








SAFETEA-LU will expire in 2009, and a broad coalition of partners, including AARP and 
OTHERS, are advocating for a new transportation bill that actively addresses the challeng-
es of the 21st century. Many are looking to the federal government to provide a vision for 
the future of transportation—one that favors placemaking, provides better equity between 
transit and road funding, and enhances our natural and human environments.

Revenue Dedication

Certain kinds of improvements are, by nature, revenue generators that also bring com-
fort and convenience to a community. Recommendations for such improvements, which 
should be made in response to real community needs, can include provisions to set aside a 
part of the proceeds for additional improvements. For example, a number of cities world-
wide have implemented car-sharing programs in an effort to decrease traffic congestion 
and air pollution. Because only a set number of cars can be on the road at a certain time, 
congestion necessarily decreases. Cars on the street must be rented by the hour and may 
be picked up and dropped off at various locations around the city. CarSharing programs 
are most popular and useful in dense urban areas where most travel can be done by foot or 
by public transit and cars are needed only for occasional, brief trips. One notable program 
is Mobility CarSharing, which operates throughout Switzerland and has some 2000 cars 
in 1050 stations across the country. Bike-shaing programs could be deployed in other cit-
ies and towns.

Another potential source of revenue dedication is public art. Cow Parade is an internation-
al public art program that contributes to cities’ livability, both culturally and financially. 
The exhibition originated in Zurich in 1988 and has since spread worldwide to cities such 
as New York, Chicago, Madrid and Tokyo. Cow Parade is composed of life-size fiberglass 
cows decorated by local artist and placed in various public spaces around the city. Cow 
Parade has been immensely popular, likely due to the cows’ bright colors, eclectic design 
and their prominent placement in city spaces. In addition to generating large amounts of 
tourism revenue, the cows 
are auctioned off after the 
exhibition with proceeds 
donated to local charities. 
In New York, those chari-
ties included City Parks 
Foundation, God’s Love 
We Deliver, Hale House, 
Citymeals-on-Wheels, 
New Yorkers for Children 
and The Center for Arts 
Education. Similar exhibi-
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tions have taken place in cities around the world with diverse themes such as “Mr. Potato 
Head” in Providence, Rhode Island, “GoFish!” in Erie, Pennsylvania, and “Super Lamb 
Banana” in Liverpool, England. [87]

Special Improvement Districts

Special Improvement Districts (SIDs) allow extra taxes to be assessed on properties within 
a designated district, but the revenue raised can only be spent within the area on certain 
kinds of projects. Setting up a district requires the affected community and local govern-
ment to agree on the designated boundaries and operating rules.

The most common kind of improvement or assessment district is the BID, or Business Im-
Provement District. Property or business owners in a downtown or neighborhood commer-
cial district pay the supplemental property tax to add improvements to the area and consult 
with the government on spending decisions. Assessments are based on either square foot-
age or frontage footage. Typical improvements include sanitation, maintenance, security, 
parking and transportation management, as well as urban design changes, streetscape en-
hancements, vending programs, special events and marketing. It has been estimated that 
there are currently over 1,200 BIDs in the United States registered with the International 
Downtown Association (IDA). [52] These may vary from one place to another, since differ-
ent states have different laws concerning improving districts. 

Foundations and Grant Programs

Any certified non-profit organization can submit a proposal to a foundation for support of 
a project. Many community groups are in this category. Not every foundation, of course, 
funds everything, and grants are further limited by the foundation’s particular areas of in-
terest and the types of initiatives that are within its scope. However, concentrated research 
efforts usually can turn up several possible candidates that address issues of community 
concern. Although there is never any guarantee, there is always a chance that one of these 
organizations will be able to make funds available. Local or community foundations, in 
particular, should be investigated becuase they are often interested in supporting under-
takings that can benefit areas within their own localities. Being in the same geographic 
locale, these funders also may have a firsthand knowledge of conditions and an under-
standing of the community’s perspective. If possible, it’s a good idea to arrange to meet 
foundation representatives in person once a proposal is submitted.

Special grant programs that communities can access are sometimes sponsored by state or 
city agencies or by quasi-governmental agencies. In Florida, for example, the Department 
of State has a historic preservation program which offers grants for restoring historic sites 
and other related improvements. New York State’s Empire Development Corporation gives 
a variety of economic development grants to communities, while the New York City De-
partment of Cultural Affairs funds public art and other art-related projects. 
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City agencies are now also teaming up with non-profit partners, such as conservancies, that 
can raise supplemental funds for improvement activities. One example of this is the Riverside 
Park Fund (RPF), which works in coordination with the New York City Parks Department, to 
improve and maintain the City’s Riverside Park. The RPF not only conducts funding activities, 
but also coordinates volunteer efforts and has successfully rallied residents to commit their 
time and money to looking after individual areas in the park. Neighbors are involved in im-
proving and caring for spaces that range from gardens and fountains to playgrounds and tennis 
courts. As a result of this program, some community groups are doing their own fundraising 
for specific areas. [26]

For information on foundations and other sources for funding non-profit organizations, as well 
as non-profit qualification requirements, the Foundation Center is a good place to begin (See 
“Sources and Resources,” page 91).

”Adoption” and “Own-A-Piece” Programs

Taking on responsibility for the upkeep and improvement of your own little piece of com-
munity can be a gratifying, heady and even empowering experience. This may explain why 
adoption programs are becoming more and more popular throughout the country. The way 
they work is a certain public facility or space or piece of public art that needs nurturing is put 
up for adoption by the “parent” city or state. The adopter can be an individual or a group or a 
business entity. What’s important is a willingness to commit to the loving care of the adopted 
“child.” This care can be in the form of donated money to a “guardian” who does the nurturing 
(the public agency in charge) or donated time by the “adoptive parent” who does his or her own 
tending—or both!

Riverside Park, discussed above, host to some 40 areas that are planted, maintained and cleaned 
by community people, clearly benefits from active stewards although it doesn’t have a formal 
adoption program. Adopt-A-Station, another New York City program, run by the Metropoli-
tan Transportation Authority, is named for what it does, which, in this case, is to arrange for 
corporate donors to adopt particular subway stations and fund their improvement.  The Adopt-
A-Station program sponsored by the State of Virginia Railway Express requires the adopting 
organizations or individuals to take part in maintaining railroad stops by sweeping or picking 
up trash or arranges for a “Landscape Adoption” to plant flowers, weed and fertilize. Signs are 
posted at the stations to indicate the name of the adoptive caregivers.  Similarly, the Adopt-A-
Stop program in Savannah, Georgia invites residents living near a Chatham Area Transit sys-
tem bus stop and shelter to adopt the site and make a commitment to keep it litter-free. Some 
“adoptive parents” also landscape these areas. 

In a similar vein, the Chicago Transit Authority (CTA) offers an Adopt-A-Station program, al-
lowing organizations to take responsibility for a piece of their community by making their local 
transit station a unique and inviting attraction. Organizations do not pay a fee to participate, 
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but are instead responsible for conceiving of a plan for the station and to cover all costs and 
materials associated with the adoption. Adopting organizations commission public art-
ists to create murals, mosaics and other works of art that reflect the culture of the local 
community, thereby providing a connection between the station, the organization and the 
community. The adopted stations are welcoming places and attract more transit riders than 
ordinary stations. The program began in 1997 and station adoptions last for two years. In 
2005, 20 stations were under adoption.

New York City is also home to 
Adopt-A-Mural and Adopt-A-
Monument programs, which 
are run by the Municipal Art 
Society, a non-profit organiza-
tion that works to improve the 
city’s built environment. These 
two programs were conceived 
by the Society, in conjunc-
tion with the New York City Art 
Commission, to rescue public 
art from deterioration through 
privately funded restoration 
projects. Working with the city’s 
Art Commission and Depart-
ment of Parks and Recreation, 
the Society selects significant 
public monuments and murals 
that have “fallen on hard times” 
as candidates for adoption. The 
Society then conducts outreach 
to secure private sponsors and issues requests for proposals to conservators through the 
city agencies that have the specific artworks in their domains. Adopters include corpora-
tions, small foundations and individuals who have contributed a total of over $2 million 
leading to the restoration of 15 murals and 38 monuments. Similar programs operate in 
Boston, Chicago, Dallas, Montreal, San Francisco and Toronto. [28] 

The Central Park Conservancy offers a similar adoption program using benches rather than 
monuments. For $7,500, individuals can Adopt-a-Bench that bears an engraved plaque 
with the inscription of their choice. The Conservancy then maintains the bench indefinite-
ly. Since the program’s inception in 1986, about 2,000 of Central Park’s 9,000 benches 
have been adopted. This program aims to create a permanent fund for the maintenance 
of all of Central Park’s benches and also provides a way for individuals to have a personal 
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connection with the park. Bench inscriptions range from traditional memorials to mar-
riage proposals to personal quotations and can be placed on a variety of different bench 
types, allowing for maximum personalization as well as increased diversity of park ameni-
ties. The Adopt-A-Bench program is a perfect example of the way community members 
can gain responsibility for a small piece of their community. [88]

Closely related to adoption programs are initiatives that have raised improvement funds 
by actually selling pieces of the project area to members of the community. The pieces 
are usually small elements, like tiles or bricks that become both practical and decorative 
parts of the improved area, as well as symbols of community involvement. When funds 
were needed to supplement government support to construct Portland, Oregon’s Pioneer 
Courthouse Square (see Chapters IV and VII), more than $1.7 million was raised through 
the sale of  71,165 paving bricks, each imprinted with its sponsor’s name. Another $1 mil-
lion was generated by the sale of design elements, from the amphitheater to drinking 
fountains. Both initiatives raised money and created a loyal constituency for the Square. 
“Owners” continue to come to the Square to admire their “holdings.” [49] 

Yet another group of citizens, in Seattle, Washington, contributed to the revitalization of 
their city’s historic Pike Place Market when they bought personalized tiles that were used 
to pave the floor of the Market Arcade. An additional fund-raising phenomenon at Pike 
Place is the giant piggy bank in the Market that pulls in some $14,000 a year in donated 
coins. [23]

The success of the above ventures provides an optimistic glimpse at the types of alterna-
tive approaches that currently help to bring in money or in-kind support that at least can 
supplement, if not replace, traditional government funding for improvements. Of course, 
the above approaches are, by no means, the only ways to muster support. Rather they rep-
resent a sampling of some possibilities, with the hope that they may inspire some further 
exploration as well as invention. 
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As the Journey Begins...
Success Stories

“The journey of 1,000 miles begins with the first step.”
	 Chinese proverb

So, it can be done! It is still possible to preserve, create, revitalize, or retool our com-
munities to regain their human-scale, people-oriented, familiar, easy-to-walk-around, 
pleasant feeling that seems to be rapidly disappearing from the American landscape. Make 
no mistake that most of what’s out there can be discouraging—the vast sprawl and the 
vast distances to get from here to there, the impersonal, empty-feeling strip developments 
along the way, the dearth of places to sit or walk and stop for an informal chat. However, as 
we’ve also seen, there are cities and towns where people are beginning to boost their com-
munities with viable, walkable places, where they can both live and do business, without 
being overrun by traffic. 

There is no doubt that people are becoming aware of what they’re missing. Witness the 
case of Schaumburg, Illinois, where a town center is being built where there never was 
one before, just because its suburban residents want a place where they can interact as a 
community. This is happening in many other outlying suburbs around the country. [22] 
And, there are still many older communities with the basic underpinnings of a pedestrian-
friendly environment that can be restored with lively, people-scale places by using some 
conscientious reconditioning. 

The movement has already begun. A rediscovered ethos is emerging that looks at trans-
portation and community planning as a balancing act in which streets and public spaces 
are the settings for a great variety of community activities. It recognizes that these activi-
ties must take place in an environment that comfortably meets the needs of people, not 
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just vehicles. This ethos is already beginning to be put into practice as standard policy in 
certain cities, as seen in their innovative and promising planning guidelines.

San Francisco, California

In June of 2008, San Francisco drafted a plan which, in the words of Mayor Gavin News-
om, aims to “improve San Francisco’s streetscapes—to make our streets more useable and 
attractive and universally accessible to all” [89]. The Plan acknowledges and aims to spread 
the notion that streets are used for more than merely transportation. Particularly in a city 
like San Francisco, where 20 percent of all trips are made on foot, streets are vital areas of 
urban social life. The Plan offers a vision and design guidelines for a pedestrian realm that 
fosters public life, is attractive, safe, accessible and ecologically sustainable. The design 
guidelines include standard, simple, low-cost improvements such as the addition of trees, 

curb ramps and street furniture, as well as case-specific 
solutions such as mid-block crosswalks and landscaped 
medians. The guidelines also provide explanations and 
diagrams for how to improve existing features of streets 
such as crosswalks and bus shelters, how to better in-
tegrate pedestrians and transit by implementing traffic 
calming measures, and streetscape improvements in-

cluding paving, street furnishings and stormwater control measures. This comprehensive 
plan will ensure the creation of efficient and pleasant streets for all of San Fransisco. [89]

New Jersey and Pennsylvania

Although improving pedestrian areas of streets is an essential element of Placemaking, it 
is impossible to ignore streets’ more dominant feature: the roadway itself. The New Jersey 
and Pennsylvania State Departments of Transportation (DOTs) have introduced a principle 
called “Smart Transportation,” which aims to better integrate roadways into the surround-
ing landscape by designing roads and highways that respond to the context of commu-
nities. The new Smart Transportation Guidebook outlines different community contexts 
(including rural, suburban neighborhood, suburban center and urban core) and different 
roadway types based on desired speed, trip length, and traffic volume (types include com-
munity arterial, neighborhood collector and local road) and guidelines for designing roads 
that best integrate the two categories.

One of the main concepts of Smart Transportation is vehicle speed, and the way it is influ-
enced by road design features. Lower speeds are associated with such features as on-street 
parking, narrower road widths and pedestrian amenities. Smart Transportation advocates 
designing roads for speeds appropriate to their contexts. If roads are designed to discour-
age speeding, they will be more safely used by pedestrians, bicycles and other modes of 
transportation. Through collaboration with the local community and local planners, the 
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DOT, using Smart Transportation guidelines, can make streets more walkable and more 
comfortable for community use and street life on roadways that do not serve statewide 
mobility needs (e.g., not on freeways). The Smart Transportation approach recommends 
building wider sidewalks, better mid-block crossings and sidewalk buffers in urban and 
suburban areas to better integrate pedestrian and roadway spaces. It also recommends 
better use of public transportation to create an environment that is functional for motor 
vehicles and operates as a true place. [90]

Atlanta, Georgia

In downtown Atlanta, Georgia, the Atlantic Station Access & Mobility Program (ASAP+), 
developed in early 2006, provides transportation information, incentives and services 
to people who use the new Atlantic Station mixed-use development. Atlantic Station, a 
24-hour community, is home to 10,000 people, employs another 30,000 and provides 
shopping and entertainment for many more. The ASAP+ program informs commuters 
about smart and sustainable alternative transportation strategies to encourage a healthy 
and cost-effective lifestyle and to develop pedestrian-friendly streets with fewer cars and 
more opportunities for vibrant public life. 

ASAP+ consists of a number of programs, such as Cash for Commuters, which provides 
monetary incentives for individuals who carpool, work from home, use mass transit, 
walk or bicycle to work instead of driving alone. The Carpool Rewards program provides 
monthly gas cards of $40 to $60 for carpools of three or four people. ASAP+ also provides 
a free shuttle from Atlantic Station to the nearest rapid transit stop. [91]

New York, New York 

The New York City Streets Renaissance program was launched in 2005 by The Open Plan-
ning Project, Transportation Alternatives and Project for Public Spaces, to help New York-
ers reimagine their streets as healthy centers of public life. It emphasizes pedestrians and 
community over vehicles and traffic, and educates about the possibilities of transportation 
policy change that could turn New York City streets from corridors for cars into lively civic 
spaces.

The Streets Renaissance program developed concepts for several demonstration projects 
in some of New York’s most car-dominated areas, such as Times Square, Hell’s Kitchen 
and Grand Army Plaza in an effort to make New Yorkers aware of the potential of their 
streets and of ways to realize that potential. One successful Streets Renaissance project 
is Gansevoort Plaza in the Meatpacking District. This intersection of five streets was once 
a dangerous and confusing spot plagued by traffic congestion, but now with a few simple 
changes such as the addition of bollards that double as seats, traffic has been slowed and 
Gansevoort Plaza is a lively and comfortable pedestrian area. [92]
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Hand in Hand

As more and more community-building initiatives begin to pave the way, the future looks 
promising for the rediscovery and application of how to slow down traffic and create places 
that sustain a strong sense of community. As we embark on the journey to bring back a 
more balanced, people-scaled approach to building our communities, we must keep re-
minding ourselves that making places livable involves many different elements and finding 
workable ways of fitting them together. It is never just traffic, just design, just amenities, 
just activities, just buildings, just facilities, just services that make all the difference, but 
how a place is experienced holistically. Elements, of course, are not all that have to work 
hand in hand. It is even more important that people do the same.
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How to Organize and 
Facilitate a Community Meeting
Invite People to the Meeting

•	 Make a list of all the citizens, organizations, city officials, merchants and businesses, and clubs 
that could participate in or would be affected by the project being discussed at the meeting. 
Include their addresses and telephone numbers.

	
•	 Choose a day and time for the meeting. Times will vary for different communities. Early eve-

nings are often the best time: 6:00 or 6:30 p.m. After dinner (7:30 p.m.) is good if the meeting 
will take place in the neighborhood where most of the people live. Also, mid-week (Monday 
through Thursday) is usually better than weekends or Fridays.

	
•	 Choose a location for the meeting. The place should be centrally located and convenient for 

people to get to and be large enough to accommodate a large group. A school, a library and City 
Hall are popular locations.

	
•	 Write an invitation describing the day, time and location of the meeting and a brief statement 

about the meeting’s purpose—what the meeting is about, why it is being arranged and what you 
hope will be accomplished. Include a phone number and email address and ask the recipients to 
RSVP so you know how many people will be attending.

	
•	 Call all of the people on your list one week before the meeting to make sure that they plan to 

attend.

Setting up the Room

•	 It is important that the room be small enough so that speakers can be heard by everyone, but 
large enough to accommodate 50 to 100 people. There can be a podium at the front of the room 
for the speakers to use. The audience should be seated in chairs in a semicircle facing the speak-
ers. If there is not enough space, chairs can be arranged in rows for the beginning and end of the 
meeting.

•	 If a slideshow is going to be shown, it should be possible to make the room dark.

•	 The room should be large enough that, after the main presentation, people can move to their 
small discussion groups. People should be able to easily move their chairs to other parts of the 
room, or there should be other, smaller rooms available for people to move to.

Tools and Personnel

There should be one primary facilitator for the whole group, and a facilitator and recording secre-
tary for each of the smaller groups. Groups can select their own recorder to write down ideas from 
their discussion, or the facilitator can perform this task.
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You will need to have the following materials at your meeting:

1. Flipcharts of large paper for writing down issues and ideas. You will need enough paper for each 
small discussion group.

2. Easels to hold the large pieces of writing paper. If you do not have enough easels for each group, 
you can hang the paper on the wall with tape or pins.

3. Large felt marking pens, so the facilitator can write large enough for everyone to read.

4. A sign-in sheet should be provided at the front door, so everyone who comes to the meeting can 
write down his or her name, address, email, and phone number, so you can contact them again 
and invite them to the next meeting.

5. Have name tags for all the participants and facilitators.

6. Provide an agenda. This is the schedule of the evening’s program, including topics for discussion, 
names of the speakers and the order in which the meeting will progress. These should be handed 
out to everyone as they come in.

7. To organize people for the small group discussions, you will have to assign them to a group. It is 
important that the discussion groups have a diverse combination of people in them, rather than 
everyone from the same firm or family. If you expect 100 people, you would separate them into 
10 groups with 10 people in each for the small group discussion. Cut 100 pieces of paper into 
small squares, and make 10 sets numbered from one to ten. Give each person a number in se-
quence as they come through the door.

8. If a slideshow is going to be shown, you will need a laptop, a projector, the right cords to connect 
the two, a screen or blank wall to project onto and an extension cord. Remember to test all equp-
ment before the meeting!

 
9. Refreshments (optional).

Meeting Procedures

1. Before the meeting, as people come in the door, they will sign in, pick up a meeting agenda and 
be given a name tag and a number for the small discussion group. 

2. Because some people will come late and others will leave early, it is important to start the meet-
ing on time.

3. The facilitator should welcome everyone to the meeting, introduce the other speakers, and de-
scribe the schedule for the evening’s meeting.

4. A slideshow presentation describing the project and project area, problems, issues and solutions 
from other cities could be shown. It should last no longer than 15 or 20 minutes.

5. Break down into small groups for discussion. Following the presentation, the facilitator describes 
the topics that each of the small groups is being asked to discuss and calls the small groups to-
gether, telling all of the people with the number “1” to bring their chairs to one part of the room, 
the number “2” to another part of the room, and so on.
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6. Each small group engages in discussion of the topic for a specified period of time, usually 20 to 30 
minutes. The discussion should encourage the free exchange of ideas and solutions, rather than 
serve as a session for complaining. Solutions should focus on short-term, small-scale ideas and 
projects. Everyone’s ideas should be written down, without judgment, and the facilitator should 
encourage everyone to speak.

7. One person from each small group is selected to report back to the whole group. Reporting back 
to the whole assembly endorses and lends support to the ideas generated by each group and each 
individual at the meeting. Group 1 would read aloud to the whole group the ideas and solutions 
which it generated during its discussion, then Group 2, Group 3, etc., until all of the groups have 
reported. This can take a long time, but each group should be given at least five minutes to make 
their presentation.

8. When everyone has reported back, the primary facilitator should make concluding remarks that 
should describe the specific next steps to be taken, ask for volunteers interested in helping with 
some aspect of the project, and thank everyone for coming. A social gathering afterwards is often 
nice and provides a way for the discussion to continue informally.

Helpful Hints

1. If there are disruptive or angry people at the meeting, they should be allowed to speak, but at the 
very end of the meeting after all presentations and small group discussions are finished.

2. Keep the discussion positive—concentrate on developing creative ideas and solutions instead of 
complaints and criticism.

3. Help people to participate in the discussion. Call them by name, ask them specifically for their 
thoughts and ideas.

4. Encourage and compliment your group on the number and quality of their ideas.

5. Facilitators should remain neutral. They should not evaluate ideas or offer their own.

6. The meeting should move at an appropriate pace so that it ends at a reasonable time. Facillitators 
should keep the meeting moving along, and make sure particpants know the expected length of 
each part of the meeting.

91



Glossary 

Transportation Specific Terms

Arterial: A highway that provides direct service between cities and towns, generally ac-
commodating long distance travel at relatively high speeds. Arterials can be freeways or 
land service highways, and they prioritize mobility over access to land uses.

Average Delay: The total delay experienced by all vehicles divided by the number of 
vehicles.

Average Speed: The sum of each vehicle’s speed divided by the number of vehicles.

Boulevard: A wide, urban street lined with trees, usually with a median or promenade. 
Boulevards often have side access roads with parking and building access.

Bulbout: An extension of the sidewalk or curb line into the parking lane to reduce the 
effective street width, either at an intersection or mid-block. Also known as bumpouts, 
neckdowns or curb extensions, bulbouts significantly improve pedestrian crossings by 
reducing the pedestrian crossing distance and the time that pedestrians are in the street, 
and by slowing turning vehicles by reducing the corner radii.  Curb extensions are only 
appropriate where there is an on-street parking lane or bus pullouts. They provide addi-
tional sidewalk space for street activity, landscaping and street amenities such as bicycle 
parking, bus shelters, and seating.

Chicanes: A series of curb extensions on alternating sides of the street that effectively 
introduce curves into a roadway that breaks up sightlines and slows traffic. Chicanes can 
also be formed with sculptures, plantings or parking.

Clear Zone: The unobstructed, relatively flat area provided beyond the edge of the trav-
eled roadway for the recovery of errant vehicles, including shoulders or auxiliary lanes.

Collector: Connects neighborhoods and local streets to arterial roadways. These facilities 
balance mobility and land access and often penetrate into developed areas, including res-
idential neighborhoods, commercial and industrial areas, and central business districts.  

Corner Radii: The radius of an intersection corner determines the sharpness of the turn. 
There is a direct relationship between the size of the curb radius and the speed of turning 
motor vehicles. Reducing a corner radius adds sidewalk space and improves pedestrian 
safety by decreasing turning speeds and the pedestrian crossing distance.

Corridor: A geographic area that accommodates travel, generally in a linear pattern. A 
corridor connects activity centers with a single or multiple transportation routes and 
facilities. It also includes adjacent land uses and the connecting street network.
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Curb Cut: A curb cut is an inclined cut in the edge of a sidewalk to permit vehicular 
access to a driveway, garage, parking lot or loading dock. Curb cuts also accommodate 
wheelchairs and strollers at intersections.

Cycle: A complete sequence of traffic signal indications; all directions of turning and 
through traffic have been allowed to pass through the intersection.

Cycle failure: When a vehicle must wait for more than one cycle to travel through a sig-
nalized intersection.

Design speed: The selected speed used to determine the various geometric features of a 
roadway, such as curvature, sight distance and lane width. It should fit the travel desires 
and habits of nearly all drivers expected to use a particular facility. The assumed design 
speed should be logical with respect to topography, adjacent land uses, and functional 
classification.

Diverters: Traffic diverters are physical barriers that redirect traffic heading for a particu-
lar street onto a different course. They are often used to reduce vehicle traffic on vulner-
able residential streets. Diverters can also restrict right- or left-hand motor vehicle turns 
into or out of an intersecting street or private drive. In all cases, paths, cut-throughs, or 
other provisions should be made to allow bicycle and pedestrian access across the clo-
sure. 

Functional Classification: Groups roadways by the character of service they are intended 
to provide. Arterials, collectors and local streets are the primary classifications. 

Grade: Rise in elevation within a specified distance.

Grade Crossing: A crossing or intersection of highways, railroad tracks, other guideways, 
or pedestrian walks, or combinations of these at the same level or grade.

Grade-Separated: A vertical separation of intersecting facilities (highway, railroad, etc.) 
by the provision of crossing structures at different elevations.

Intermodal: Allows convenient transfers between means, or “modes,” of transportation. 
Potential modes include vehicles, pedestrians, bicyclists, trains, boats and aircraft.

Level of Service (LOS): A qualitative rating of the effectiveness of a highway facility in 
serving traffic, in terms of operating conditions (speed, travel time, comfort, conve-
nience, traffic interruptions, freedom to maneuver). The Highway Capacity Manual iden-
tifies operating conditions ranging from A, for best operations (low volume, high speed) 
to F, for worst conditions (congestion, delays). LOS can also be used to describe transit 
and bicycle/pedestrian networks.

Local Street: Provides direct access to individual residences or other local destinations.

Median: A raised barrier used to separate opposing traffic flows and control access and 
turning movements.  A median can also serve as a pedestrian crossing refuge and a 
streetscape enhancement.
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Multimodal: A system or corridor providing a range of transportation options including 
walking, bicycling, driving, and transit.

Multi-Use Path: A bikeway physically separated from motorized vehicular traffic by an 
open space or barrier located either within the highway right-of-way or within an inde-
pendent right-of-way.  Shared use paths may also be used by other non-motorized users. 

Pavers: A traffic calming solution in which the street or sidewalk is distinguished by color 
or texture to attract visual attention and slow traffic. Pedestrian crosswalks are a common 
use for this treatment.   

Right-of-Way (ROW): Publicly-owned land in which streets, sidewalks, alleys, transit 
and railroad lines, and public utilities are located.

Roundabouts: A traffic calming intersection treatment in which vehicles follow a circular 
path around a central island; upon approaching the roundabout, vehicles are expected to 
yield to traffic already in the circle.

Rumble Strips: Textured pavement treatments that calm or slow traffic.

Street Furniture: Fixtures installed along the roadway, at or above grade level, includ-
ing lamp posts, pedestrian lighting, fire hydrants, street signs, benches, trash cans, bike 
racks, newspaper boxes, water fountains, and planters.

Traffic Calming: Transportation techniques, facilities, or programs designed to slow the 
movement of motor vehicles.  Traffic calming typically involves changes in street align-
ment, installation of barriers and other physical measures to reduce traffic speeds and/
or cut-through volumes in the interest of safety, livability, and other public interests.  
Physical treatments may include speed tables, raised crosswalks, textured pavement, 
roundabouts, chicanes, curb extensions, partial roadway closures, diagonal diverters and 
median barriers.

Traffic Circle: An intersection treatment with a circular shape and, usually, a central 
island. In some traffic circles two-way traffic is allowed within the circle. It is much more 
common, however, that traffic is allowed to go in one direction only around a central 
island. Traditionally, traffic entering a circle has the right-of-way, although some circles 
give right-of-way to the primary roads; this is the primary difference between traffic 
circles and roundabouts. Other differences may include size, entry treatment, and design 
speed. 

Transportation Forecasting: The process of estimating the number of vehicles or travel-
ers that will use a specific transportation facility in the future. A traffic model generates 
the future output and demand for a specific roadway, transit station or transit route by 
considering population and employment trends, VMT growth, trip generation rates for 
new development, travel costs, capacity and more.

Transit Oriented Development (TOD): High-density development within walking 
distance of a transit stop or station that mixes uses such as residential, retail, office, open 
space, and public facilities in a way that makes it convenient to travel on foot or by public 
transportation instead of by car.
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Vehicle-Miles Traveled (VMT): The total number of vehicle miles traveled within a specific geographic 
area over a given period of time. 

Volume/Capacity (V/C) Ratio: A measurement of roadway travel performance. It is calculated by dividing 
the number of vehicles passing a designated spot during a specified time interval by the theoretical capac-
ity of a transportation facility. The capacity is the maximum rate of flow of the roadway under ideal condi-
tions. The V/C ratio is typically measured during peak travel periods.

Agencies and Organizations

Department of Transportation (DOT):  State or city agency that is responsible for the construction and 
maintenance of their jurisdiction’s transportation infrastructure, often including roadways, sidewalks and 
bicycle paths. In many places, a Department of Roads or Public Works fulfills this role. Transit service and 
facilities are usually the jurisdiction of separate agencies.

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO): Federally mandated regional organizations responsible for 
comprehensive transportation planning and programming.  

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA): Within the US Department of Transportation, FHWA is re-
sponsible for highway issues, including federal laws and regulations related to metropolitan transportation 
planning.

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO): A nonprofit, nonpar-
tisan association representing highway and transportation departments in the 50 states, the District of 
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Its primary goal is to foster the development, operation, and maintenance of 
an integrated national transportation system.

Business Improvement Districts (BIDs): A Business Improvement District is a formal organization made 
up of property owners and commercial tenants who are dedicated to promoting business development and 
improving a commercial area’s image. BIDs deliver supplemental services such as sanitation and main-
tenance, public safety and visitor services, marketing and promotional programs, capital improvements, 
and beautification - all funded by a special assessment paid by property owners within the district. BIDs 
are also known in some areas as business improvement areas, business revitalization zones, community 
improvement districts, or special service areas.

General Planning Terms

As-of-Right: As-of-right development complies with all applicable zoning regulations and does not re-
quire any discretionary action by the local City Planning Commission or other advisory agency. 

BANANA: An acronym for “Build Absolutely Nothing Anywhere Near Anything (or Anyone).” The term is 
most often used to criticize the ongoing opposition of certain interest groups to every instance of proposed 
development.

Directional Signage: Signs with text and/or images that direct pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, and tran-
sit riders to and around a destination.  
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Floor Area Ratio (FAR): Total building square footage (building floor area) divided by the 
square footage of the zoning lot (site area), or the limit imposed on such a ratio. FAR is 
the principal regulation controlling the size and bulk of buildings. Also known as Floor 
Space Index.

Land Use: The way in which a parcel of land is used or occupied, which includes the types 
of buildings or activities and/or the purpose for which it is designed, arranged, intended, 
or maintained. Common categories of use are residential, commercial, mixed-use, in-
dustrial, parks and open space, institutional and transportation-related. 

LULU: An acronym for a “Locally Unwanted Land Use,” such as a power plant, prison, 
landfill or major arterial highway.

Human Scale: An emphasis on building features and characteristics which can be ob-
served in close proximity, at the speed a pedestrian would travel; also describes an area in 
which pedestrians can comfortably walk from one location to another.

Master Plan / Comprehensive Plan: A long-term planning document that is comprehen-
sive in its approach and breadth. All land uses including, but not limited to, residential, 
commercial and open space are analyzed. 

Mixed-Use: Mixed-use development is designed to encourage a variety of community ac-
tivities and residential, office and commercial uses to co-exist in close proximity. A mixed 
use district is a special zoning district in which new residential and non-residential uses 
(commercial, community facilities and light industrial) are permitted as-of-right.

NIMBY: An acronym for “Not In My Back Yard.” The term is used to describe opposition 
to construction of a new public facility by residents, even if they themselves and those 
around them will benefit from its construction. 

Pedestrian-Scale Lighting: Improves walkway illumination for pedestrian traffic, en-
hancing comfort and safety. Pedestrian lighting is oriented to the sidewalk rather than the 
taller highway-style “cobra” light fixtures. 

Setback: The distance between a building and the property or right-of-way line, or the 
limit imposed on such a measurement in zoning regulations.

Wayfinding: Wayfinding encompasses all of the ways in which people orient themselves 
in physical space and navigate from place to place. In the Image of the City by Kevin 
Lynch, wayfinding is defined as “a consistent use and organization of definite sensory 
cues from the external environment.” Often relates to signage.

Zoning: Regulates the use, bulk and density of land use development. A zoning district is 
a mapped district with similar characteristics. Downzoning reduces the density or FAR of 
an area, while upzoning increases the FAR. 
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The year 2008 marks the 33rd anniversary of Project for Public Spaces as an internation-
ally recognized nonprofit organization offering technical assistance, research, educa-
tion, planning and design. PPS’s mission is to create and sustain public places that build 
communities. It operates programs based on transportation, parks, plazas and civic 
squares, public markets, community institutions and public buildings. Since the orga-
nization’s founding in 1975, PPS staff have worked in more than 2,000 communities, in 
26 countries around the world, to help turn public spaces into vital community places—
with programs, uses and people-friendly settings that highlight local assets, spur social 
and economic rejuvenation and serve common needs. In improving these public envi-
ronments, PPS focuses on creating places that enrich people’s experience of public life, 
through their distinctive identities and their integration into the community fabric. 
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