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Objective 

This memo describes a State funding program that could be eligible for funding from the 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund. The objective is to provide an overview of the program, with a 

focus on how the investments can benefit “disadvantaged communities” as identified by the 

State. The Clean Up Green Up communities of Boyle Heights, Pacoima, and Wilmington are of 

particular focus. 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

Disclaimer  

Neither the University nor the Luskin School of Public Affairs and its Community Scholars 

program nor the Luskin Center for Innovation, either supports or disavows the findings of this 

memo. University affiliations are for identification only; the University is not responsible for the 

project. The author(s) is/are students in the Urban and Regional Planning Community Scholars 

course. 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

I. Program Overview 

In September 2013, the Active Transportation Program (ATP) was implemented through Senate 

Bill 99 as a new program for bicycling and walking infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects 

in California. The program aims to improve conditions for alternative modes of transportation, 

and, in the case of Safe Routes to School, to improve conditions for walking and bicycling for 



 

2 

children traveling to school and for residents of disadvantaged communities.  Senate Bill 99 

restructured existing pedestrian, bicycle, trails and Safe Routes to School programs into a 

comprehensive Active Transportation Program, administered by the California Transportation 

Commission (CTC).
1
 The Transportation Alternatives Program, the Bicycle Transportation 

Account, and Safe Routes to School are collected under ATP, with funds from each of those 

sources being administered through ATP. The funding streams contribute to ATP in the 

following ways
2
: 

● 100% of the federal Transportation Alternative Program funds, except for 

Recreation Trail Program funds appropriated to the Department of Parks and 

Recreation 

● $21 million of federal Highway Safety Improvement Program funds or other 

federal funds 

● State Highway Account funds 

 

A. Program Objectives 

The Active Transportation Program Goals include
3
:  

● Increase the proportion of trips accomplished by biking and walking. 

● Increase the safety and mobility of non-motorized users. 

● Advance the active transportation efforts of regional agencies to achieve 

greenhouse gas reduction goals as established pursuant to Senate Bill 375 and 

Senate Bill 391 

● Enhance public health, including reduction of childhood obesity through the use 

of programs including but not limited to, projects eligible for Safe Routes to 

School Program funding.  

● Ensure that disadvantaged communities fully share in the benefits of the program. 

● Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit many types of active 

transportation users. 

 

B. Main Components of the Program 

ATP is provides three funding allocation streams totaling, $360 million will be awarded in 2014 

(over three years).  50% is awarded to the Statewide Competition, 40% is awarded to Large 

Urban MPO Competition, and 10% is awarded to Small Urban and Rural Competition. In total, 

                                                 
1 Ward-Waller, Jeanie, California renews commitment to Safe Routes to School, increases funding for walking and 
bicycling in the Active Transportation Program. Safe Routes to School National Partnership. 2013. 
2 California Transportation Commission, Draft Active Transportation Program Guidelines. 2013.   
3 Ibid. 
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$360 million will be awarded in 2014 (over three years).
4
  $180 million is allotted to the 

Statewide Competition (50% of ATP). Within this, a minimum of $72 million is awarded to Safe 

Routes to School projects (of which $21 million is awarded to non-infrastructure programs); a 

minimum of 25% is awarded to disadvantaged communities; and 5% is awarded for planning 

efforts within disadvantaged communities.
5
  

 

In the initial three years of the program, $24 million per year of the statewide competitive 

program is available for safe routes to schools projects, with at least $7.2 million for non-

infrastructure grants, including funding for a state technical assistance resource center.  

 

Within ATP, TAP acts as a mechanism for apportioning federal transportation funds. The 

program provides funding for a wide range of projects defined as “transportation alternatives”.
6
 

State shares of federal TAP funds are proportionate to each state’s share of Transportation 

Enhancements funding for FY 2009 under the pre-Map-21 system. Within each state, portions of 

TAP funds are set aside for apportionment among state transportation programs which include: 

the State’s National Highway Performance Program (NHPP), Surface Transportation Program 

(STP), Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 

Improvement Program (CMAQ), and Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs).
7
 

 

Safe Routes to School 

Specifically, Safe Routes to Schools aims to “increase the number of children who walk or 

bicycle to school by funding projects that remove the barriers that currently prevent them from 

do so. Those barriers include lack of infrastructure, unsafe infrastructure, lack of programs that 

promote walking and bicycling through education/encouragement programs aimed at children, 

parents and the community.”
8
 

  

The number of students who walk or bike to school has dramatically declined over the past three 

                                                 
4 California Safe Routes to School Technical Assistance Resource Center, Preparing for the Active Transportation 
Program (ATP) Upcoming Call for Projects (webinar slides). 2014.  
5 Ibid. 
6
 Federal Highway Administration, MAP-21 TAP Guide (website). 2013 

7 Ibid. 
8 Caltrans, Safe Routes to School Program (website). 2013.  
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decades. “Thirty years ago, 60% of children living within a 2-mile radius of a school walked or 

bicycled to school. Today, that number has dropped to less than 15%. Roughly 25% commute by 

school bus, and well over half are driven to or from school in vehicles.”
9
 Additionally, thirty 

years ago, the rate of children between the ages of 6 and 11 considered to be overweight was just 

5%. Today, the number has climbed to 20% of children ages 6 to 11.
10

 This data aligns with and 

contributes to increasing rates of preventable childhood diseases, worsening air quality, and 

increasing congestion around schools.”
11

 Safe Routes to Schools Programs aim to reverse these 

trends by funding projects that improve safety and efforts that promote walking and bicycling 

within a collaborative community framework.
12

  

 

Bike Transportation Account 

Projects that were previously funded by the Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA) are still 

eligible under the new comprehensive ATP program. BTA focused on improving the safety and 

convenience of bicycle commuters going to work, students, and shoppers.  

 

C. Funding Criteria  

The Active Transportation Program’s funding criteria is determined by using a rubric with seven 

criteria. According to the Cycle 10 Program Guidelines, project applicants are rated on the 

following:
13

   

(1) Demonstrated needs  

(2) Potential of the proposal for reducing child injuries and fatalities 

(3) Potential of the proposal for encouraging increased walking and bicycling among 

students 

(4) Identification of safety hazards 

(5) Identification of current and potential walking and bicycling routes to school 

(6) Use of a public participation process.  

 

Applicants’ responses are weighted and scored to determine award eligibility, including points 

for projects located in disadvantaged communities, public health improvements, and 

                                                 
9 Caltrans, Safe Routes to School Program.  
10 Ibid. 
11 Ibid. 
12

 Ibid. 
13 Division of Local Assistance, State-Legislated Safe Routes to School (SR2S) Program Guidelines, Cycle 10. 2011, 2-
3.  



 

5 

collaboration with Civilian Conservation Corps or other youth workforce training programs. 

Other general factors include: consistency with the communities’ general plan, practicality of the 

proposed project, completeness and accuracy of the application, funding history, and past project 

delivery performance.
14

 

  

In the Active Transportation Cycle I application instructions, Section III addresses the Screening 

Criteria. The instructions indicate that the California Transportation Committee – Guidelines for 

the Active Transportation Program “require that (1) the applicant demonstrate the needs for the 

project(s), (2) all projects submitted for funding must be consistent with a regional transportation 

plan.”
15

 As part of the application, the applicant must demonstrate  need by considering the 

following screening criteria: infrastructure, plan, and education/encouragement. With regards to 

infrastructure, screening criteria accounts for the project’s effect on mobility, access, and service 

quality for active transportation modes. Additionally, screening criteria accounts for the way the 

proposed plan relates and builds upon other adopted plans. Finally, screening criteria assesses the 

proposed education and encouragement program’s impact on and ability to augment, and not 

duplicate, existing program efforts.
16

 

 

For a project to contribute toward the Disadvantaged Communities funding requirement, the 

project can meet any of the following criteria:  

 

● The median household income is less than 80% of the statewide median based on zip 

code level  data from the American Community Survey; 

●  The community is among the most disadvantaged  10% in the state (according to 

CalEnviroScreen scores) 

● At least 75% of the public school students are eligible for the National School Lunch 

Program (NSLP).
17

 

 

In part, scoring criteria aims to promote equity by privileging identified components within 

applications. Scoring criteria privileges inclusive public participation and planning to promote 

equity. Projects, programs and plans developed with community involvement and coordination 

                                                 
14 Ibid, 5.  
15

 Active Transportation Program - Cycle 1, Application Instructions. 2014.  
16 Ibid. 
17 Ibid. 
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with other agencies are scored higher.
18

  Scoring criteria awards zero to ten points for programs 

that improve public health by focusing on populations with high risk factors for health issues. 

Scoring criteria also awards zero to ten points with the existence of a benefit to disadvantaged 

communities.
19

 

 

Matching Criteria 

Of the fifty percent of ATP funds, which are administered by the state, matching funds are 

required for projects that pass a monetary threshold.
20

 For those projects requesting up to $1 

million, 10% in matching funds is required of the applicant.
21

 Funds requested for projects 

benefiting disadvantaged communities are not required to provide these matching funds. Those 

projects requesting $5 million or more, however,  must all include at least 20% in matching 

funds.
22

  

 

Federal funds that go the ATP from TAP funds have some conditions attached; there are “set-

asides” and “suballocations” which dictate how much of those funds go where. States are 

required to set-aside a portion of TAP funds to the Recreational Trails Program (RTP) equal to 

the amount set aside for RTP in FY 2009. The Governor may choose to opt out of this. In either 

case, what TAP funds remain are subject to a suballocation scheme where fifty percent shall be 

suballocated to areas based on their relative population size and where the remaining fifty 

percent is made available for use in any area of the State.
23

 TAP requires that the administering 

agency create a competitive process for selecting projects.
24

 As a result, MPOs will have their 

own selection criteria and may also have their own funding match criteria. 

 

C. Types of Eligible Projects 

According to the CTC’s Draft ATP Guidelines from January 2014, ATP funds include federal 

funds and thus projects must be eligible for federal aid. Eligible projects include both 

                                                 
18 Active Transportation Program - Cycle 1, Application Instructions. 2014. 
19 California Safe Routes to School Technical Assistance Resource Center, Preparing for the Active Transportation 
Program (ATP) Upcoming Call for Projects. 
20 California Transportation Commission, Draft Active Transportation Program Guidelines. 2013. 
21 Ibid. 
22

 Ibid. 
23 Federal Highway Administration, MAP-21 TAP Fact Sheet (website). 2013. 
24 Federal Highway Administration, MAP-21 Suballocation of Apportioned Funds (website). 2013. 
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infrastructure projects or non-infrastructure projects
25

: 

 

● Infrastructure Projects include capital improvements such as the planning, design, and 

construction of facilities. 

● Non-infrastructure Projects include education, encouragement, enforcement, and 

planning activities. Funding for non-infrastructure project targets pilot and start-up 

projects. The ATP funds are explicitly not intended for ongoing program operations.  

● Infrastructure projects with non-infrastructure components. 

 

Transportation Alternatives Projects 

TAP funds which are suballocated to large urbanized areas (with populations over 200,000) must 

be included in the MPO’s Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP). Projects are selected in a 

competitive process by the MPO in consultation with the State.
26

 Projects must be consistent 

with both the MPO Transportation Improvement Plans (TIP) and with the Statewide 

Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).
27

 So long as they are consistent with the area’s 

Regional Transportation Plan and the State’s Transportation Improvement Program, eligible 

activities include
28

: 

 

● Construction, planning, and design of on-road and off-road trail facilities for pedestrians, 

bicyclists, and other non-motorized forms of transportation. 

●  Construction, planning, and design of infrastructure-related projects and systems that 

will provide safe routes for non-drivers, including children, older adults, and individuals 

with disabilities to access daily needs 

● Conversion and use of abandoned railroad corridors for trails for pedestrians, bicyclists, 

or other non-motorized transportation users 

● Construction of turnouts, overlooks, and viewing areas 

● Community improvement activities, including— 

○ inventory, control, or removal of outdoor advertising; 

○ historic preservation and rehabilitation of historic transportation facilities; 

○ vegetation management practices in transportation rights-of-way to improve 

roadway safety, prevent against invasive species, and provide erosion control; and 

○ archaeological activities relating to impacts from implementation of a 

transportation project eligible under 23 USC 

● Any environmental mitigation activity, including pollution prevention and pollution 

abatement activities and mitigation to— 

○ address stormwater management, control, and water pollution prevention or 

                                                 
25 California Transportation Commission, Draft Active Transportation Program Guidelines. 2013. 
26

 Federal Highway Administration, MAP-21 TAP Fact Sheet (website). 2013. 
27 Federal Highway Administration, MAP-21 Suballocation of Apportioned Funds (website). 2013. 
28 Federal Highway Administration, MAP-21 TAP Fact Sheet (website). 2013. 
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abatement related to highway construction or due to highway runoff; or 

○ reduce vehicle-caused wildlife mortality or to restore and maintain connectivity 

among terrestrial or aquatic habitats 

(FHWA, MAP-21 TAP Factsheets) 

 

Additionally, TAP may also be used to fund the Recreational Trails Program; Safe Routes to 

School; the planning, designing, or constructing of boulevards and other roadways in the right-

of-way of former Interstate System routes.
29

 TAP funds are also available for use in non-

infrastructure-related activities including: workforce development, training, and education.
30

 

 

A wide spectrum of activities is covered under TAP; however, project eligibility remains 

dependent upon the activity’s consistency with the MPO’s transportation plan. In the way of 

active transportation, SCAG has laid out four general goals
31

: 

 

1. Decrease bicyclist and pedestrian fatalities and injuries 

2. Develop an active transportation friendly environment throughout the SCAG 

region 

3. Increase active transportation usage in the SCAG region 

4. Encourage the development of local active transportation plans 

 

Strategies for reaching those goals range from SCAG support for education for road users, 

working with local jurisdictions to implement the Regional Bikeways Network and promote 

connectivity, and enabling and encouraging the adoption of Safe Routes to School Policies, 

Complete Streets Policies, among others. 

 

Safe Routes to School Projects 

To qualify for Safe Routes to School project funding, the project must directly increase safety 

and convenience for public school students that walk or bike to school.
32

 Infrastructure projects 

must be implemented within two miles of a public school or within the vicinity of a public 

school bus stop.
33

 

                                                 
29 Federal Highway Administration, MAP-21 TAP Fact Sheet (website). 2013. 
30 Ibid. 
31 Southern California Association Governments, 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan: Active Transportation. 
2012. 
32 Ibid. 
33 Ibid. 
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More specifically, the Safe Routes to School program’s eligible project components include 

construction projects (made on public property) to improve the safety of students who walk or 

bike to school. Projects include the following:
34

  

 

● Pedestrian facilities (including new sidewalks, sidewalk widening, sidewalk gap closures, 

curbs, gutters, curb ramps, pedestrian paths, etc.). 

● Traffic calming (including roundabouts, bulb-outs, speed humps, raised crosswalks, 

raised intersections, median refuges, narrowed traffic lanes, lane reductions, full or half 

street closures, and other speed reduction techniques). 

● Traffic control devices (including new or upgraded traffic signals, crosswalks, pavement 

markings, traffic signs, traffic stripes, in-roadway crosswalk lights, flashing beacons, 

bicycle-sensitive signal actuation devices, pedestrian countdown signals, vehicle speed 

feedback signs, pedestrian activated signal upgrades, and all other pedestrian- and 

bicycle-related traffic control devices). 

● Bicycle facilities (including new or upgraded bikeways, trails, paths, geometric 

improvements, should widening, and bicycle parking facilities, racks and lockers). 

● Public outreach and education, encouragement, and enforcement activities (including 

installing bicycle racks/lockers on school grounds, preparing and distributing safety and 

health awareness materials, coordinating “walking school bus” efforts, developing 

education programs for school personnel, students, parents, and other partners and 

stakeholders, etc.). 

 

Safe Routes to School project implementation activities that are eligible for reimbursement 

include the following: preliminary engineering (environmental clearance and Preparation of 

Plans, Specifications and Estimate); Right-of-way (engineering, appraisals and acquisition, and 

utility relocation); construction (including construction costs and engineering); and outreach and 

public education, encouragement and enforcement activities.
35

 

 

Bicycle Transportation Account 

Project examples include: 

● New bikeways serving major transportation corridors 

● New bikeways removing travel barriers to potential bicycle commuters 

● Secure bicycle parking at employment centers, park-and-ride lots, rail and transit 

terminals, and ferry docks and landings 

● Bicycle-carrying facilities on public transit vehicles 

                                                 
34

 Division of Local Assistance, State-Legislated Safe Routes to School (SR2S) Program Guidelines, Cycle 10. 2011, 3-
4.  
35 Ibid, 5. 
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● Installation of traffic control devices to improve the safety and efficiency of bicycle 
travel 

● Elimination of hazardous conditions on existing bikeways 

● Planning 

● Improvement and maintenance of bikeways 

● Project planning 

● Preliminary engineering 

● Final design 

● Right of way acquisition 

● Construction engineering 

● Construction and/or rehabilitation 

     (CalTrans, Bicycle Transportation Account website)
36

 

II. Program Process 

A. Administering Agency and Contact 

The Active Transportation Program is administered by the California Transportation 

Commission. The following statutory requirements apply specifically to the Southern California 

Association of Governments (SCAG):  

1. SCAG shall consult with county transportation commissions, the Commission, and 

Caltrans in the development of competitive project selection criteria.  

2. The criteria used by SCAG should include consideration of geographic equity, consistent 

with program objectives.  

3. SCAG shall place priority on projects that are consistent with plans adopted by local and 

regional governments within the county where the project is located.  

4. SCAG shall obtain concurrence from the county transportation commissions.  

 

B. Who is Eligible for Funding? 

Eligible ATP grant applicants include local, regional and State agencies. These agencies include 

cities, counties, Metropolitan Planning Organizations, Regional Planning Agencies, and Natural 

Resource or Public Land Agencies.  Other eligible entities include transit agencies, public 

schools or school districts, and tribal governments. Private nonprofit tax-exempt organizations 

are eligible to apply for Recreational Trail projects, but in all other cases may apply as a partner 

of a primary applicant.
37

 Any of these entities within the Clean Up Green Up Communities could 

play an important role in the successful implementation of local projects. Partnerships especially 

                                                 
36 Caltrans, Bike Account Program. Retrieved from http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/bta/btawebPage.htm 
on March 4, 2014.  
37 California Safe Routes to School Technical Assistance Resource Center, Preparing for the Active Transportation 
Program (ATP) Upcoming Call for Projects. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/bta/btawebPage.htm
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strengthen applications with increased access to resources, information, community 

collaboration, capital and more.  

  

C. Application Process: 

The Caltrans website identifies basic steps to take prior to submitting an application for funding. 

These steps include:
38

 

1. Identify community stakeholders and form a multidisciplinary team of partners 

committed to working together in developing a community vision, developing project 

applications, and implementing those projects. 

2. Inventory and identify safety needs/hazards around schools; collect information and seek 

out resources; and propose alternatives that would correct those needs/hazards 

3. Prioritize alternatives and select the best alternative that proposes short-term and long-

term safety solutions in the form of projects 

4. Develop a plan for the project 

5. Submit an application to compete for funding for the project when a call for projects 

cycle is introduced. 

 

The Caltrans Draft ATP Application (Cycle 1) Instructions describes the application process in 

detail. The document addresses delivery methods and submission requirements. Application 

forms are only seemingly only available in English. Applicants must include five hard copies of 

the application (one original and four copies), as well as one electronic copy (PDF format) on a 

disk or portable hard drive. Applications must be submitted by mail or hand delivery. No email 

submissions are accepted.
39

 The upcoming Cycle 1 application deadline is May 21, 2014.
40

 

Additionally, according to the document, The California Transportation Committee – Guidelines 

for the Active Transportation Program (ATP) requires an additional application copy to be 

submitted to the Regional Transportation Planning Agency or County Transportation 

Commission where the project is located and to the Metropolitan Planning Organization by May 

21, 2014.
41

 

 

D. Considering for Participation from Disadvantaged Communities, particularly the Clean 

Up Green Up communities 

 
                                                 
38 Caltrans, Safe Routes to School Program (website). 2013.  
39

 Active Transportation Program - Cycle 1, Application Instructions. 2014 
40 Ibid. 
41 Ibid. 
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The Safe Routes to School is a key ATP program which uniquely addresses the needs of Clean 

Up Green Communities and other disadvantaged communities. Because children from low-

income families are twice as likely to walk to school as children from higher-income families, 

and because they face greater risks of being injured or killed as pedestrians, disadvantaged 

communities are uniquely positioned to benefit from these programs.
42

 Additionally, research 

shows that low-income urban areas have greater barriers to physical activity, such as higher 

numbers of busy through streets and poor infrastructure for bicyclists and pedestrians.
43

 This 

directly impacts safety, physical activity and activity rates among children and adults in 

disadvantaged communities. Specifically, “children in neighborhoods lacking access to 

sidewalks, parks, playgrounds and recreation centers have a 20 to 45 percent greater risk of 

becoming obese or overweight.”
44

  Project design elements that would maximize benefits for 

Clean Up Green Up communities include both infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects. The 

SRTS program improves safety for school-aged children and thus safety for the general 

community that may also use those routes. By utilizing ATP funding for Safe Routes to Schools 

programs, disadvantaged communities benefit through multiple frameworks.  

 

Scoring Criteria 

ATP includes scoring criteria for funding prioritization that benefit Clean Up, Green Up 

communities. For instance,  the scoring criteria allocates points to issues relevant to 

disadvantaged communities, although the amount of points allocated should be examined by 

agencies and NGOS who have worked on active transportation for disadvantaged communities.  

Such scoring includes: 

● Improved public health through the targeting of populations with high risk factors for 

obesity, physical inactivity, asthma or other health issues. (0 to 10 points)  

● Benefit to disadvantaged communities (defined as 80% of the state’s median income). (0 

to 10 points)  

● Use of the California Conservation Corps or a qualified community conservation corps, 

as defined in Section 14507.5 of the Public Resources Code, as partners to undertake or 

construct applicable projects in accordance with Section 1524 of Public Law 112-141. 

Points will be deducted if an applicant does not seek corps participation or if an applicant 

intends not to utilize a corps in a project in which the corps can participate. (0 to 5 points)  

                                                 
42 Safe Routes to School National Partnership, Implementing Safe Routes to School in Low-Income Schools and 
Communities. 2010.  
43 Ibid. 
44 Ibid. 
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Technical Assistance 

The California Safe Routes to School Technical Assistance Resource Center (TARC) conducts 

Safe Routes to School webinars and workshops to assist in explaining the program and its 

application process.
45

 Workshops are provided at no cost for low-income schools without 

existing funding.
46

 Webinars are held once per month (in English) and are posted to the CA Safe 

Routes to School website.
47

  Past webinars have addressed the following: ATP goals, funding, 

examples of eligible projects, scoring criteria, ensuring Disadvantaged Communities share in 

ATP benefits, applicant eligibility, key dates, implementing effective public participation, 

addressing public health impacts, etc.
48

 

 

Additional Considerations  

According to LA County Bicycle Coalition, the Clean Up, Green Up communities are located in 

areas with relatively high pedestrian and cycling collisions,though closer analysis is needed.
49

  

Multi-Cultural Communities for Mobility (MCM) has done education programming in all three 

communities under a SCAG grant. In particular, Boyle Heights has high rates of collisions and 

LACBC and MCM have particular focused efforts in this community.  

 

In addition, second priority for planning grants can be for cities or counties with a bike plan or 

pedestrian plan but not both.
50

 While the Mobility Element of the General Plan includes 

pedestrian planning and SRTS includes pedestrian access for students, there is no comprehensive 

pedestrian plan for the City of Los Angeles. Therefore, there could be funding allocated for a 

comprehensive pedestrian plan similar to the Bike Plan, that includes a community planning 

process targeting disadvantaged communities. 

 

                                                 
45 California Safe Routes to School Technical Assistance Resource Center, Preparing for the Active Transportation 
Program (ATP) Upcoming Call for Projects. 2014. Webinar Slides. 
46 California Safe Routes to School Technical Assistance Resource Center, Address Equity. Website.  
47 California Safe Routes to School Technical Assistance Resource Center, Preparing for the Active Transportation 
Program (ATP) Upcoming Call for Projects.  
48 Ibid. 
49

 LACBC, Environmental Justice Spotlight. Retrieved from http://la-bike.org/city-los-angeles-bike-plan-
environmental-justice on March 7, 2014.  
50 Draft ATP Guidelines, p.3 

http://la-bike.org/city-los-angeles-bike-plan-environmental-justice%20on%20March%207
http://la-bike.org/city-los-angeles-bike-plan-environmental-justice%20on%20March%207
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For funding eligibility for the statewide program, projects do not need to be explicitly listed in 

the plan, but must be “consistent with a regional plan”. This can prove challenging, if the plan is 

outdated or inconsistent with the current needs of the community.
51

 Review still needs to be done 

on the extent LA’s SRTS Plan, LA’s Community Planning Department’s 2010 Bike Plan, and 

other transportation plans, including projects funded by Metro, prioritize and offer opportunities 

for the Clean Up, Green Up communities.  

 

III. Literature Review on Program and its Performance 

ATP is a relatively new program; the main focus of which is to collect various transportation 

programs under one account. The effectiveness of this funding scheme remains to be seen. 

However, the success of certain elements of ATP have been studied -- particularly Safe Routes to 

School. 

 

Safe Routes to School 

Program Evaluation was conducted by research staff at the University of California, Berkeley 

and submitted to Legislature in January 2007. The report, Safe Routes to School Safety & 

Mobility Analysis: Report to the California Legislature, evaluates three mandated issues: the 

effectiveness of the program in reducing crashes, injuries and fatalities involving children in the 

vicinity of the projects; the impact of the program on levels of walking and bicycling to school; 

and the safety benefits of the program in comparison with other highway safety programs.
52

 

 

The following items were highlighted in the report. First, evaluation indicates that the number of 

children walking and bicycling in project areas increased over time. As a result, the Safe Routes 

to School program showed a decreased rate of injuries and a net benefit in terms of safety for 

affected students. Specifically, “the estimated safety benefit of the program ranged from no net 

change to a 49% decrease in the collision rate among children.”
53

 

 

Second, many of the program projects utilize traffic calming strategies that reduce the speed of 

traffic surrounding the school area. By reducing the average speed of vehicles, the severity of 

                                                 
51

 Ibid. 
52 Orenstein, Marla; Safe Routes to School: Safety and Mobility Analysis. Traffic Safety Center. 2007.  
53 Ibid. 
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injuries to a pedestrian or bicyclist are reduced.
54

 

 

Additionally, a cost-benefit analysis illustrates the potential improvements in traffic congestion 

and in air quality near the schools. The presence of vehicles in the area may decrease as the 

numbers of children walk or bike to school, who may have otherwise been driven. Reduced 

school related traffic eases local congestion and may “result in improvements in local air quality 

near the school, which may have positive impact on asthma among vulnerable students.
55

 This is 

particularly salient in Disadvantaged Communities that experiences increased rates of air 

pollution and respiratory illnesses.   

 

Safety improvements impact and serve the entire community, not solely the children attending 

the project school. Additionally, the report states, “by encouraging walking and bicycling, the 

program may play a part in increasing physical activity among students, and may affect the 

health consequences of inactivity, such as obesity and type II diabetes.
56

 

 

As part of an analysis of the Safe Routes to School program, unintended burdens for 

disadvantaged communities must be identified.  For example, walking or bicycling (in place of 

driving) facilitates access to corner stores and unhealthy food options. Increasing proximity to 

stores during the trip home increases access to unhealthy food. Safe Routes to School planning 

efforts must collaborate with community partners to address this potential risk and support 

efforts to increase access to healthy food options (especially in low-income communities where 

access to fresh, healthy food options can be limited).   

  

With regards to performance measures and reporting, CTC requires semi-annual reports, as well 

as final delivery report, to be submitted by the lead agency. Agencies must report on activities 

and progress made toward the project’s  implementation.
57

 The function of the report serves to 

“ensure that the project is executed in a timely fashion and is within the scope and budget 

                                                 
54 Ibid, iii. 
55

 Ibid, 35. 
56 Ibid, iii.  
57 California Transportation Commission, Draft Active Transportation Program Guidelines. 2013. 
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identified when the decision was made to fund the project.”
58

 

  

IV. Recommendations on How to Maximize Benefit to Disadvantaged Communities 

Disadvantaged communities face unique barriers and challenges within the application, 

implementation and funding process for ATP funding. In order to prioritize the needs of 

disadvantaged communities and provide more leverage for funding consideration, several 

challenges must be more heavily considered:
59

 

 

Scoring criteria 

Scoring criteria to be considered regarding issues faced by disadvantaged communities include:  

● Increasing personal safety should be included as a potential program eligible for funding  

as it is a  barrier for many children walking or biking to school in areas with gang 

activity.  

● Programs and/or infrastructure that address long distances children must travel to get to 

school should be considered. For instance, many children take public transportation to 

arrive to school and need improved facilities to reach those transit stops and at the 

transportation facilities. 

● Not only should city and county governments should incorporate strategies for low-

income communities into their budgets, policies and plans, but this should be achieved 

through open and active participatory processes. Points should be deducted when this 

does not occur. 

 

Implementation and Evaluation 

 Funding agencies should increase the visibility of and accessibility to Planning Grants to 

support disadvantaged communities prepare for applications. State Departments of 

Transportation (DOTs) should track the economic and geographic distribution of 

applications and awards for their Safe Routes to School programs. 

 Performance measures for evaluation should be developed through a stakeholder process 
and include metrics for participant levels, health improvements, and integration with 

existing programs. Current programs often use pedestrian and bike collision data 

including number of cases and severity of cases before and after project or program 

implementation.  

 

Technical Assistance for Active Transportation Infrastructure 

Disadvantaged communities face a shortage of professional expertise should be mitigated 

through increased technical assistance. Currently, is undetermined whether or not the existing 

California Safe Routes to School Technical Assistance Resource Center (TARC) will be 

                                                 
58 Ibid. 
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expanded to include other ATP eligible projects or if TA grants will be handled separately.  It is 

important to note that technical assistance for active transportation improvements outside of 

SRTS is also needed in many “disadvantaged communities”. For instance, some communities 

may have bike infrastructure needs on routes used by low-income cyclists to reach job centers or 

commercial corridors with high pedestrian and bike activity and collision rates. Given this and 

the fact that analyses of existing facilities and needs are integral to project implementation, aid in 

technical assistance can also be critical. 

 

Data Collection 

Since applications require data and the collection process is time consuming and complicated, 

disadvantaged communities can be aided by data collection. Applicants must incorporate the 

following types of data: recent bicycle and pedestrian counts; expected bicyclist and pedestrian 

use; mode share data (data for all trips); collision statistics; police reports; maps illustrating 

pedestrian and bicyclist injuries and fatalities for the most recent five years, as well as identified 

safety hazards; collision history within plan area; health data; etc.
60

 In order for disadvantaged 

communities to be able to collect this data, technical assistance must be properly funded, 

accessible, and available for all program types. 

 

 Safe Routes to School related projects must collect additional data including:
61

 

1. The total number of school enrollment  

2. The estimated number of students living along the route proposed for improvement 

3. The percentage of students who currently walk or bike to school 

4. The projected percent of students that will walk or bike to school following project 

completion 

 

Such data may be challenging to access, especially by the time the call for projects is released 

(currently slated for March 21st). There are sources to access safety data, such as Statewide 

Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) or the UC Berkeley SafeTREC Transportation 

Injury Mapping System (TIMS), but the process is complicated and time-consuming. The Safe 

Routes to School Technical Assistance Resource Center (TARC) does however provide webinars 
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on data collection.
62
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