
 

November 30, 2016 
 
California Transportation Commission 
1120 N St, MS-52 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
VIA E-MAIL 
 
Re: Staff Recommendations for 2017 Active Transportation Program (ATP) 
 
Honorable Commissioners and Commission Staff: 
On behalf of the undersigned organizations, we commend the California Transportation Commission 
(CTC), your leadership, and the hard work of Commission staff  in the implementation of the Active 
Transportation Program (ATP) as a comprehensive statewide commitment to expand safe, active 
travel-- especially for disadvantaged communities, schools, and residents.  
 
Our organizations are writing to you to express concerns we have identified with the Staff 
Recommendations for the 2017 ATP and offer several recommendations to strengthen the program to 
maximize the benefits of the program for all Californians: 
 
Recommendations for Future Cycles 
Focus Investments on Non-Motorized Facilities Only  
We commend Commission and Caltrans staff for placing safeguards on the ATP project element 
eligibility; for example, only allowing use of ATP funds for the bike lane portion of a larger roadway 
resurfacing project. While this approach has been relatively successful for on-street facilities, we are 
deeply troubled with how it is being applied to off-street facilities where low-speed electric vehicles are 
allowed. As a program whose statutory purpose is “encouraging increased use of active modes of 
transportation” (SB 99), we recommend the Program require project sponsors to clearly define the 
portion of project costs benefitting motorized vehicles and awarded ATP funds should be 
prohibited for use on that portion of the project. 
 
Safeguards Needed in Project Evaluation for Determining Benefit to Disadvantaged 
Communities 
Despite very clear guidelines and explicit instructions to evaluators, our review of the staff 
recommendations demonstrates that additional safeguards are needed for determining points awarded 
to projects that benefit disadvantaged communities. Specifically, the instructions for Narrative Question 
#1 in the application state that the applicant “must provide information for all Census Tract/Block 
Group/Place # that the project affects” (emphasis added). This should include Census tracts that 
qualify as disadvantaged, as well as those that do not qualify as disadvantaged. A median of household 
incomes for all the affected Census tracts--both low- and high-income--adjacent to the project is then 
used to calculate a “severity” subscore which indicates the depth of disadvantage of the whole area 
affected by the project and can be awarded up to 4 points in the application. In several instances, 
applicants seem to arbitrarily select affected Census tracts by not providing all the adjacent tracts or by 
adding in low-income tracts that are less adjacent, resulting in skewed severity scores. Accordingly, we 
strongly recommend that Commission staff evaluate and implement additional safeguards to 
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ensure projects seeking points for benefitting disadvantaged communities are properly 
evaluated by people who have expertise in the nuances of this issue area. Moreover, further 
clarity is needed for applicants defining “affected” geographies in determining direct benefit to 
disadvantaged communities.  
 
Additional Review Needed for Larger Projects 
The ATP continues to be oversubscribed with over $1 billion in each ATP funding cycle to-date. In the 
past few cycles, we have seen extremely large multi-million dollar projects evaluated in the same 
manner as very small projects. This phenomenon is particularly evident in the latest Cycle with a single 
project being awarded $24 million, accounting for 18% of the entirety of funds available in the Statewide 
Program. With such a relatively small amount of funding available in the ATP overall, it is crucial for 
every ATP dollar invested to have the greatest impact in terms of mobility, safety, and social equity. 
The current ATP Guidelines are not well-equipped for the extensive vetting that should be required for 
extremely large projects. Accordingly, we recommend that projects over $10 million go through a 
more demanding review process, including a secondary review and scoring by Commission staff 
and/or an external reviewer team. For projects exceeding $15 million, we recommend that 
Commission staff conduct site visits to tour the project, meet with project sponsors, and meet 
with community-based organizations to further evaluate the proposal and ensure it meets the 
mobility and safety needs of the affected communities 
 
Calculating Percentage of Funds Benefitting to Disadvantaged Communities 
Unlike previous Cycles, this year’s ATP application did not request applicants to specify what 
percentage of their project provided a benefit to a disadvantaged community. Consequently, if a project 
provides any benefit to a disadvantaged community, the project was counted as 100% benefitting 
disadvantaged communities for the purposes of meeting SB 99’s statutory requirement. In other words, 
for reporting purposes, benefitting disadvantaged communities as an all-or-nothing proposition. While it 
may very well be that a large percentage of projects are providing direct benefits to disadvantaged 
communities, this reporting approach is misleading. Accordingly, we recommend that Commission 
staff survey awarded project sponsors for the amount of funding their project is estimated to 
provide benefits to disadvantaged communities to refine the funding amount credited toward 
meeting SB 99’s statutory disadvantaged communities requirement. Additionally, we recommend that 
the previous application language regarding percentage of a project providing a benefit to a 
disadvantaged community be reinstated for the next round of ATP funding. 
 
Different Evaluation Procedure Needed for Multi-Phase Projects 
Because many large transformative projects must be broken up into different phases, we recommend 
that these projects be evaluated differently with respect to providing a benefit to disadvantaged 
communities. Multi-phase projects should only be awarded points for benefitting a disadvantaged 
community if the phase in question provides direct access for residents from that disadvantaged 
community to the proposed facility or closes a gap in a longer facility to which those residents already 
have safe and convenient access. In other words, a project should not be awarded points as benefitting 
disadvantaged communities if the current phase in question is so far removed from those 
disadvantaged communities such that those residents effectively have no access to the project. 
 
Require Minimum Funding Targets in Planning & Non-Infrastructure Projects 
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Non-infrastructure and planning projects continue to compete poorly in the ATP. Staff 
recommendations included only two standalone non-infrastructure projects and two plans. While there 
are a few infrastructure projects that include non-infrastructure components recommended for funding, 
the overall number of awarded applications that include non-infrastructure components is significantly 
lower than the last two cycles.  
 
In many communities and especially in disadvantaged communities, planning and non-infrastructure 
projects are foundational for developing and building community support and safety for future 
infrastructure projects. Moreover, as the Commission moves toward requiring plans for larger 
infrastructure projects, the ATP must level the playing field for disadvantaged communities that do not 
have the local funding to develop these much-needed plans. Though the ATP’s enabling legislation (SB 
99 and AB 101) only established a funding set aside for Safe Routes to School and non-infrastructure 
programs in the first Program Cycle, there was an understanding between the stakeholders during the 
negotiations that the need for a continued set-aside for these project types would be evaluated for how 
well they competed without a set-aside. Accordingly, we recommend the Commission staff evaluate 
reinstating minimum funding targets for planning and non-infrastructure projects, as well as 
separate applications for these project types.  
 
Recommendations regarding the CV Link Project Application 
As the single largest recommended project in the 2017 ATP that accounts for 18% of the entirety of 
funds available in the Statewide Program, we believe the CV Link project warrants additional review to 
ensure the Program is maximizing its investments. In particular there are two issues with the project 
that warrant additional review: 
 
Electric Vehicles Allowed on Project 
The CV Link will allow for low-speed electric vehicles to access the trail project. From our review of the 
project application, there is no attempt by the project sponsor to segregate the costs of the electric 
vehicle portion of the project from the portions benefitting walking and biking. As a program whose 
statutory purpose is “encouraging increased use of active modes of transportation” (SB 99), we 
strongly urge the Commission to further review the CV link project for its eligibility for ATP 
funds given its proposed use to benefit electric vehicles users. The project sponsor should be 
required to clearly define the portion of project costs benefitting motorized vehicles and awarded ATP 
funds should be prohibited for use on that portion of the project. 
 
Calculation of Disadvantaged Community Severity Status 
Our review of the CV Link project application underscores the breakdown between the clear Program 
guidelines and evaluation criteria and evaluation by external volunteers: the project application 
selectively listed only those Census tracts that qualified as a disadvantaged community under 
the Program guidelines, when the project map and alignment clearly show Census tracts that do 
not qualify as a disadvantaged community. This resulted in a skewed median household income 
figure used for calculating disadvantaged community severity status, which can award up to 4 points in 
an application. Moreover, numerous Census tracts that qualify as severely disadvantaged are included 
in the project application--for example, the unincorporated communities of Thermal, Mecca, and 
Oasis--despite the current project scope not directly reaching those communities. Put another way, the 
project applicants claimed to benefit these severely disadvantaged communities in a future phase of the 
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project that is not funded through the application and have no current plans or timeline for funding this 
segment in the eastern Coachella Valley. Despite the misleading presentation of data and the fact that 
the severely disadvantaged communities may never benefit from this project, the application was 
awarded a large number of points for providing a benefit to disadvantaged communities.  We strongly 
recommend that Commission staff conduct an additional review and possible rescoring of the 
project application. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Staff Recommendations for the 2017 Active 
Transportation Program (ATP), and for Commission staff’s hard work on ensuring that the ATP 
continues to be a model program for advancing sustainable and equitable transportation investments in 
California. Please contact Tony Dang with the California Walks, at tony@californiawalks.org, with any 
questions. 
 
Sincerely, 

Wendy Alfsen, Executive Director 
California Walks 

Jeanie Ward-Waller, Policy Director 
California Bicycle Coalition 

Bill Sadler, Senior California Policy Manager 
Safe Routes to School National Partnership 

Kimberly Chen, Government Affairs Manager 
California Pan-Ethnic Health Network 

Katelyn Roedner Sutter, Environmental Justice 
Program Manager,  
Catholic Charities of the Diocese of Stockton 
 

Gilbert Martinez, Health Justice Program 
Coordinator 
Fathers & Families of San Joaquin 

Tamika L. Butler, Esq., Executive Director 
Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition 

Angela Glover Blackwell, CEO 
PolicyLink 
 

Grecia Elenes, Policy Advocate 
Leadership Counsel for Justice & Accountability 

Laura Cohen, J.D., Director, Western Region 
Rails-to-Trails Conservancy 

Chanell Fletcher, Associate Director 
ClimatePlan  

 

 
cc: 
Susan Bransen, Executive Director, California Transportation Commission, susan.bransen@dot.ca.gov 
Mitchell Weiss, Deputy Director, California Transportation Commission, mitchell.weiss@dot.ca.gov  
Laurie Waters, Associate Deputy Director, California Transportation Commission, 
laurie.waters@dot.ca.gov  
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