
The site-control pairing also
showed a difference in
peoples’ sense of place,
attachment and community.
At the intervention, almost
all participants (97.7%)
agreed that they would be
upset if someone
vandalized the space (this
reflects all but one,
“neutral:, response).
Comparatively, this number
dropped to 81% at the
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control site. Further, when directly asked if the location reflects their community, 77%
of participants agreed at the Cool Streets site, compared to 56% at the control. This
suggests that the Cool Streets intervention is playing a role in increasing locals’ sense
of community when visiting that place.
Overall, both locations showed a similar pattern of results in response to the statement
”I feel that opening streets for people to walk, roll or play supports my wellbeing”,
showing general support for the initiative at both the study site (70.45% agreement)
and the control (68.75% agreement).

Community-Led Intervention: Fader St vs Kelly St

Resident-led Neighbourhood Intervention: Fader Street

To study the impact of community-led interventions enabled by the Streets for People
in 2020 program, community interventions at Fader street were analyzed, with Kelly
Street serving as a nearby control.
A total of 93 and 39 people were observed at the site and control locations,
respectively. Proportionally, the share of females to males was relatively equal at both
locations. At the intervention location, 54% of people observed were pedestrians and
46% were cyclists, compared to the control location where pedestrians and cyclists
made up 87% and 13% of people observed, respectively. This suggests a preference
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for Fader Street as a cycling route compared to Kelly St, which could be attributed to
the community-led intervention. It is also a long-standing designated greenway, with
wayfinding signage directing cyclists to it. The proportions of children/youth were fairly
similar at both locations (13.6% at Fader and 13.5% at Kelly), however there were
more seniors observed at Kelly (13.5%) compared to Fader (3.4%) and an increase in
adults at Fader (83%)
compared to Kelly (73%)
Overall, SWBI survey
findings showed that the
intervention significantly
outperformed the control
site overall. Respondents at
Fader showed higher levels
of trust and safety than
those at Kelly, with 76.5% of
people saying it would be
likely for a lost wallet to be
returned to them (compared
to 57% at Kelly) and 75% of
people agreeing they feel
safe letting children play
there with minimal
supervision (also compared
to 57% at Kelly Street). At
Fader St, no respondents
disagreed with the
statement “I feel people here
can be trusted” (100%
agreement), while at Kelly,
only 71% agreed. Although 71% agreement is higher than overall responses (at both
sites and control locations), these findings do show a significant difference between
site and control in this pairing. When asked if they would feel safe visiting the location
alone, 85.71% of participants at Kelly Street agreed, compared to 94% at Fader, again
showing an increase in perceived safety and trust at the intervention location.
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Sense of community also scored higher at the intervention compared to the control. At
Fader, 76.4% agreed that the location reflects their community (71.4% at Kelly) and
notably, 100% of participants responded that they feel respected there (71.4% at
Kelly). Participants at both locations were in agreement that they would be upset if
someone vandalized the space (100% Agree or Strongly Agree), suggesting that the
overall sense of place attachment is high in the neighbourhood.
Furthermore, Fader Street seemed to be more conducive to social behaviour. One
hundred percent of participants agreed that they would choose to meet friends at that
location, and 94% responded that they would choose to meet new people there, if
COVID-19 wasn’t a concern. This compares to 71% agreement to both questions at
Kelly St, and shows a notable increase in positive responses at the intervention site
compared to control.
Because this intervention was located in a quieter residential area, sample sizes for
observation and SWBI surveys were relatively small, and inferences must be made with
caution. It is also
important to note that
interventions in this
neighbourhood were quite
contentious. Residents on
Kelly Street had
expressed concern about
traffic shifting from Fader
Street to Kelly. Some also
expressed the desire for
an intervention of their
own, and voiced
frustration when one did
not get implemented in
2020. It is therefore
possible that some differences in responses are due to an increased sensitivity to the
Streets for People program and its initiatives. This is supported by the findings that at
Fader, 94% of participants agreed with the statement that “opening streets for people
to walk, roll or play supports my wellbeing”, compared to only 57% of participants at
Kelly, which is significantly lower than the overall control site average of 77%. Again,
due to small sample sizes, no direct conclusions can be drawn.
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Recommendations
We found that SfP2020 had clear positive effects on social wellbeing among visitors.
We also found general support for the interventions. However some residents were
critical of the designs and locations of interventions, while limited communication
during the roll out phase meant that many residents, including seniors and others who
were vulnerable to social isolation, didn’t understand the purpose or benefits of the
program. The following recommendations, which are based on our analysis of the
Public Engagement, Activation and Public Life Study findings, would leverage the
program's strengths while addressing some of its shortcomings:
● Ensure more communication through multiple media channels early in the
process, and a more proactive and strategic approach to communication.
To strengthen the likelihood that people are aware of initiatives like SfP2020 and
understand the purpose, it is important to communicate early in the process.
Equally important, distinct people and groups require different communication
approaches. For example, seniors rely more heavily on the newspaper for local
news, while youth are more likely to see the news on social media. Beyond
media, connecting with communities through key organizations and people who
are already connected to them can be an effective way to reach those who may
not see this news through other sources.
● Consider alternative materials to the large orange street barricades. These
barricades were useful as flexible and cost-effective materials that could be
rapidly deployed early in the pandemic, but if more mid- and long-term solutions
are advanced in 2021, alternatives should be explored. Using flexible bollards,
concrete barricades and on-street paint (among other materials) will improve
aesthetics, demonstrate a shift to longer-term solutions and enhance the status
of the interventions. Should it not be possible to make this transition, hacking
the large orange barricades by hiring artists or engaging community to make
them more visually appealing would address some of the issues raised during
public engagement.
● Engage specific underrepresented communities in the design process.
After SfP2020 interventions were implemented, considerable engagement by the
City and consulting team with seldom heard communities yielded important site,
design and communication insights. Engaging seniors, people with disabilities,
Black, Indigenous and People of Colour, youth, street-involved people and other
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key groups in the process (and paying for their time, where appropriate) should
yield more equitable outcomes for design, programming and policy.
● Continue policy-based decision making for this program. Ensuring that the
SfP2020 program was grounded in long-term and well-documented City of New
Westminster policy was fundamental to establishing legitimacy, clear direction,
coordinating activity among multiple City departments, and communicating
decision-making rationale to the public. Keep this good approach going.
● Continue to measure site usage and wellbeing impacts. The SfP2020 Public
Life Studies provided critical insight into who was using the intervention sites,
how they were using them, and the extent to which they were supporting
wellbeing. Street changes can prompt emotional and/or politicized responses.
Concrete, context-specific, data can help inform these discussions. That said, it
is also important to critically analyze data collection methodologies and, where
appropriate, revise them to improve focus and accuracy of the findings.
Based on findings from this project, we also make the following site-specific
recommendations:
● Consider making the patio on Sixth Street south of Sixth Avenue
permanent. Public feedback regarding the patio at Sixth and Sixth was very
positive. The Public Life Study found that the space was well-used and that it
was supporting wellbeing. Together, this suggests that there is a strong case for
making the patio permanent. While assessing this shift, it would also be useful
to further evaluate whether opening Sixth Street south of Sixth Avenue to people
on summer weekends should become a recurring initiative.
● Maintain the active transportation route on McInnes Overpass. Through the
Public Life Study, we found that this route was well-used and supported
wellbeing. The widened route is accessible and provides an important link from
Quayside to the SkyTrain station and mall. People, particularly female-identifying
participants felt safer using the overpass than crossing Columbia Street at
Hyack Square. It will be important to consider ways to improve vehicle
movement from one side of the tracks to the other; however driver concerns are
not considered by HC2 to outweigh the benefits experienced by people walking,
rolling and cycling.
● Consider expanding traffic calming measures on Fader Street to the five
streets from Kelly Street to Rousseau Street, between Sherbrooke Street
and Braid Street. The Fader Street intervention was supported by people living
on this street; opposition from neighbours on nearby streets appeared to stem
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largely from the fact that their streets did not receive similar treatment. Given
that the Kelly-Rousseau Sherbrook-Braid block is hemmed in by larger traffic
arteries on three sides and adjacent to the Royal Columbian Hospital on the
fourth, residents expressed concerns about traffic diversion on each of these
streets. It is important to note that the City did not observe a significant increase
in traffic as a result of the diversions. Calming each of these streets and
directing traffic back onto the arteries would support a number of SfP2020
goals. Importantly, these changes should only be undertaken after careful
analysis and further engagement with residents in this area to determine the
best approach.
● Refine the Cool Streets initiative if it continues in 2021. The Cool Streets pilot
yielded a number of valuable learnings about site locations, street use, sidewalk
quality and programming. If it continues in 2021, we recommend that site
selection should continue to be based in-part on alignment with broader policy
goals, and that once preliminary site selection has been considered, residents
on the prospective streets should be engaged. Routes that provided relatively
short (ie. four blocks) linkages between parks, open spaces and schools
appeared particularly well-suited to be Cool Streets. While considering the
routes, assess sidewalk quality to determine if resources may be better used to
improve existing pedestrian infrastructure. Finally, it is important to create safe
space for people to move, while communicating to drivers that these streets
prioritize people. Two options for achieving this would be to add additional
street-calming features along the length of the Cool Street, or to focus instead
on short-term activations (like block parties, chalk fest or games for kids) could
better fulfill the aim of reinforcing streets as public spaces for people living along
these routes.
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2020 Event COVID-19 Safety Plan Worksheet
General Event Information
Name of Event:
Streets for People Pop-up

Event Location:
9th Street between 4th Avenue and Kennedy

Event Date:
Wednesday, September 23rd, 2020

Event Time:
3pm-5pm
set up: 1pm; close: 6pm
Organizer Name:
Tracy Wilkins (main contact)

Organization:
HUB Cycling & Happy City
Phone:
778-955-9701
Secondary Contact:
Zoé Kruchten

Email:
tracy@bikehub.ca
Phone:
778 999 9395
zoe.kruchten@bikehub.ca

Description of Event:
As part of the City of New Westminster’s Streets for People initiative, we are organizing an activation on 4th street
(part of the Cool Streets project) to provide information and engage with residents and passersby on the Streets for
People initiative.
The event involves the closure of the street from 9th Street between Belleville and 4th Ave to provide set-up for:
● one tent (10x10) for an information booth
● one tent (10x10) for bike safety check services
● space on road for a Chalk Fest, with demarcation
The event will run for two hours (3pm-5pm).

COVID-19 Event Safety Plan
The development of enhanced protocols must be in place to ensure public safety and reduce the potential of
COVID-19 transmission. The COVID-19 pandemic and virus is an evolving situation meaning that enhanced
protocols are subject to on-going change until a vaccine is produced or the Provincial Health Officer rescinds the
need for Enhanced Protocols.
All governing bodies are required to meet the Province of BC Restart Plan and develop Enhanced Protocols to
ensure public safety and reduce the potential of COVID-19 transmission. Examples of primary governing bodies
and sources of enhanced protocols include:
Province of BC Restart Program
ViaSport
British Columbia Parks and Recreation Association
BC Centre for Disease Control
Fraser Health
WorkSafeBC

Step 1: Assess the risk at your event
The virus that causes COVID-19 spreads in several ways including droplets when a person coughs or sneezes, or by
touching a contaminated surface and then touching your face. The risk also increases the closer you come to
other people, the more time you spend near them, the more people you come near and the more people that
contact the same surface. When assessing the risk at your event, identify areas where there may be risks either
through close physical proximity or through contaminated surfaces.
Questions to consider when assessing the risk include:
- Are there certain areas where people may gather or lineup?
- Are there areas where staff or volunteers will be in close contact with the public?
- Are there any tools, supplies or equipment that people will be sharing?
- Are there surfaces that people will regularly be touch?
- Are there any areas where it may be challenging to ensure that safe physical distancing is maintained?
Please list the areas that you have identified where there may be risks at your event.
- Line ups may form for information booth and/or bicycle safety check service
-

Close contact between staff/volunteers with general public: potential for this to occur at information station, bicycle
service tent and chalk festival

-

Potential of touch points: chalk, chalk accessories, bicycles (between bicycle owner and mechanic), set-up/take-down of
tents and tables

Step 2: Implement protocols to reduce the risks
The Province of BC, Provincial Health Officer and BCPRA have identified the following principles and actions to help
reduce the transmission of infectious disease.

Please complete the chart below by listing the enhanced safety protocols that will be in place at your event.
Principle
Examples of Enhanced Protocols
Enhanced Protocol
Public Health
Actions taken across society to limit the Please review the applicable orders, guidance and notices below.
Measure
spread and impact of COVID-19. Please Risk Mitigation Tool for Gatherings and Events
Gathering and Events Public Health Order
note the following examples:
Vending Markets Public Health Order
- Gatherings with more than 50
WorkSafeBC Performing Arts Guidelines
attendees for the purposes of an
BCCDC Market Guidelines
event are not permitted.
-

A log of all attendees must be
collected and retained for 30 days.
WorkSafeBC recommends that
buskers or street performances that
attract crowds outside of a venue’s
controlled area should be avoided.

-

Physical distancing is mandated in
the BC Restart Plan.
Environmental Physical changes in the setting that
reduce the risk of exposure. Examples
include the installation of barriers such
as plexiglass, lineup markers (chalk,
tape, cones, stickers), a single entry and
exit location, limited entry, providing

What environmental measures will be in place at your event?
- Line up markers (tape) for: information booth and bicycle
service tent. The two tents will also be placed apart from each
other to limit gathering of people (see site map for entry/exit
locations and marker spacings).

handwashing and/or hand sanitizing
stations, setting up a defined location
using caution tape, proper signage in
place related to COVID protocols, the
use of directional markers (chalk, tape,
ropes, barriers) as needed.

-

Limited entry: staff will be on site to count participants to limit
entry or shut down activation should numbers exceed public
health guidelines (50pax)

-

Tape outlines of chalk drawing area to create distanced
drawing spaces for participants

Signs are available at the following links:
Do Not Enter if you are Sick Poster
Physical Distancing Poster
Hand Hygiene Poster

City of New Westminster signage related to COVID protocols
(Do not enter if you are sick, physical distancing, hand
hygiene)
Handsanitizer provided for all entering the area at multiple
locations

Administrative Measures enabled through the
implementation of policies, procedures,
training and education.
Examples include establishing enhanced
cleaning protocols, regular disinfection
of all high touch surfaces,
implementation of one-way doors or
walkways, stager staff/volunteer
schedules, entry controls.

What administrative measures will be in place for your event?
- Enhanced cleaning protocols for: bicycle safety checks, table
surfaces during set-up/take-down and during event, chalk
accessories (see table below).

Personal

What personal measures will be in place for your event?
- Maintain 2m physical distance

Personal
Protective
Equipment

Action individuals can take to both
protect themselves, as well as to
prevent the spread to others. Examples
include washing your hands frequently,
coughing into your elbow, staying home
if you are sick, modeling physical
distancing and hand hygiene practices.

PPE is the last measure on the hierarchy
of controls and should not be
considered until all of the other
previously noted measures have been
explored. PPE is not effective as a
standalone preventive measure, must

-

Implementation of traffic flows (clear exit and entry ways)

-

Contact tracing (patron roster) and crowd management
training for designated volunteers/staff

-

Follow line markers

-

Sanitize hands upon arrival and upon leaving

-

Do not attend if feeling unwell (see CNW Covid signage)

-

Leave if area is crowded

Please describe how PPE will be used at your event.
- Staff and volunteers will wear masks at all times
-

Mask-wearing will be strongly encouraged for the public, and
masks will be available on-site

be suited to the task, and must be worn
and disposed of properly. Examples
include the use of gloves and masks.

Step 3: Event site map

Additional: Enhanced cleaning protocols:
What is being
cleaned and/or
sanitized?

How this will be cleaned and/or
sanitized?

When will it be cleaned and/or Who will be
sanitized?
cleaning and/or
sanitizing it?

Participant
Bikes

The mechanic will spray down the
Before and after the mechanic
bike with a disinfectant before they
touches it.
touch it, then will spray down the bike
again before handing back to the
participant.

Mechanic

Cycling
resources tent

New gloves will be used when putting
up the text/table, new gloves will be
put on and used when taking down
the tent/table. Any area that is

Assigned
staff/volunteer

Surfaces will be wiped down
after every 5th attendee or
every 10 minutes, whichever is
sooner.

touched by participants will be wiped
down after.
Chalk
accessories

Any accessory that is touched by
participants will be wiped down
immediately after use.

Before event and after every
use

Assigned
staff/volunteer

Additional: Chalk Fest
Chalk will be single use only - participants will keep any piece of chalk they touch.
Chalk fest participants will be distanced by taped off areas, each person or family bubble given an area to draw in
>2 meters apart from other chalk fest participants.
Chalk accessories for accessibility (chalk sticks, chalk grips) will be provided and sanitized between each use for
those that wish to use these (see enhanced cleaning protocols).

2020 Event COVID-19 Safety Plan Worksheet
General Event Information
Name of Event:
Streets for People Pop-up - 6th and 6th

Event Location:
6th Street and 6th Ave

Event Date:
Wednesday, October 7
Organization:
HUB Cycling & Happy City

Event Time:
3pm-5pm
set up: 1pm; close: 6pm
Organizer Name:
Tracy Wilkins (main contact)

Phone:
778-955-9701
Secondary Contact:
Mitchell Reardon

Email:
tracy@bikehub.ca
Phone:
778-990-6663

Description of Event:
As part of the City of New Westminster’s Streets for People initiative, we are organizing an activation on 6th Ave
and 6th Street to provide information and engage with residents and passersby on the Streets for People initiative.
The event involves:
● one tent (10x10) for an information booth
● one tent (10x10) for bike safety check services
The event will run for two hours (3pm-5pm).

COVID-19 Event Safety Plan
The development of enhanced protocols must be in place to ensure public safety and reduce the potential of
COVID-19 transmission. The COVID-19 pandemic and virus is an evolving situation meaning that enhanced
protocols are subject to on-going change until a vaccine is produced or the Provincial Health Officer rescinds the
need for Enhanced Protocols.
All governing bodies are required to meet the Province of BC Restart Plan and develop Enhanced Protocols to
ensure public safety and reduce the potential of COVID-19 transmission. Examples of primary governing bodies
and sources of enhanced protocols include:
Province of BC Restart Program
ViaSport
British Columbia Parks and Recreation Association
BC Centre for Disease Control
Fraser Health
WorkSafeBC

Step 1: Assess the risk at your event
The virus that causes COVID-19 spreads in several ways including droplets when a person coughs or sneezes, or by
touching a contaminated surface and then touching your face. The risk also increases the closer you come to

other people, the more time you spend near them, the more people you come near and the more people that
contact the same surface. When assessing the risk at your event, identify areas where there may be risks either
through close physical proximity or through contaminated surfaces.
Questions to consider when assessing the risk include:
- Are there certain areas where people may gather or lineup?
- Are there areas where staff or volunteers will be in close contact with the public?
- Are there any tools, supplies or equipment that people will be sharing?
- Are there surfaces that people will regularly be touch?
- Are there any areas where it may be challenging to ensure that safe physical distancing is maintained?
Please list the areas that you have identified where there may be risks at your event.
- Line ups may form for information booth and/or bicycle safety check service
-

Close contact between staff/volunteers with general public: potential for this to occur at information station, bicycle
service tent and chalk festival

-

Potential of touch points: chalk, chalk accessories, bicycles (between bicycle owner and mechanic), set-up/take-down of
tents and tables

Step 2: Implement protocols to reduce the risks
The Province of BC, Provincial Health Officer and BCPRA have identified the following principles and actions to help
reduce the transmission of infectious disease.

Please complete the chart below by listing the enhanced safety protocols that will be in place at your event.
Principle
Examples of Enhanced Protocols
Enhanced Protocol
Public Health
Actions taken across society to limit the Please review the applicable orders, guidance and notices below.
Measure
spread and impact of COVID-19. Please Risk Mitigation Tool for Gatherings and Events
Gathering and Events Public Health Order
note the following examples:
Vending Markets Public Health Order
- Gatherings with more than 50
WorkSafeBC Performing Arts Guidelines
attendees for the purposes of an
BCCDC Market Guidelines
event are not permitted.
-

A log of all attendees must be
collected and retained for 30 days.
WorkSafeBC recommends that
buskers or street performances that
attract crowds outside of a venue’s
controlled area should be avoided.

-

Physical distancing is mandated in
the BC Restart Plan.
Environmental Physical changes in the setting that
reduce the risk of exposure. Examples
include the installation of barriers such
as plexiglass, lineup markers (chalk,
tape, cones, stickers), a single entry and
exit location, limited entry, providing

What environmental measures will be in place at your event?
- Line up markers (tape) for: information booth and bicycle
service tent. The two tents will also be placed apart from each
other to limit gathering of people (see site map for entry/exit
locations and marker spacings).

handwashing and/or hand sanitizing
stations, setting up a defined location
using caution tape, proper signage in
place related to COVID protocols, the
use of directional markers (chalk, tape,
ropes, barriers) as needed.

-

Limited entry: staff will be on site to count participants to limit
entry or shut down activation should numbers exceed public
health guidelines (50pax)

-

City of New Westminster signage related to COVID protocols
(Do not enter if you are sick, physical distancing, hand
hygiene)

Signs are available at the following links:
Do Not Enter if you are Sick Poster
Physical Distancing Poster
Hand Hygiene Poster
Administrative Measures enabled through the
implementation of policies, procedures,
training and education.
Examples include establishing enhanced
cleaning protocols, regular disinfection
of all high touch surfaces,
implementation of one-way doors or
walkways, stager staff/volunteer
schedules, entry controls.

-

Handsanitizer provided for all entering the area at multiple
locations

Personal

What personal measures will be in place for your event?
- Maintain 2m physical distance

Personal
Protective
Equipment

Action individuals can take to both
protect themselves, as well as to
prevent the spread to others. Examples
include washing your hands frequently,
coughing into your elbow, staying home
if you are sick, modeling physical
distancing and hand hygiene practices.

PPE is the last measure on the hierarchy
of controls and should not be
considered until all of the other
previously noted measures have been
explored. PPE is not effective as a
standalone preventive measure, must
be suited to the task, and must be worn

What administrative measures will be in place for your event?
- Enhanced cleaning protocols for: bicycle safety checks, table
surfaces during set-up/take-down and during event, chalk
accessories (see table below).
-

Implementation of traffic flows (clear exit and entry ways)

-

Contact tracing (patron roster) and crowd management
training for designated volunteers/staff

-

Follow line markers

-

Sanitize hands upon arrival and upon leaving

-

Do not attend if feeling unwell (see CNW Covid signage)

-

Leave if area is crowded

Please describe how PPE will be used at your event.
- Staff and volunteers will wear masks at all times
-

Mask-wearing will be strongly encouraged for the public, and
masks will be available on-site

and disposed of properly. Examples
include the use of gloves and masks.

Step 3: Event site map

Additional: Enhanced cleaning protocols:
What is being
cleaned and/or
sanitized?

How this will be cleaned and/or
sanitized?

When will it be cleaned and/or Who will be
sanitized?
cleaning and/or
sanitizing it?

Participant
Bikes

The mechanic will spray down the
Before and after the mechanic
bike with a disinfectant before they
touches it.
touch it, then will spray down the bike
again before handing back to the
participant.

Mechanic

Cycling
resources tent

New gloves will be used when putting
up the text/table, new gloves will be
put on and used when taking down
the tent/table. Any area that is
touched by participants will be wiped
down after.

Assigned
staff/volunteer

Surfaces will be wiped down
after every 5th attendee or
every 10 minutes, whichever is
sooner.

Chalk
accessories

Any accessory that is touched by
participants will be wiped down
immediately after use.

Before event and after every
use

Assigned
staff/volunteer

2020 Event COVID-19 Safety Plan Worksheet
General Event Information
Name of Event:
Streets for People Pop-up - McInness Overpass

Event Location:
McInness Overpass

Event Date:
Monday, September 28th, 2020
Organization:
HUB Cycling & Happy City

Event Time:
3pm-5pm
set up: 1pm; close: 6pm
Organizer Name:
Tracy Wilkins (main contact)

Phone:
778-955-9701
Secondary Contact:
Mitchell Reardon

Email:
tracy@bikehub.ca
Phone:
778-990-6663

Description of Event:
As part of the City of New Westminster’s Streets for People initiative, we are organizing an activation on the grassy
patch at the base of McInness OVerpass to provide information and engage with residents and passersby on the
Streets for People initiative.
●
●

one tent (10x10) for an information booth
one tent (10x10) for bike safety check services

There will also be a third tent as part of our Bike to Work Week event (they will be submitting a separate permit
application)
The event will run for two hours (3pm-5pm).

COVID-19 Event Safety Plan
The development of enhanced protocols must be in place to ensure public safety and reduce the potential of
COVID-19 transmission. The COVID-19 pandemic and virus is an evolving situation meaning that enhanced
protocols are subject to on-going change until a vaccine is produced or the Provincial Health Officer rescinds the
need for Enhanced Protocols.
All governing bodies are required to meet the Province of BC Restart Plan and develop Enhanced Protocols to
ensure public safety and reduce the potential of COVID-19 transmission. Examples of primary governing bodies
and sources of enhanced protocols include:
Province of BC Restart Program
ViaSport
British Columbia Parks and Recreation Association
BC Centre for Disease Control
Fraser Health
WorkSafeBC

Step 1: Assess the risk at your event
The virus that causes COVID-19 spreads in several ways including droplets when a person coughs or sneezes, or by
touching a contaminated surface and then touching your face. The risk also increases the closer you come to
other people, the more time you spend near them, the more people you come near and the more people that
contact the same surface. When assessing the risk at your event, identify areas where there may be risks either
through close physical proximity or through contaminated surfaces.
Questions to consider when assessing the risk include:
- Are there certain areas where people may gather or lineup?
- Are there areas where staff or volunteers will be in close contact with the public?
- Are there any tools, supplies or equipment that people will be sharing?
- Are there surfaces that people will regularly be touch?
- Are there any areas where it may be challenging to ensure that safe physical distancing is maintained?
Please list the areas that you have identified where there may be risks at your event.
- Line ups may form for information booth and/or bicycle safety check service
-

Close contact between staff/volunteers with general public: potential for this to occur at information station, bicycle
service tent and chalk festival

-

Potential of touch points: chalk, chalk accessories, bicycles (between bicycle owner and mechanic), set-up/take-down of
tents and tables

Step 2: Implement protocols to reduce the risks
The Province of BC, Provincial Health Officer and BCPRA have identified the following principles and actions to help
reduce the transmission of infectious disease.

Please complete the chart below by listing the enhanced safety protocols that will be in place at your event.
Principle
Examples of Enhanced Protocols
Enhanced Protocol
Public Health
Actions taken across society to limit the Please review the applicable orders, guidance and notices below.
Measure
spread and impact of COVID-19. Please Risk Mitigation Tool for Gatherings and Events
Gathering and Events Public Health Order
note the following examples:
Vending Markets Public Health Order
- Gatherings with more than 50
WorkSafeBC Performing Arts Guidelines
attendees for the purposes of an
BCCDC Market Guidelines
event are not permitted.
-

A log of all attendees must be
collected and retained for 30 days.
WorkSafeBC recommends that
buskers or street performances that
attract crowds outside of a venue’s
controlled area should be avoided.

-

Physical distancing is mandated in
the BC Restart Plan.
Environmental Physical changes in the setting that
reduce the risk of exposure. Examples
include the installation of barriers such
as plexiglass, lineup markers (chalk,
tape, cones, stickers), a single entry and
exit location, limited entry, providing

What environmental measures will be in place at your event?
- Line up markers (tape) for: information booth and bicycle
service tent. The three tents will also be placed apart from
each other to limit gathering of people (see site map for
entry/exit locations and marker spacings).

handwashing and/or hand sanitizing
stations, setting up a defined location
using caution tape, proper signage in
place related to COVID protocols, the
use of directional markers (chalk, tape,
ropes, barriers) as needed.

-

Limited entry: staff will be on site to count participants to limit
entry or shut down activation should numbers exceed public
health guidelines (50pax)

-

City of New Westminster signage related to COVID protocols
(Do not enter if you are sick, physical distancing, hand
hygiene)

Signs are available at the following links:
Do Not Enter if you are Sick Poster
Physical Distancing Poster
Hand Hygiene Poster
Administrative Measures enabled through the
implementation of policies, procedures,
training and education.
Examples include establishing enhanced
cleaning protocols, regular disinfection
of all high touch surfaces,
implementation of one-way doors or
walkways, stager staff/volunteer
schedules, entry controls.

-

Handsanitizer provided for all entering the area at multiple
locations

Personal

What personal measures will be in place for your event?
- Maintain 2m physical distance

Personal
Protective
Equipment

Action individuals can take to both
protect themselves, as well as to
prevent the spread to others. Examples
include washing your hands frequently,
coughing into your elbow, staying home
if you are sick, modeling physical
distancing and hand hygiene practices.

PPE is the last measure on the hierarchy
of controls and should not be
considered until all of the other
previously noted measures have been
explored. PPE is not effective as a
standalone preventive measure, must
be suited to the task, and must be worn

What administrative measures will be in place for your event?
- Enhanced cleaning protocols for: bicycle safety checks, table
surfaces during set-up/take-down and during event, chalk
accessories (see table below).
-

Implementation of traffic flows (clear exit and entry ways)

-

Contact tracing (patron roster) and crowd management
training for designated volunteers/staff

-

Follow line markers

-

Sanitize hands upon arrival and upon leaving

-

Do not attend if feeling unwell (see CNW Covid signage)

-

Leave if area is crowded

Please describe how PPE will be used at your event.
- Staff and volunteers will wear masks at all times
-

Mask-wearing will be strongly encouraged for the public, and
masks will be available on-site

and disposed of properly. Examples
include the use of gloves and masks.

Step 3: Event site map

Additional: Enhanced cleaning protocols:
What is being
cleaned and/or
sanitized?

How this will be cleaned and/or
sanitized?

When will it be cleaned and/or Who will be
sanitized?
cleaning and/or
sanitizing it?

Participant
Bikes

The mechanic will spray down the
Before and after the mechanic
bike with a disinfectant before they
touches it.
touch it, then will spray down the bike
again before handing back to the
participant.

Mechanic

Cycling
resources tent

New gloves will be used when putting
up the text/table, new gloves will be
put on and used when taking down
the tent/table. Any area that is

Assigned
staff/volunteer

Surfaces will be wiped down
after every 5th attendee or
every 10 minutes, whichever is
sooner.

touched by participants will be wiped
down after.
Chalk
accessories

Any accessory that is touched by
participants will be wiped down
immediately after use.

Before event and after every
use

Assigned
staff/volunteer

1

CNW Streets for People - Wellbeing Intercept
Surveys
Survey Questions (required)
If you were to lose your wallet in this spot today, how likely do you think it would be for a
stranger to return it to you?
❏ Very unlikely
❏ Unlikely
❏ Neutral
❏ Likely
❏ Very likely
This location reflects my community.
❏ Strongly disagree
❏ Disagree
❏ Neutral
❏ Agree
❏ Strongly agree
This is the kind of place I would choose to meet with friends.
❏ Strongly disagree
❏ Disagree
❏ Neutral
❏ Agree
❏ Strongly agree
When I’m here, I feel respected.
❏ Strongly disagree
❏ Disagree
❏ Neutral
❏ Agree
❏ Strongly agree
I would let children in my care play here with minimal supervision.
❏ Strongly disagree
❏ Disagree
❏ Neutral
❏ Agree
❏ Strongly agree
❏ Don’t know/don’t have children

CNW SfP Subjective Wellbeing Intercept Surveys

2

I would be upset if someone vandalized this space.
❏ Strongly disagree
❏ Disagree
❏ Neutral
❏ Agree
❏ Strongly agree
I feel people here can be trusted.
❏ Strongly disagree
❏ Disagree
❏ Neutral
❏ Agree
❏ Strongly agree
I feel safe when I visit this place alone.
❏ Strongly disagree
❏ Disagree
❏ Neutral
❏ Agree
❏ Strongly agree
This is a spot where I would like to meet new people, if Covid-19 wasn’t a concern.
❏ Strongly disagree
❏ Disagree
❏ Neutral
❏ Agree
❏ Strongly agree
I feel that opening streets for people to walk, roll or play supports my wellbeing.
❏ Strongly disagree
❏ Disagree
❏ Neutral
❏ Agree
❏ Strongly agree
Which location are you currently at?
❏ 9th Street
❏ St. Andrews
❏ 6th Street, SOUTH of 6th Avenue
❏ 6th Street, NORTH of 6th Avenue
❏ McInnes overpass
❏ Hyack Square
❏ Fader Street

CNW SfP Subjective Wellbeing Intercept Surveys

3
❏ Kelly Street
❏ Front Street

Demographic Questions (optional)

Which neighbourhood/Residents Association area do you live in?
❏ Brow of the Hill
❏ Connaught Heights
❏ Downtown
❏ Glenbrooke North
❏ Massey Victory Heights
❏ Moody Park
❏ Quayside
❏ Queen’s Park
❏ Queensborough
❏ Sapperton
❏ Victoria Hill Ginger Drive
❏ West End
❏ Open Answer

CNW SfP Subjective Wellbeing Intercept Surveys
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❏ Not sure
❏ I don’t live in New West
What are your connections to the city? (check all that apply)
❏ Renter in New West
❏ Homeowner in New West
❏ Student in New West
❏ Employee in New West
❏ Business owner in New West
❏ Visitor
❏ Other, please specify: ____________________________________________________
How did you get to the area today? (check all that apply)
❏ Car
❏ Mobility device or wheelchair
❏ Walk
❏ Transit
❏ Bike
❏ Ride hail or Taxi
❏ Other (open answer)
How do you identify?
❏ Male
❏ Female
❏ Transgender
❏ None of the above. I identify as: ___________________________________________
❏ Prefer not to say
What is your age group?
❏ 19 & under
❏ 20-34
❏ 35-49
❏ 50-64
❏ 65 & older
❏ Prefer not to say
How would you self-describe your background? (open)
❏ Prefer not to answer
❏ Unsure
❏ Open answer: __________________________________________________________

CNW SfP Subjective Wellbeing Intercept Surveys
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