
January 21, 2014

Andre Boutros, Executive Director

James C. Ghielmetti, Chair

California Transportation Commission

1120 N Street, Room 2221 (MS-52)

Sacramento, CA 95814

Active Transportation Program - Comments on 1/17/14 guidelines draft

Dear Executive Director Boutros and Chairman Ghielmetti,

We appreciate the ongoing effort of Commission staff to develop the Active Transportation Program

guidelines in consultation with stakeholders, and offer the following recommendations for further

clarification and improvement:

Note: Specific language suggestions are shown in italics.

Funding

1. Distribution (page 3) - Highlight under each of the three categories of funding (large

MPO-administered, small urban and rural, and statewide) that the 25% of funding to benefit

disadvantaged communities is a minimum funding floor requirement, not a cap.  Specifically, we

suggest the adding the language A minimum of at the beginning of each sentence under the 3

sections that starts with “25% of the funds … must benefit disadvantaged communities.”

2. Matching Requirements (page 3) - If an MPO elects to require matching funds, disadvantaged

communities, safe routes to school projects, and stand-alone non-infrastructure projects should

also be exempt from the MPO match requirement (similar to the exception in the statewide

competition) or should be permitted to make up part of the matching requirement through a



soft match.  Even if MPOs achieve a minimum 25% funding allocation to disadvantaged

communities, a requirement for matching funds will still preclude access to the ATP for the

state’s highest need communities.

3. Matching Requirements - In the statewide and regional programs, we request that up to half of

the match for Recreational Trails projects could be made up through a soft match.

4. Funding for Active Transportation Plans (page 4) - The guidelines should clarify in this section that

creation of active transportation plans is encouraged for all communities, yet the intent of the

5% planning set-aside is to prioritize planning for communities that have limited resources to

complete a plan or have been left out of previous planning activities.  This section should also

clarify whether a plan area that includes a disadvantaged community but is not 100% comprised

of the disadvantaged community would be eligible.

5. Funding for Active Transportation Plans - Large MPOs should have discretion to allocate greater

than 5% of their funding to active transportation plans in disadvantaged communities.  We

recommend increasing the allowance to up to 10% of its funding.

Eligibility

1. Eligible Applicants (page 5) - This section should specify that “Private nonprofit tax-exempt

organizations may apply for parks and Recreational Trail Projects” in bullet seven.

2. Example Projects (page 6) - In order to encourage accurate and regular data collection, the

example projects should include data collection devices such as automated bike and pedestrian

counters.

3. Project Type Requirements (page 7)

a. Disadvantaged Communities - In the fourth paragraph (following the three bullets), this

section should specifically highlight a neighborhood-level survey as an appropriate

“quantitative assessment” for consideration as a criteria to determine eligibility for the

disadvantaged community funding requirement in addition to the three criteria explicitly

listed, and only allow the submission of an alternate criteria in the case of inaccurate or

missing data for the community in question.

b. Disadvantaged Communities - For large MPOs, a different criteria should only be

permitted that has been vetted through a public participation process for a regional

transportation plan, in compliance with Federal Title VI requirements.

c. Safe Routes to School Projects - This section should indicate that an application for a

Safe Routes to School project must demonstrate how the school administration and

school community was involved in the development of the project application, and will

continue to be involved in implementation of the project.

d. Recreational Trails  Projects - Please add language to confirm that projects funded with

Rec Trails Program funds will continue to be exempt from federal aid highway

designation.

Project Selection Process

1. Screening Criteria (page 9) - We support the requirement for consistency with a regional

transportation plan, but the language in this section is unclear.  The guidelines should explain that

in order to be consistent with a regional transportation plan the project does not need to be



explicitly listed in the plan, except for large projects, but shall not be inconsistent with any

elements of the plan and should support the regional greenhouse gas emission reduction and

air quality goals.

2. Scoring Criteria (page 10) - For each of the criteria that can be assessed using quantitative

metrics (potential for increased walking and bicycling, potential for reducing pedestrian and

bicyclist fatalities and injuries, and cost-effectiveness), the guidelines should state that the data

and methodologies used for determining application responses for each of these criteria must

be clearly explained in the application.  In the future, the Commission should require Caltrans - in

consultation with the Active Transportation and Livable Communities Advisory Committee - or

should enlist the services of another organization, to develop tools to quantify the performance

of a project for each criteria.

3. Scoring Criteria - Bullet 6, benefit to disadvantaged communities, should state that applicants

must thoroughly indicate how the project will clearly target and benefit the disadvantaged

community.  The Guidelines should require applicants to explain how their project increases

access to active transportation for the most vulnerable residents and addresses the

infrastructure, safety, and/or public health challenges faced by disadvantaged communities.

4. Scoring Criteria - Bullet 3, public participation and planning, should also ask applicants to describe

how the community residents and stakeholders were consulted in the development and

planning of the project, and what steps were taken to ensure that the process was

linguistically-appropriate and accessible for the participation of all residents in the project area,

including low-income youth and adults lacking transportation and those with nontraditional

employment and family schedules.  In order to assess both the degree of community

participation in the planning process and the benefit of the project to a disadvantaged

community, we have suggested language and comprehensive evaluation questions to be

included in the actual application (see 12/20/13 comment letter submitted by PolicyLink).

Allocations (page 12)

The Commission should state in this section that the Active Transportation Program is a high

priority for the State and therefore the CTC will make sufficient Obligation Authority available

to obligate 100% of projects that request allocation each year.

Project Reporting (page 14)

1. We support the requirement for performance outcomes to be clearly outlined in the final

delivery report for all projects.  This item in the list of required reporting elements (bullet 5)

should state that before and after pedestrian and bicycle counts must be included in the report,

with an explanation of methodology for conducting counts.

2. We recommend that the Technical Assistance Resource Center or the services of a consultant be

engaged to evaluate and monitor the before and after counts for all projects to develop a

standard method for collecting the data and a database to track the performance of the Active

Transportation Program.

Active Transportation Plan (page 17)

1. For a city or county that intends to integrate an active transportation plan into the circulation



element of its general plan, that general plan should either already be in compliance or should be

brought into compliance with AB 1358, the Complete Streets Act.

2. Item a) under this section should be revised to include school and commute trips, where

applicable, and overall bicycle and pedestrian trips in the “estimated number of existing … trips

in the plan area.”

3. Item d) under this section requires that only “bicycle transportation facilities” be included in the

map, without a parallel item for pedestrian facilities.  This item should be revised to require

“pedestrian and bicycle transportation facilities” or an equivalent item should be added that

requires an inventory of existing sidewalks and walkways and map of proposed pedestrian

facilities.

4. Item m) under this section should require coordination with “neighboring jurisdictions, including

school districts within the plan area”.

5. An additional item should be added to require that the active transportation plan include a

strategy for ongoing, regular data collection by pedestrian and bicycle counts and/or by

automated counting devices.

Program Evaluation (page 20)

As part of the summary of activities and in accordance with SB 99, the Commission should

compile the following information for all projects awarded under the Disadvantaged Community

funding requirement: geographic distribution of the project, the indicator used to define the

disadvantaged community, the evidence of public participation in the project’s prioritization,

proposal, and delivery, and the mapped location/boundaries of project site in relation to the

disadvantaged community boundaries.  We request this information, in turn, be reported in the

Commission’s annual report and via their website to facilitate public access to information on

how disadvantaged communities are benefiting from the Program.

***

Please contact Jeanie Ward-Waller (jeanie@saferoutespartnership.org) with any questions. Thank you

for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Jeanie Ward-Waller, California Advocacy Organizer

Safe Routes to School National Partnership

Wendy Alfsen, Executive Director

California WALKS

Laura Cohen, Western Region Director

Rails-to-Trails Conservancy

Dave Snyder, Executive Director

mailto:jeanie@saferoutespartnership.org


California Bicycle Coalition

Rico Mastrodonato, Senior Government Relations Manager

The Trust for Public Land

Stuart Cohen, Executive Director

TransForm

Liz O’Donoghue, Director of Infrastructure and Land Use

The Nature Conservancy

Ruben Cantu, Program Director

California Pan-Ethnic Health Network

Chione Flegal, Associate Director

PolicyLink

Chuck Mills, Program Manager

California ReLeaf

Jamie Morgan, Senior Government Relations Director

American Heart Association


