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Question Answer

Are there any discussions with CTC and Caltrans to 

reform the ATP applicaiton for the next round of 

funding?  The application itself was very complicated 

and cumbersome.

Yes, the National Partnership is working with both agencies to simplify the application. Your specific input 

is very helpful, please attend the December CTC workshops on updating the ATP guidelines or give us 

your feedback via email to jeanie@saferoutespartnership.org 

In Cycle I we had to work on projects that would both 

increase walk/bike mode share AND increase safety. 

However, some worthwhile projects don't fit both 

categories.  For example, we have schools where 

over half of the student body walks but are located on 

high speed arterials.  We are not going to increase 

walk mode share much but we should increase the 

safety around those schools.  Can we influence the 

grant application to be about either 1) increasing 

walk/bike mode share/ 2) increasing safety; OR 3) 

both?

Our understanding of the intent is to fund projects that can address multiple goals - safety, mode shift, 

public health, and benefit disadvantaged community residents - because the ATP has limited funding and 

the CTC wants to maximize benefit/cost for the state's investment.  That intent doesn't preclude applicants 

from applying for a project that only addresses one goal, but it challenges applicants to plan for projects 

that can address multiple goals.

I hear that CTC did not meet its goal to meet 25% of 

funds going toward disadvantaged communities.  Are 

there discussions on how to improve the application 

process to reach those disadvantaged populations 

that don't have the resources to pull together a 

complicated application? 

The disadvantaged community goal was in fact exceeded by nearly $200M in Cycle 1. We will continue to 

work with Caltrans and the CTC to outreach to disadvantaged communities, ensure they receive technical 

assistance where needed, and make the application process more accessible to these communities.

Could we define non-infrastructure means; what type 

of project does that mean?

"Non-infrastructure" generally refers to education, encouragement, and enforcement activities such as 

bicycle safety classes, walk/bike to school events, community involvement events,  etc. "Infrastructure" 

refers to engineering and installing a physical structure such as a sidewalk/crosswalk, foot/bike path, 

traffic signal, etc.

Does the scoring penalty for project delivery 

problems/red flag projects vary depend on the 

number of current red flag projects?  (Wound an 

application be penalized more for 6 red flag projects 

versus 1 red flag project?)

Caltrans ATP staff will need to answer this question in more detail - it is our understanding that currently 

there is not a defined "red-flag" process for the ATP, but past performance on grants is subject to review 

by Caltrans Headquarters and District staff.
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Have you made efforts to encourage school districts 

to apply for ATP funds?

The National Partnership works in tandem with organizations across California to reach out to potential 

eligible applicants, particularily in schools and districts serving disadantaged communities who suffer from 

a disproportionately high rate of injury and fatality collisions. An increasing number of schools are 

partnering on ATP applications, both as co-applicants and supporters. We expect this trend to continue 

and will continue to reach out to districts statewide.

Interesting that the regions funded a larger share of 

single mode projects. Do you have a sense as to 

what drove that? Did the regions' selection critieria 

differ in such a way that it favored single modes? Or 

was it a case that, since the state program went first, 

the top multi mode projects were just already funded. 

From Tony Dang, California WALKS:

It's hard to discern a singular reason why. As the questioner notes, it could very well be that the higher 

scoring multi-modal projects were funded at the state level, leaving more single mode projects left at the 

regional level. However, some regions did choose to place more emphasis on bike projects through 

additional points (e.g., OCTA, SANBAG), while others attempted to backfill TE project lists, which may 

have been more single-mode oriented (e.g., LA Metro, Ventura CTC). 

But overall, I think it's safe to conclude that the Statewide competition will continue to favor multimodal 

projects (and combined infrastructure/noninfrastructure), while the regional competitions may continue to 

evolve.
It's great that disadvantaged communities are finally 

getting funded.  But it appears that if you are not 

representing a disadvantaged community you can do 

everything else right and still not get funded.  Should 

we not bother?  This is an extremely time consuming 

process to apply for something we have little chance 

of receiving.

$20 million in the statewide and small urban/rural competition was awarded to non-disadantaged 

communities in Cycle I, and the large MPOs had flexibility to decide on separate criteria for defining 

disadvantaged communities. Given the limited amount of funding available statewide we believe it is 

critical to level the playing field for communities that have not had access to capacity and funding to plan 

and implement projects historically, but we encourage all communities to apply for funds and work with us 

and state leaders to determine how best to match funding for active transportation with need. 

Did you look at geographical spread of successful vs 

unsuccessful applications?

From Tony Dang, California WALKS:

I haven't done the geographic spread analysis yet, and am not sure what geographic level the questioner 

is looking for. In the meantime, Caltrans has at least divided up the awarded grants and applications by 

Caltrans District.

Review of successful applications shows some were 

100% funded.  What determinations helped 

application reviewers approve 100% funded projects 

with no local match?

Applications for Safe Routes to School Projects, non-infrastructure projects, and projects that benefit 

disadvantaged communities were exempt from the requirement to provide local matching funds.

Where can we find/review applications submitted (or 

at least awarded) in Cycle I? 

All applications that received awards through the statewide and small urban/rural competitions in Cycle I 

can be found at: http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/ATP/2014_Project_Apps.html
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Cycle 1 required projects to be complete within 2 

years which made them restricted to shovel ready 

projects. Cycle 2 was supposed to have a timeline of 

3 years - is this still true? Will future rounds go up to 

4 years?

From Caltrans staff: 

Cycle 1 didn’t require that projects be completed in 2 years.  It requires that all awarded funds be 

Allocated to the project by June of 2016. Then there is 36 from contract award to complete construction; 

with an allowable extension. 

For Cycle 2 all funds will have to be allocated by June 2019. Currently CTC is saying that future 

Solicitations will happen every 2 years.  They changed their guidelines so an applicant can apply now for 

Pre-construction phase(s) in one cycle and reapply later for Con; but there is no guarantee (or additional 

points) of getting selected in future solicitations.
Regarding points / funding for disadvantaged 

communities, is it possible, or can you confirm if the 

proportionate distibution of funds is consistent with 

the percentage of disadvantaged communities 

eligible for funding statewide?  Thank you!

That's a difficult question, given that the definition for disadvantaged communities in the guidelines 

allowed an applicant to justify how their project might benefit  disadvantaged residents, whether or not the 

project was actually located in  a disadvantaged community, and applicants were certainly incentivized to 

propose projects that provided at least some benefit to disadvantaged residents.  Our understanding of 

the definitions for disadvantaged communities currently in the ATP Guidelines, is that approximately 40% 

of the state population resides in  a disadvantaged area - bounded by either a census tract or zip code.  

We will continue to analyze the results of Cycle 1 as it relates to clearly defining benefits for 

disadvantaged communities, since it can be difficult to quantify.

What specific changes will be made to the ATP 

application process and to the specific questions on 

the applications?

Specific changes will be determined over the next few months, and will have to reflect any changes in the 

ATP Guidelines developed by the CTC. Guidelines update workshops will take place in December and 

January 2015 to inform changes to the guidelines and agency staff will implement changes to that and the 

application early in 2015.  At a minimum, we know that Caltrans will be providing a standard benefit/cost 

tool for applicants to use, and are attempting to develop an online application interface.

We applied for funds for an active transportation plan 

in our County in Cycle 1. The review process 

penalized us greatly for lack of metrics, which are 

necessarily absent prior to a plan. What should we 

do in the next round to combat this problem?

You should be able to demonstrate need and potential for a plan through public engagement, surveys, 

basic ped/bike counts, collision data, and public health data.  We recommend collecting this data as soon 

as possible, and even prior to proposing a plan.  Work with your public health department, law 

enforcement, local advocacy organizations, and others that may be able to help you collect the data you 

need.
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