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Disadvantaged Community Support for the Active Transportation Program

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Active Transportation Program (ATP) is California’s primary source of dedicated funding 
to support walking, bicycling, Safe Routes to School, and trails. Funded at approximately $120 
million annually with a combination of state and federal funds, the ATP remains the largest 
dedicated state investment in active transportation in the country. The ATP funds infrastructure 
projects, plans and non-infrastructure education, encouragement, evaluation, and enforcement 
programs, including technical assistance and training. 

Recognizing the challenges for local agencies and communities, especially disadvantaged 
communities and small agencies, to successfully compete in the ATP, Caltrans issued a Request 
for Proposals in the fall of 2014. Following a competitive process, Caltrans selected a team that 
included the Local Government Commission (Team Leader), the California Bicycle Coalition, 
California Walks and the Rails-to-Trails Conservancy — nonprofit organizations intimately 
familiar with active transportation and the ATP — to provide technical assistance focused on 
helping small agencies and disadvantaged communities to develop effective, competitive active 
transportation plans, projects and programs. Assistance was provided through the development 
of a customized all-day workshop titled “Support for Smaller Agencies and Disadvantaged 
Communities: Developing Effective Active Transportation Projects and Programs” that was 
delivered in all 12 Caltrans district regions from late March to early May 2015.  The Team also 
prepared a resource web site with over 150 relevant links and documents, conducted pre- and 
post-workshop surveys of disadvantaged community applicants and assisted in the review of the 
Cycle 2 applications.

Attendees at the San Bernardino ATP Workshop
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The workshops provided participants with technical assistance and resources to help scope, 
design, and develop active transportation plans, programs, and projects that would not only 
increase and improve bicycling and walking but also result in competitive applications to the 
ATP. The curriculum placed a heavy emphasis on best practices; getting the most “bang for 
your buck”; low-cost strategies for creating active transportation plans; effective community 
engagement; and how to generate or locate data to demonstrate that a project will increase 
bicycling/walking and improve safety.  

Post-workshop evaluations from 130 participants showed that 98.8% agreed or strongly 
agreed that they increased their knowledge and understanding of how to develop effective 
active transportation projects, plans or programs at the workshop and that they learned about 
resources that will help them compete for ATP funding. 

The Team also created and disseminated a second survey to poll the 324 Cycle 2 disadvantaged 
community applicants. The follow-up survey served as a valuable means of assessing the 
effectiveness of the technical assistance provided by the Team, by Caltrans, and by others. 

Key findings include:

Staffing resources: Many respondents cited the length and complexity of the application as a 
major barrier:

 ¡ 72% of respondents cited insufficient staffing as a moderate or significant barrier in 
preparing ATP applications;

 ¡ 69% spent more than 50 hours preparing an application, reflecting the high level of effort 
required to apply for ATP; and

 ¡ 39% hired consultants to prepare the application.

Tools to measure bicycling and walking: 

 ¡ 58% of respondents cited a lack of knowledge or tools to estimate levels of bicycling and 
walking as a moderate or significant barrier to preparing their applications. Regarding 
future technical assistance, 97% of respondents identified these tools as a moderately or 
very useful topic for future technical assistance — higher than any other topic.

Of post-Cycle 2 survey respondents, 23 had attended one of the Team’s Workshops. To 
determine if the workshop had an impact on their success, the Team compared the participants’ 
funding results in Cycle 1 versus Cycle 2:

 ¡ Of the 23 respondents who attended our Team’s workshops, 52% (12 of 23) were 
successful in Cycle 2 after being unsuccessful in Cycle 1

 ¡ Of the 82 respondents who did NOT attend our Team’s workshop, 15% (12 of 82) were 
successful in Cycle 2 after being unsuccessful in Cycle 1
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Based on this data, applicants who attended 
the DAC Workshop training and who were 
not funded in Cycle 1 but funded in Cycle 2, 
had three times the success rate of those 
who did not attend.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE 
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION TRAINING 
AND OUTREACH 

The input the Team considered in 
developing the following recommendations 
was collected through evaluations of the 
Disadvantaged Community Workshops 
submitted by attendees; a survey of Cycle 
2 disadvantaged community applicants; 
experience of the Team’s review of disadvantaged community eligibility for Cycle 2 applications; 
and the experience of our Team members, many of whom served as reviewers of ATP 
applications in both ATP Cycle 1 and 2. These recommendations are intended to assist Caltrans 
and the California Transportation Commission (CTC) with continuing to improve the ATP by:

 ¡ Targeting assistance to small agencies and disadvantaged communities with the greatest 
need;

 ¡ Focusing future technical assistance on highest priority content areas;

 ¡ Offering assistance in formats that provide the greatest benefit to the target audience;

 ¡ Providing applicants with relevant, current supporting materials; and

 ¡ Creating a clear and understandable application and a fair, consistent, and transparent 
process for reviewing applications and awarding funding.

TRAINING STRUCTURE AND CONTENT RECOMMENDATIONS

1) Goals 
We recommend that more specific program goals be established to help guide future 
training content and designing and promoting future technical assistance services. This will 
help to design strategies and to facilitate evaluation of the assistance provided. 

2) Timing and Scheduling 
One of the biggest challenges in reaching the Team’s intended audience was that delivery 
of the Workshops was scheduled so close to the due date for Cycle 2 applications and also 
overlapped with “How to Apply” workshops offered by Caltrans. The Team recommends the 
following:

Based on this data, applicants 
who attended the DAC Workshop 
training significantly improved 
their success rate. For those who 
were denied funding in Cycle 1 but 
funded in Cycle 2, our workshop 
participants had more than three 
times the success rate of those 
who did not attend.
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 ¡ Provide additional lead time: We recommend that the workshops be scheduled prior 
to the issuance of the ATP Call for Projects, at least 6 months in advance of the due 
date for the ATP applications. 

 ¡ Identify preferred workshop locations: Hold workshops at locations that would best 
serve disadvantaged community applicants and potentially host multiple workshops in 
denser urban areas where there is a greater demand.

3) Outreach and Attendance 
The Team recommends the following strategies to not only boost overall attendance but 
also to increase participation by those most in need of assistance:

 ¡ Cultivate enhanced local partnerships: Rely more on regional and local agencies 
and nonprofit organizations to raise awareness about the workshops. 

 ¡ Target outreach to those in most need: For some disadvantaged communities, a 
more concerted outreach effort could be accomplished through direct outreach by the 
Team to help potential ATP applicants understand the value of the training.

 ¡ Leverage local training efforts: Coordinate with metropolitan planning organizations, 
rural transportation planning agencies and other agencies that are providing technical 
assistance and/or resources for local agencies to support the regional ATP process.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL SUPPORT, TRAINING & OUTREACH 

Through the after-workshop survey, the Team received numerous comments requesting the 
provision of customized, one-on-one technical assistance. 

1. Customized technical assistance consultations: The Team recommends the following 
types of technical assistance to help address the needs of individual applicants:

a. Post-workshop Team consultations 

b. On-call technical assistance

c. Feedback on unsuccessful applications

2. Guidebook: A number of survey respondents indicated that they would have benefited 
from having examples of how successful applicants responded to particular questions in the 
application, along with selected case studies .

3. Web-based trainings: Online or recorded training sessions would be beneficial to 
participants who are interested in receiving technical assistance but are otherwise unable to 
attend in person. This is of particular relevance to applicants from remote rural areas. 

For more information please visit: http://www.lgc.org/atp-support/resources/
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INTRODUCTION
The Active Transportation Program 
(hereafter, “ATP”) is California’s primary 
source of dedicated funding to support 
walking, bicycling, Safe Routes to School, 
and trails. Funded at approximately $120 
million annually with a combination of 
state and federal funds, the ATP remains 
the largest dedicated state investment in 
active transportation in the country. The 
ATP funds infrastructure projects, plans and 
non-infrastructure education, encouragement, evaluation, and enforcement programs, including 
technical assistance and training. To meet the technical assistance needs of local agencies and 
communities, including disadvantaged communities, Caltrans created the Active Transportation 
Resource Center in 2015.

Recognizing the challenges for local agencies and communities when applying to a new funding 
program, Caltrans developed and conducted a workshop called “ATP Cycle 2- District Application 
Workshops (How to Apply for ATP Cycle 2),” which was delivered once in each District in the 
state, on the technical requirements of the application (sometimes referred to hereafter as the 
“Caltrans ‘how-to-apply’ workshop”).  

Moreover, Caltrans also recognized the need to help disadvantaged communities and small 
agencies successfully compete in the ATP. In the fall of 2014, Caltrans issued a Request for 
Offers, and after a competitive process, selected a team of four organizations to provide 
technical assistance. This technical assistance focused on helping small agencies and 
disadvantaged communities to develop effective, competitive active transportation plans, 
projects and programs. The Team included:

 ¡ Local Government Commission (Team leader)

 ¡ California Bicycle Coalition

 ¡ California Walks

 ¡ Rails-to-Trails Conservancy

All of the Team members have extensive experience working with communities to identify and 
prioritize active transportation needs, as well as to plan, develop and fund active transportation 
projects and programs throughout California. The Team members are intimately familiar with 
the ATP, given their prior involvement in the development of the ATP, guidelines and application 
and their participation as reviewers of ATP Cycle 1 applications. 

The Team worked under the supervision of Kevin Atkinson, Safe Routes to School Manager & 
Bike/Pedestrian Technical Specialist at Caltrans. The Team developed and delivered a workshop 
in each Caltrans District called, “Support for Smaller Agencies and Disadvantaged Communities: 

“I appreciated the opportunity to 
hear best practices and the ability 
to ask questions and interact 
with the presenters and other 
participants.”
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Developing Effective Active Transportation Projects and Programs” (hereafter, the “DAC 
workshop”). The primary tasks were as follows (task numbers are from the official Scope of Work 
in the contract):

 ¡ Project Startup:

 ¡ Task 1 – Project kickoff meeting (Appendix A)

 ¡ Task 2 - Refine Scope of Work and develop work plans (Appendix B)

 ¡ Gather Data to Inform Development of Workshop Curricula:

 ¡ Task 3 – Review unsuccessful ATP applications from Cycle 1 (Appendix C & H)

 ¡ Task 4 – Develop, conduct, and analyze a survey of disadvantaged community 
applicants from Cycles 1 and 2.  (Appendix D)

 ¡ Develop & Deliver Full Day Workshops:

 ¡ Task 5 – Develop workshop curriculum and resource materials (Appendix E)

 ¡ Task 6 – Deliver 12 full day workshops, one in each Caltrans District (Appendix F)

 ¡ Assist with Review of Cycle 2 Applications:

 ¡ Task 7 – Review all Cycle 2 ATP applications, focusing on Question 5, determining  
whether the applicant met the conditions to qualify for points as a Disadvantaged 
Community (Appendix G)

 ¡ Manage the Project and Summarize Results:

 ¡ Task 8 – Participate in Team management meetings (Appendix I)

 ¡ Task 9 – Prepare a Final Report (this report) summarizing the tasks, results, and 
recommendations for the ATP going forward. (Appendix J)

PART 1: SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES AND RESULTS

A. DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY SURVEY (TASKS 3 & 4)
The initial tasks were designed to gather information about the technical assistance needs of 
applicants from small agencies and disadvantaged communities, and use that data to develop 
the workshop curriculum that would be focused on the highest priority needs relating to 
developing impactful active transportation projects that would meet the goals of the ATP. 
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At the kickoff meeting (Task 1), Caltrans staff 
and the Team discussed and agreed on a 
series of steps to ensure the workshops 
would be conducted as soon as possible 
in order to be of most value for potential 
applicants for ATP Cycle 2. In order to 
prioritize and expedite the development of 
the curriculum and resource materials and 
delivery of the 12 eight-hour workshops 
(Tasks 5 and 6, respectively) well in advance 
of the Cycle 2 proposal due date, Caltrans 
staff and the Team agreed on an accelerated 
schedule for Cycle 1 application review 
(Task 3) and conducted a limited survey of 
Cycle 1 applicants (Task 4), and planned a 
more extensive survey following Cycle 2. 
The Team also drew on their experience as 
reviewers of Cycle 1 applications to design 
necessary resources (Rail-to-Trails, California Walks and California Bicycle Coalition staff had all 
served as Cycle 1 reviewers). An agenda and notes from the kick off meeting and a meeting with 
the Department of Public Health, a memo about Task 1 and 2 and the work plan developed as a 
result of this meeting are all available in Appendices A and B.

Task 3 – Cycle 1 Application Review: The Team engaged in a review of both successful and 
unsuccessful ATP applications from Cycle 1 to inform the development of resources and 
workshop curricula, including a review of the top 25% scoring applications in the statewide 
competition, as well as a review of the top 25% scoring applications for the small urban/rural 
communities’ competition. The information gleaned from the application review helped inform 
both the survey questions in Task 4 and the workshop content in Task 5. 

Task 4 – Survey of Cycle 1 Applicants: The Team developed an online survey that was 
disseminated to 46 individuals who had a direct role in preparing a Cycle 1 application based on 
disadvantaged community status. The results allowed the Team to provide targeted workshops 
focused on topics that the survey respondents identified as areas of greatest need.

Survey Findings

15 individuals responded to the survey, a response rate of 33%.  The survey results highlighted a 
few key challenges for applicants:

 ¡ 71% of respondents identified the lack of knowledge/tools for estimating increases in 
walking/bicycling to be a significant barrier in preparing the ATP application;

 ¡ 36% said demonstrating benefits to disadvantaged communities was difficult; and

 ¡ 21% said both evaluating pedestrian and bicycle safety and obtaining relevant public health 
data were major barriers.

Attendees at the Marysville ATP Workshop
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When asked what would be the most useful topic to cover in a workshop, 92% of respondents 
identified estimating increases in walking and bicycling. The complete survey and survey results 
are attached as Appendix D. The second survey, conducted after Cycle 2, is described in section 
E below.

B. DEVELOPMENT OF WORKSHOP CONTENT AND RESOURCES (TASK 5)
Task 5 – Develop Workshop Curriculum and Resource Materials: On February 26-27, 2015, 
the Team met in Oakland for two full days of intensive workshop curriculum development. The 
Team discussed the issues and themes that surfaced from our review of Cycle 1 applications and 
the online survey results of disadvantaged community applicants. Both of these sources strongly 
influenced the development of the workshop curriculum and determined the need to focus 
workshop content on the following issues:

1. Reviewing existing policies and plans to identify project priorities

2. Leveraging data to understand active transportation needs (to help applicants answer ATP 
application Questions 1 and 2)

3. Predicting and documenting bicycling and walking rates

4. Effective project design and prioritization

5. How to partner effectively with public health agencies

6. Effective strategies for meaningful public engagement

7. Creating effective non-infrastructure programs

8. How to develop active transportation plans

9. Practical tips for preparing effective ATP applications

10. Alternative funding sources for active transportation projects

In coordination with the trainings, the Team created a comprehensive resource website to 
complement the presentation curriculum. The web site was organized to correspond to the 12 
modules (listed on page 9-10 of this report). Over 150 tools and resources were made available 
on the webpage, including: citations to the most relevant and recent case studies research 
and reports, links to a variety of benefit/cost tools, guidebooks on bicycle and pedestrian data 
collection and estimation, and a detailed listing of additional funding sources. The resources 
available on the webpage are some of the best tools available on active transportation and will 
continue to be of value to ATP applicants in future cycles. 
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The Team developed an agenda, a set of handouts containing the digital presentations and links 
to resource materials, and a workshop evaluation form. All these documents were distributed 
at each training. A template workshop agenda is available in Appendix E. All presentations and 
resources from the workshops are available online by visiting: http://www.lgc.org/atp-support/
resources/. 

C. ATP TRAINING FOR SUCCESSFUL APPLICATIONS: 12 CALTRANS-
MANDATED WORKSHOPS, WEB RESOURCES, PRESENTATION CURRICULUM 
(TASK 6)
The Team worked with Caltrans to schedule and advertise the workshops to local stakeholders 
and then conducted 12, eight-hour training session from March through May 2015. 

These trainings were offered concurrently with a different workshop called “ATP Cycle 2 — 
District Application Workshops (How to Apply for ATP Cycle 2)” that was delivered by Caltrans 
staff. The focus of the Caltrans workshop was on how to prepare and submit applications and 
included a detailed review of the ATP guidelines, the application process, and project component 
eligibilities. 

In contrast, the DAC workshop provided participants with technical assistance and resources to 
help scope, design, and develop active transportation plans, programs, and projects that would 
not only increase and improve bicycling and walking but also result in competitive applications 
to the ATP. The curriculum placed a heavy emphasis on best practices; getting the most “bang 
for your buck”; low-cost strategies for creating active transportation plans; effective community 
engagement; and how to generate or locate data to demonstrate that a project will increase 
bicycling/walking and improve safety. The training was organized into 12 modules, each with 
a separate presentation and associated informational resources that were made available to 
training participants during and after the workshop. The workshops were designed to facilitate a 
dialogue with participants and included the following topics:  

1. Introduction/Overview of the Day: Introduction of instructors and participants, review 
of the agenda, and discussion of the ATP websites and workshop resources. 

2. ATP Goals & the Land Use Connection: Discussion of the broader context for the 
ATP and importance of good land use planning and community design, which directly 
influence opportunities to walk or bicycle. The module reviewed growing support for 
active transportation and the legislative mandates that relate to land use, transportation, 
and the ATP. 

3. Working within the Policy and Planning Context: Overview of the types of plans 
and programs organizations should review before applying to ATP and focused on 
unaddressed community needs by inventorying current policies and program that are 
already in place. This segment also reviewed whether applying for planning funds makes 
sense for the community. 
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4. Leveraging Data to Understand Active Transportation Needs: Understanding 
walking and bicycling trips; the great potential of converting short trips from driving to 
walking/bicycling; how to inform project development through examining community 
characteristics, evaluating safety conditions, and overlaying data; and advice on cultivating 
community and stakeholder support. 

5. Tools and Strategies for Predicting and Documenting Bicycling/Walking Rates: 
Overview of different methods to document existing and projected rates of bicycling 
and walking, drawing on examples from applications that were awarded funding in ATP 
Cycle 1. Focused on tools that document the needs for bicycling and walking projects, 
the purpose of the participants’ projects, what tools can be used to estimate the project’s 
potential to increase bicycling/walking, and how to incorporate evaluation tools in a 
project’s design. 

6. ATP Project Design & Prioritization: Focused on four topics: the effective interventions 
that can improve conditions for active transportation; cutting edge approaches and new 
techniques; recent support for innovative bicycle and pedestrian facilities; and project 
prioritization techniques. 

7. Coordinating with Public Health: Explained the relevance of public health to ATP 
projects; advice on how to work with public health partners; what public health brings to 
the table, data resources; and contact information. 

8. Effective Community Engagement: Discussed the importance of engaging residents; 
effective outreach methods; and low-cost community engagement techniques. 

9. Creating Effective Non-Infrastructure Programs: Reviewed effective non-infrastructure 
programs. Detailed the principles of effective programs, such as making it easy to 
participate, taking advantage of peer pressure, creating a culture of active living, and 
making it fun. The module discussed community-based interventions, employer-based 
interventions, and school-based interventions. 

10. Developing Active Transportation Plans: Discussed the required elements of a plan; 
low-cost planning solutions; and planning best practices and innovations. Also discussed 
measuring active transportation trips and injuries and implementation steps. 

11. Top 10 Tips for Successful ATP Applications: Highlighted the program changes in Cycle 
2 and gave participants 10 tips for successful ATP applications. 

12. Additional Funding Sources for Active Transportation: Informed participants of 
additional funding sources available for active transportation projects. 

Summary of Training Evaluations: The Team distributed an evaluation form to all participants 
at each training. The Team received responses from 68% of attendees, or 130 responses.  A 
complete summary of all the evaluation forms and results is attached as Appendix F. 
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Overall, participants agreed that the training was very valuable:

 ¡ 98.8% of participants agreed or strongly agreed that they increased their knowledge and 
understanding of how to develop effective active transportation projects, plans or programs 
with the workshop;

 ¡ 98.8% of participants agreed or strongly agreed that they learned about resources that will 
help their community in competing for ATP funding; and 

 ¡ 99.6% agreed or strongly agreed that they would recommend this workshop or a similar 
workshop to others. 

Participants particularly appreciated the information regarding how to find or generate data to 
support Questions 1 and 2 of the ATP application, community engagement strategies, project 
ideas, and elements of successful applications. Additionally, the evaluation form provided an 
opportunity to give open-ended feedback; the following are direct quotes from participants: 

 ¡ “The trainings provided a lot of helpful information, examples, and insights into the ATP 
application process. Examples of successful grant components were especially helpful, as well as 
unsuccessful applications.”

 ¡ “The speakers were organized, knowledgeable, experienced and were able to answer all the 
questions asked.”

 ¡ “There was a lot of helpful information and examples of the ATP application process.”

 ¡ “I appreciated the opportunity to hear best practices and the ability to ask questions and interact 
with the presenters and other participants.”

Training participants also identified opportunities for improvement through open-ended 
feedback section of the evaluation form. Suggestions noted by participants include: 

 ¡ “Holding the workshops sooner in the application process and avoiding conflicts with Caltrans 
trainings.”

 ¡ “Include a list of speakers in the packet and other potential “advisors” in each region; listing TARC 
as a reference; providing color handouts; and providing the evaluation at the beginning of the 
workshop so that participants can fill it out as they move through the day.”

 ¡ “Provide information about GHG reductions and the needed calculations; information about safe 
bicycle parking and more tribal resources.”

 ¡ “Advertising the events more and provide the training agenda when advertising, utilize local 
resources to encourage broader participation.”
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D. VERIFYING DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY QUALIFICATION STATUS 
(TASK 7)
Caltrans modified the scope of this task, 
and instead of reviewing and scoring entire 
applications, the Team conducted an in-
depth review of Question 5, sections A and 
B, which pertain to qualifying a project 
application under the “Disadvantaged 
Communities” (DAC) definition. This task 
involved verifying the accuracy and/or 
appropriateness of the DAC data provided 
in order to qualify a project toward the ATP’s 
DAC funding target. 

At the outset, the Team established basic 
criteria for reviewing applications. The first 
step was to evaluate whether the project listed by the applicant met one of the four criteria 
established by the ATP Guidelines: median household income, CalEnviro Screen, federal free or 
reduced price school meals and/or any alternate method of qualifying as a DAC. If the claim did 
not match the public data according to any of the first three standard eligibility criteria, Team 
reviewers would first establish whether the project was in fact in an area that met any one of 
the three criteria. If it did, the points would be awarded but a note would be added to the review 
spreadsheet. 

In the case of federal student free or reduced price school meals eligibility, when applications 
included multiple schools, some of which did not meet the 75% threshold, the Team agreed to 
find the percentage of total enrollment for each reported school that qualified and assign the 
commensurate number of points from 1 to 5. 

A similar weighted process was also applied to claims of qualification by the fourth criteria in the 
Guidelines — local alternate qualifying method. 

Using this methodology, the Team closely reviewed all applications that requested DAC points 
and verified claims of household income, rates of free or reduced price meals at schools, 
CalEnviro Screen data, and/or any alternative method of qualifying as a DAC. This review 
confirmed that some applicants did not understand or follow instructions and either claimed 
points they weren’t eligible for or were entitled to points they had not claimed. 

The team reviewed the data to support the number of points claimed by applicants under 
Question 5B (percentage of points to be expended in the disadvantaged community) and 
provided comments where the adequacy of the data was in question. For example, census 
tract and median household income are 2009-2013 American Community Survey standards. A 
planned change in population of the Census Tract (e.g. permitted new low income housing) or 
layoffs due to closure of a major local employer are examples. 

“The trainings provided a lot of 
helpful information, examples, and 
insights into the ATP application 
process. Examples of successful 
grant components were especially 
helpful, as well as unsuccessful 
applications.”
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Where Census Tracts are very large and include widely varying high and low income 
neighborhoods, some applicants convincingly demonstrated that the project was in fact located 
in a qualifying neighborhood within the non-qualifying census tract and the Team noted 
qualification for full points.   

The results of the Team’s analysis were summarized in a spreadsheet which is attached as 
Appendix G. 

E. CYCLE 2 OUTCOMES AND FEEDBACK SURVEY
The Team created and disseminated a second survey to poll Cycle 2 disadvantaged community 
applicants in December 2015. The follow-up survey served as a valuable means of assessing the 
effectiveness of the technical assistance provided by the Team, by Caltrans, and by others. It also 
enabled the Team to compare the results to the Cycle 1 survey we conducted in early 2015. To 
facilitate direct comparison of survey results, the Cycle 2 survey included 11 of the 12 original 
survey questions. The follow-up survey also solicited new information from applicants regarding 
the preparation of their application, sources of technical assistance utilized during the process, 
and funding results.

The survey was disseminated to the 324 applicants that identified themselves as disadvantaged 
communities in their Cycle 2 applications. Four recipients opted out of Survey Monkey and did 
not receive the survey. The Team received 105 responses, for a response rate of 33%. This is a 
significantly larger survey pool than the first survey, which was sent to 46 applicants and was 
completed by 15 respondents. Both surveys had high response rates at 33%. A summary of 
results from the Cycle 2 survey is attached as Appendix H. 

Key findings include:

Staffing resources:  Many respondents cited the length and complexity of the application as a 
major barrier:

 ¡ 72% of respondents cited insufficient staffing as a moderate or significant barrier in 
preparing ATP applications;

 ¡ 69% spent more than 50 hours preparing an application, reflecting the high level of effort 
required to apply for ATP; and

 ¡ 39% hired consultants to prepare the application.

Tools to measure bicycling and walking: 

 ¡ 58% of respondents cited a lack of knowledge or tools to estimate levels of bicycling and 
walking as a moderate or significant barrier to preparing their applications. 

 ¡ Regarding future technical assistance, 97% of respondents identified these tools as a 
moderately or very useful topic for future technical assistance — higher than any other 
topic.



14

Disadvantaged Community Support for the Active Transportation Program

Other highly ranked topics: In addition to tools to estimate bicycling and walking levels, 
respondents expressed a strong interest in several other technical assistance topics, with the 
following rated as useful or very useful: 

 ¡ 94% cited top 10 tips for successful ATP applications;

 ¡ 93% valued learning how to use safety data to estimate decreases in injuries or fatalities; 
and

 ¡ 89% selected both effective project evaluation and how to use public health data.

New technical assistance needs:  Respondents expressed an interest in additional technical 
assistance in these categories:

 ¡ 59% would like to have “office hours” or individualized consultant assistance so applicants 
can receive customized feedback on their proposals. 

 ¡ There was also significant interest in a resource web page where applicants could access in-
depth guidance (56%) and webinars (45%). As one respondent stated:

“In depth guidance that puts together all the essential sections of the directions, 
instruction and other Caltrans documents would be great. There were just too many 
documents to keep track of to ensure all questions were fully and correctly answered.”

While the sample size was significantly larger for the second survey than the first, the results 
were strikingly similar. The level of effort required to prepare the complex application and 
understanding or accessing tools to measure bicycling and walking remained two of the 
dominant themes in each survey.  The “highly ranked” topics noted above were the highest 
scoring responses in both surveys. The question regarding new/additional technical assistance 
was added to the second survey.

F. MANAGING THE PROJECT AND SUMMARIZING RESULTS
Throughout the project, the Team members met regularly with Kevin Atkinson from Caltrans. 
These meetings were held monthly, generally via conference call. These meetings were used 
to update Caltrans on work accomplished to date, discuss upcoming activities, and answer any 
questions that may have arisen throughout the past month. Agendas from all of these meetings 
are available in Appendix I. 

The Team was also asked to prepare a final report (this report), which summarizes the tasks, 
results, and recommendations for the ATP going forward. An initial outline of this report is 
available in Appendix J.
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PART 2: COMPARISON OF CYCLE 1 VS. CYCLE 2 FUNDING 
RESULTS FOR TRAINING PARTICIPANTS
Of post-Cycle 2 survey respondents, 23 
of the respondents attended one of the 
Team’s DAC Workshops. To determine if the 
workshop had an impact on their success, 
the Team compared the participants’ funding 
results in Cycle 1 versus Cycle 2:

 ¡  Of the 23 respondents who attended 
our DAC workshops, 52% (12 of 23) 
were successful in Cycle 2 after being 
unsuccessful in Cycle 1.

 ¡ Of the 82 respondents who did NOT 
attend our DAC workshop, 15% (12 
of 82) were successful in Cycle 2 after 
being unsuccessful in Cycle 1.

PART 3: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE ACTIVE 
TRANSPORTATION TRAINING AND OUTREACH
Through the development and delivery of the “Developing Effective Active Transportation Project 
and Programs” workshops, the Team tracked feedback received from participants, including 
identification of aspects of the trainings that were successful, those that could be improved, and 
additional needs for technical assistance in future ATP cycles. 

The input the Team considered in developing the following recommendations was collected 
through evaluations of the Disadvantaged Community workshops submitted by attendees 
(see Part 1C above); a survey of Cycle 2 DAC applicants (see Part 1E above), experience of 
the Team’s review of DAC eligibility for Cycle 2 applications; and the experience of our Team 
members, many of whom served as reviewers of ATP applications in both ATP Cycle 1 and 
2. Pull-out quotes are used from Cycle 2 DAC applicants to address the recommendations 
addressed below. These recommendations are intended to assist Caltrans and the California 
Transportation Commission (CTC) with continuing to improve the ATP by:

 ¡ Targeting assistance to small agencies and disadvantaged communities with the greatest 
need;

 ¡ Focusing future technical assistance on highest priority content areas;

Based on this data, applicants 
who attended the DAC Workshop 
training significantly improved 
their success rate. For those who 
were denied funding in Cycle 1 but 
funded in Cycle 2, our workshop 
participants had more than three 
times the success rate of those 
who did not attend.
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 ¡ Offering assistance in formats that provide the greatest benefit to the target audience;

 ¡ Providing applicants with relevant, current supporting materials; and

 ¡ Creating a clear and understandable application and a fair, consistent, and transparent 
process for reviewing applications and awarding funding.

Our recommendations address the following aspects of the ATP:

A. Training Structure and Content Recommendations

1. Goals of ATP Training

a. Timing of workshops and other technical assistance

2. Coordination with Caltrans ATP trainings

3. Length and format of workshops

4. Workshop locations

5. Outreach, advertising, and attendance

6. Improving Training Content

B. Resource Materials

C. Proposals for additional training and support, including more individualized technical 
assistance consultations for individual applicant agencies

A. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TRAINING STRUCTURE AND CONTENT

1) GOALS 

The ATP technical assistance effort intended to achieve the following, as identified in the project 
work scope:

 ¡ Provide participants with a better understanding of the active transportation process and 
the role of active transportation in creating a safe, sustainable, integrated, and efficient 
transportation system for their community. A Cycle 2 Survey respondent explains that:

“Our team is discouraged by the process over the past two years and would really love a 
guideline for how we could submit a more competitive application for our community.”

 ¡ Provide active transportation related support and resources to disadvantaged communities 
that will enable these communities to effectively compete in the upcoming ATP Cycle 2 
solicitation, in Spring 2015.
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 ¡ Provide participants active transportation background and resources, and hone skills 
necessary to successfully compete in the ATP. Training will target planning, scoping, 
delivering, and evaluating active transportation projects and writing a successful grant 
application.

We recommend that more specific program goals be established to help guide future training 
content and designing and promoting future technical assistance services. This will help to 
design strategies and to facilitate evaluation of the assistance provided. Our recommendations 
are:

 ¡ Retain workshops geared to small agencies and DACs that focus more on appropriateness, 
quality, and readiness of the projects and programs.

 ¡ Determine if the intended audience is mainly government agencies, or whether 
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), community-based organizations (CBOs), and 
private consultants who participate in ATP project development and application preparation 
are also important audiences.

Additional recommendations for technical assistance program goals include:

 ¡ Ensuring that proposals meet ATP program intent: Guiding applicants in the 
development of proposals to help ensure that projects best meet the intent of the ATP 
program as defined in the program guidelines.

 ¡ Enhancing the quality of projects: Providing guidance to applicants to support the 
development of robust project components such as community engagement, project 
designs that best meet the needs of the target community, etc.  

 ¡ Improving the quality of project applications: Helping applicants to document in their 
applications the project development work they have completed. There are many ATP-
worthy projects, but given the competitive nature of the program, applicants need to 
prepare a high quality application to be awarded funding.

 ¡ Readiness of projects to be implemented: The trainings encouraged up-front planning 
work to help applicants effectively lay the groundwork to efficiently implement their 
projects once awarded funding. This includes consulting with key stakeholders, both at the 
agency level and community-based organizations.

2) TIMING AND SCHEDULING 

One of the biggest challenges in reaching the Team’s intended audience was that delivery of 
the DAC Workshops was scheduled so close to the due date for Cycle 2 applications and also 
overlapped with the Caltrans “How to Apply” workshops. The DAC workshops were also allocated 
one to each of Caltrans’ 12 Districts, with most training sessions held at the Caltrans District 
offices. This meant that some rural workshops were sparsely attended, while participants in 
large urban regions had only one chance to attend.  The Team recommends the following to 
more precisely target the delivery of future workshops:
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 ¡ Providing additional lead time: The DAC workshops were designed to help applicants 
identify and develop the most needed, impactful active transportation projects. In order 
for local jurisdictions to do that, the workshops need to be delivered well in advance of 
the call for projects; ideally 6-12 months prior. Even with a community-prioritized, clearly 
identified project, applicants need significant lead time to collect appropriate data, identify 
key local partners, engage community members, develop effective project designs, and 
complete other steps in order to submit a compelling, successful application. Therefore, 
we recommend that the workshops be scheduled prior to the issuance of the ATP Call for 
Projects, at least 6 months in advance of the due date for the ATP applications. This would 
help applicants to utilize these tools to identify the best candidate projects and lay the 
groundwork to make their applications successful. As initially planned, the DAC workshops 
would have been delivered earlier, but the modified project schedule delayed workshop 
delivery until March 2015.

 ¡ Coordinating with Caltrans District Application workshops: There was some confusion 
among participants about the purposes of the DAC workshops and the Caltrans Application 
workshops. The Caltrans Application Workshops were targeted toward all ATP applicants 
and focused on the details of guidelines, application instructions, and project component 
eligibility. Future materials developed by Caltrans to advertise both sets of workshops 
should more clearly define their respective purposes so attendees better understand 
what they can expect to learn from each session. Ideally, the DAC workshops would be 
completed earlier, and the Caltrans workshops would be held closer to the release of the 
call for projects. In addition, scheduling the DAC workshops and Application workshops in 
different time frames would likely make it easier for resource-strapped agencies to reserve 
time to attend both sessions. 

 ¡ Identify preferred workshop locations: The DAC workshops were mostly held at Caltrans 
District offices as a means of providing access to applicants across the state. While this 
afforded jurisdictions in each District the opportunity to access a training session, this 
approach was not always convenient to the locations and concentrations of DACs. As a 
result, applicants in geographically large Districts may not have been able to easily access 
the workshops. 

“Sometimes it’s hard for people to attend workshops that are often 50-100 miles away. 
I believe holding webinars and having resources on the internet will be much more 
effective in getting participation as well as an effective use of people’s time.”

At the other end of the spectrum, heavily populated Districts such as the Bay Area and Los 
Angeles have large numbers of prospective applicants and community partners who are 
potential attendees. Caltrans should consider holding workshops at locations that would best 
serve DAC applicants and potentially host multiple workshops in denser urban areas where 
there is a greater demand.
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3)  LENGTH AND FORMAT OF TRAININGS

Based on workshop evaluations and survey results, participants deemed the DAC workshops to 
be highly effective in providing content that was valuable in supporting the development of ATP 
applications. 

However, attendance was less than anticipated – due in large part to the timing and scheduling 
challenges described above – so it is recommended that alternative formats be included in 
future technical assistance to reach more of 
the target audience. Given the range of 
potential ATP applicants, no single format will 
address every applicant’s needs. While the 
Team has collected some initial feedback on 
and interest in alternative technical assistance 
formats, a more thorough assessment of 
options should be considered. For example:

 ¡ Multi-day vs. full-day vs. half-day: Workshop curriculum was quite extensive, and many 
attendees commented on the large amount of material covered in the day-long format. As 
a result, it would not be feasible to compress the content into a half-day format without 
substantially scaling back the content. However, as noted in the survey results, several 
topics were identified by a large number of applicants as priorities for future technical 
assistance. A half-day format could focus on one or more priority topics, potentially 
attracting attendees who are primarily interested in selected curriculum modules or do not 
have the time available for a full-day session. Alternatively, for applicants with more limited 
technical capacity, a two-day format could be beneficial. This would provide time to cover 
the full workshop curriculum, allow for additional time to cover selected topics in more 
depth, and could include a walk audit or other type of in-the-field exercise to demonstrate 
the key concepts covered in the workshop.

 ¡ Alternative training formats: Offering options for more targeted assistance would 
enable attendees with less time available to avoid travel and to more easily participate. It 
may make it easier for applicants seeking information on specific topics to take advantage 
of the available technical assistance. Several options for additional trainings beyond 
the workshops are described below under “New Ideas for Additional Support/Training/
Outreach.”

4) OUTREACH AND ATTENDANCE

Despite the demonstrated need for technical assistance and the positive evaluations of the 
workshop content, workshop attendance was lower than anticipated – due in large part to 
the timing and scheduling challenges described above. The overlap with the Caltrans “how 
to apply” workshops, and the confusion as to the distinction between the two, were major 
factors in the modest turnout in some locations. There are some relevant lessons from prior 
experience: the Team worked together on a similar statewide training effort under the Healthy 

“The trainings were long, but overall 
made the difference in the success 
of our proposal.”
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Transportation Network from 2002-2009 and 
consistently attracted a strong turnout, with 
most workshops filled to capacity. The Team 
recommends the following strategies to not 
only boost overall attendance but also to 
increase participation by those most in need 
of assistance:

 ¡ Cultivating enhanced local 
partnerships: The Team’s previous 
experience with implementing the 
Healthy Transportation Network (HTN) 
workshop series (co-sponsored by the 
California Department of Public Health 
and University of California San Francisco 
with Transportation Enhancements funding) suggests that locally-based agencies and 
nonprofit organizations were invaluable in using their local connections to raise awareness 
about the workshops. This type of collaboration would reduce the resources required of 
Caltrans to market the trainings, and would tap into networks that locally-based partners 
already have in place.

 ¡ Providing meals and beverages to participants: The HTN workshops arranged for 
sponsors for meals, which could help to encourage day-long attendance and participation 
in trainings.

 ¡ Targeting outreach to those in most need: For some disadvantaged communities, whose 
participation in the workshops might be especially valuable, a more concerted outreach 
effort is required. This could be accomplished through direct outreach by the Team to help 
potential ATP applicants understand the value that the training could provide.

 ¡ Leveraging local training efforts: Coordinate with metropolitan planning organizations, 
regional transportation planning agencies, rural transportation planning agencies and other 
agencies that are providing technical assistance and/or resources for local agencies to 
support the regional ATP process.

5) IMPROVING TRAINING CONTENT

Workshop attendees were nearly unanimous in reporting that the DAC workshops were highly 
valuable in preparing their ATP applications. At 10 of the 12 workshops, 100% of respondents 
agreed or strongly agreed that they:

1) Increased their knowledge and understanding of how to develop effective transportation 
projects, plans or programs after attending the workshop; 

2) Learned about resources that will help their community in competing for ATP funding; 
and 

“The training was extremely helpful 
- I would have been lost without it. I 
would have appreciated if we could 
have walked through each portion 
of the application and outlined the 
best tools to find the information 
that we need, and what the best 
answer would include.”
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3) Would recommend this workshop or a similar workshop. 

At the remaining two workshops, feedback was also very positive, with no scores lower than 86% 
for any of the three questions. 

In considering changes to the training curriculum, the Team recommends retaining the most 
effective material, identifying ways to enhance the content, and addressing the most critical 
needs for ATP applicants who did not attend the DAC workshops.

Specifically, DAC Workshop Participants shared that Modules 4 (Leveraging Data to Understand 
Needs), 5 (Tools/Strategies to Predict/Document Bicycling and Walking Rates) and 11 (Top 
Ten Tips for an ATP Application) were the most useful to them. DAC Workshop participants 
also provided feedback on how the workshops could have been improved. Many participants 
noted that they would have appreciated more case studies and example projects, including 
highlighting successful applicants with similar demographics and those from disadvantaged 
communities and tribal communities and comparing successful vs. unsuccessful applications; 
sample language/templates/answers/outlines for each ATP question; and opportunities for 
participants to share personal experiences and lessons learned.

Recommendations for strategies to supplement the technical assistance workshops are 
described below in section C.

B. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR RESOURCE MATERIALS
The Team assembled a significant list of 
resource materials related to the topics 
covered in the 12 workshops described above 
under Section 1C. As noted earlier, over 150 
tools and resources were made available on 
the project webpage. Documents covered 
a range of topics including: citations to the 
most relevant case studies, research and 
reports, links to a variety of benefit/cost tools, 
guidebooks on bicycle and pedestrian data 
collection and estimation, and a detailed listing 
of additional funding sources.  

Recommendation to Improve/Update 
Existing Resources: The materials assembled by the Team include the latest and most relevant 
active transportation resources. However, as the ATP moves forward, it will be very useful to 
undertake periodic reviews and updates of the posted materials, and to identify and add new 
materials as they become available. 

“The presenters were very 
knowledgeable and did a great job. 
I wish that all the information they 
shared was readily available as a 
part of the application, or broken 
out into a “how to” for each portion 
of the application.”
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Recommendations about resource materials from training participants:

“How to navigate the website and instructions.”

Recommendations for new resources to add for future trainings from training 
participants:

“Tips for documenting public input”

“How to build a solid non infrastructure application using the ATP application template”

“How to extrapolate regional data to apply to our community since we don’t have 
enough information collected locally.”

C. NEW IDEAS FOR ADDITIONAL SUPPORT/TRAINING/OUTREACH
Participants came to the workshops with varying levels of expertise in developing ATP projects 
and in preparation of grant applications. Through the after-workshop survey, the Team received 
numerous comments related to this issue, with significant interest in and support for the 
provision of customized, one-on-one technical assistance. 

1. Customized technical assistance consultations: The Team recommends the following 
types of technical assistance to help address the needs of individual applicants. The Team 
also recommends that in advance of receiving more customized technical assistance, all 
applicants should be required to participate in a basic training.

b. Post-workshop Team consultations: A number of survey respondents indicated 
that it would be helpful to provide customized assistance which would help them 
address questions about their particular application. This could be accomplished in 
person by having the Team remain at the workshop site for an additional day and 
scheduling one-on-one sessions with interested and verified DAC applicants.

a. On-call technical assistance: A number of consultant hours could be reserved for 
phone consultations to verified DAC applicants. Specific types of assistance could 
be offered through this task and interested agencies could submit online requests. 
Requests for assistance should be reserved for DAC applicants only, with priority 
given to DACs that have not previously been awarded ATP funding.

b. Feedback on unsuccessful applications: Applicants could gain substantially by 
receiving feedback on unsuccessful ATP applications. This would better enable 
applicants to understand if there are significant flaws in their project proposals, 
or if a future application might only require some minor revisions to be more 
competitive. DAC applicants that have had not previously been awarded ATP 
funding should have priority for these reviews.

2. Guidebook: A number of survey respondents indicated that they would have benefited 
from having more specific examples of how successful applicants responded to particular 
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questions in the application. A 
guidebook or manual that would 
include materials from the workshop 
curriculum along with selected case 
studies could be a valuable resource 
for local applicants, something they 
could easily refer back to when 
preparing their applications. It would 
also offer another technical assistance 
format that could be used by agencies 
unable to send staff to the workshops 
in person.

3. Web-based trainings: Online training 
sessions would be beneficial to 
participants who are interested in 
receiving technical assistance but 
otherwise unable to attend in person. 
This is of particular relevance to 
applicants from remote rural areas. 
Preparing recorded versions of training sessions available would also be valuable for 
potential attendees with schedule conflicts and those who may wish to review a session 
multiple times.

“General workshops often spent too much time addressing issues that were obvious to 
seasoned applicants. More in depth online resources and office hours would be a way 
for those needing less general guidance to get their more specific and targeted questions 
answered.

PART 4: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING THE 
APPLICATION AND SCORING PROCESS
As previously highlighted, Team members have been involved in the application review process 
since the start of the ATP. Through this project, the Team also reviewed all of the applications 
claiming eligibility as DACs. Based on this review and the input received from applicants and 
organizations that work with DACs, the Team offers the following recommendations to improve 
the application and scoring process.

Application Process Recommendations:

1. Standardized application form: The Team recommends several modifications to the 
application form to make it clearer to applicants and to provide consistency that will 
facilitate the review process.

Attendees at the Los Angeles ATP Workshop
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a. Online Application: The most important improvement would be to create an 
online application form. This would not only address the comments from numerous 
applicants regarding the administrative burden of preparing hard copies but could 
also streamline the review process for Caltrans and CTC. Additionally, it would help 
Caltrans meet state and federal goals to reduce the use of paper and other solid 
waste. An online application could also easily be programmed to request slightly 
different information for non-infrastructure projects. (See #4 below.) The Team is 
cognizant that an online form is in development for Cycle 3.

b. Maps: It would be helpful for applicants and reviewers to have a standardized 
online map/mapping tool that would be used to identify the project area in a 
uniform way to promote fair evaluation. Project maps were very inconsistent from 
application to application in terms of format, scale, legibility, and data provided. 
It was often difficult to determine the precise location of a project, including the 
Census tract(s) it was located in, key to determining DAC eligibility. The Team 
recommends that the application provide a base map where applicants are 
required to identify project location with Census tracts where the project is located 
as well as any impacted by the project

c. Establish word limits for each application question. 

d. Data to establish DAC eligibility: Looking up the data for each project to 
determine DAC eligibility is time consuming for applicants and reviewers. In 
addition to saving time, a system where the data is automatically input in the 
application would ensure accuracy of the data.

Below is an illustration of how the proposed mechanism could work. For each 
identified Census tract number, applicants would estimate the percentage of 
residents in each tract who would directly and meaningfully benefit from the 
project. Based on the information from those two columns, the chart could auto-
populate the number of residents, median household income, and CalEnviro Screen 
score.

Census Tract # Percent who benefit # of residents
Median  

Household 
Income

CalEnviro Screen Score

4010 75
4011 100
4012 50
4013 100
4014 50
4028 50
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A similar method could help to define DAC benefits. Based on which criteria an 
applicant selected to establish DAC status, the number of DAC residents impacted 
could be automatically calculated as indicated in the table below.

Census Tract # Percent who benefit # of residents
Median  

Household 
Income

CalEnviro Screen Score

4010 75 5,007 40,488 31.25
4011 100 4,054 53,438 24.35
4012 50 2,456 62,064 15.64
4013 100 3,983 35,030 37.92
4014 50 4,340 28,264 40.77
4028 50 3,044 19,896 39.62

Total Residents 22,884 11,430
Percent of residents who live in DACs 49.9%

2. Provide additional guidance to reviewers: This includes examples for each question, 
regarding responses that would score well. This issue was identified through feedback 
from applicants concerned about consistency of scoring across reviewers and also among 
the Team. This is particularly related to Question 5 regarding the eligibility and benefits of 
projects to DACs:

a. Disadvantaged community eligibility: The “local criteria” that could be used to 
support a DAC designation should be clarified. It would be helpful to have some 
specific examples of criteria that are accepted as valid.

b. Benefits to disadvantaged communities: It would be instructive to have 
examples of projects that successfully demonstrate (or fail to demonstrate) 
direct, meaningful, and assured benefits of a project to a DAC. A useful model for 
such guidance can be found in the  Strategic Growth Council’s guidelines for the 
Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities (AHSC) program (https://www.
sgc.ca.gov/docs/AHSC_Background_Information.pdf). 

c. Public health impacts of projects: A number of applicants also expressed 
confusion about how to demonstrate a project’s public health impacts. This 
information could all be included in the ATP application guidebook recommended 
above, as it would serve both reviewers and applicants. 

3. Clarify the application question regarding the demonstration of direct benefits 
to DACs (Question 5): Based on the Team’s review of answers to this question, some 
applicants still misunderstood what information was being requested. Despite the 
instructions and clarifying language included on the application, many applicants simply 
established that their project was physically located within a DAC but failed explain how 
the project provided actual benefit to the community. In addition, not all applicants 
understood that they were required in parts B and C to specify how many of the five 
points available for each part they were claiming.  
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a. Provide guidance on documenting DAC status for nonstandard projects: For 
example, a project proposed for a community college may not be physically located 
in a DAC, but if that college primarily serves students from lower income families, 
there should be guidance as to what data can be used to qualify for DAC points 
(e.g., students’ family household income data).  

b. Modify the structure of the question regarding the demonstration of DAC 
benefits (parts B and C): Currently eligibility for points under part B (which 
considers only the physical location of the project) is contingent on providing an 
adequate response to part C (which considers the benefits of the project to DACs, 
regardless of whether the project area is located inside or outside the DAC). Some 
applicants did not fully understand this and failed to provide a complete answer 
for part C. An alternative would be to score part B independently of part C. With 
this change, part B would focus on both the location of the project area relative to 
the disadvantaged community and the project’s impact on that community. Part C 
would then only consider the impact of projects located outside DACs.

4. Ensure that plans and non-infrastructure projects are given fair consideration in 
the ATP application and its scoring rubric: Several applicants indicated that the ATP 
application was primarily oriented toward infrastructure projects, and they perceived 
that plans and non-infrastructure projects were inherently less competitive due to the 
structure and makeup of the questions and scoring rubric. The Team recommends 
following up with agencies applying for ATP funds, as well as application reviewers, 
to understand what changes they believe would provide a better opportunity to 
demonstrate the value of plans and non-infrastructure projects. One of the simplest 
changes could to remove some questions that are not relevant to these types of projects 
and include additional questions that would only be completed for these project types.

We recommend developing an application assistance program similar to that developed by the 
Strategic Growth Council for the AHSC grant program. In January 2016, SGC launched a pilot 
project to provide technical assistance to the 63 DAC applicants that did not get funded in Cycle 
1. The assistance is tailored, and includes help with writing (or rewriting) the proposal. This pilot 
project runs through September 2016 which would enable Caltrans to evaluate it and determine 
if it should be adapted for use in the ATP.

Review Process Recommendations (application evaluation & scoring process)

We recommend that Caltrans and CTC do the following:

1) Review all applications claiming DAC status for eligibility and whether points 
claimed by applicant are valid:  In our review we came across a number of applicants 
that either claimed to be in a DAC or benefitting a DAC but that either did not or claimed 
more points than seemed appropriate.

2) Evaluate whether proposals need to be reviewed by 3 instead of 2 reviewers.
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3) Provide training to reviewers on how to evaluate eligibility for DAC, especially for 
part C related to benefit of project on DAC

“Evaluate the review process to making it clearer for applicants and evaluators and to 
reduce inconsistencies in the scoring”

4) Have a dedicated review team of experts in planning, non-infrastructure, SRTS, 
multi-use paths and recreational trails projects to review those types of projects 
respectively.

CLOSING SUMMARY
The members of the Team would like to thank Caltrans staff, especially project manager Kevin 
Atkinson, for working closely with us during the past year to deliver a successful program 
to support small agencies and disadvantaged communities to be successful in the Active 
Transportation Program 

There is little doubt that the type of technical assistance provided through this project helped 
disadvantaged communities develop better applications that were more successful. This is clear 
from the evaluations and surveys conducted by the Team, as documented in this report. In 
spite of the very compressed time frame to develop and deliver the workshops, the finding that 
attendees at the workshops were three times more effective in getting their projects funded 
speaks for itself.

The recommendations we’ve provided above also point out that there are some simple and 
straightforward ways in which the technical assistance program could be even more effective 
in the future.  We urge Caltrans and the CTC to find ways to deliver in-depth workshops and 
webinars similar to what our Team developed, and also provide some on-call, individualized 
technical assistance. These three types of assistance were identified as high priorities from the 
DAC applicants we surveyed. We believe this will result in more successful applications, and 
better designed, more impactful active transportation projects and programs that will fulfill the 
goals of the ATP. 

We also encourage Caltrans and the CTC to find ways to improve the application process itself. 
We’ve provided a number of recommendations that will help not only applicants but also 
reviewers.
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APPENDIX A

SUPPORT FOR THE ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM 
Meeting Agenda

February 19, 2015

Local Government Commission Conference Room

980 9th Street, Suite 1700

10:15am – 1:15pm

  

1) Introductions

2) Project Vision

a) Discuss how best to support disadvantaged communities

3) Review Scope of Work and possible changes given shorter timeline

a) Shift Tasks A2, A3 and A4 later in year?

b) Focus on Tasks A5 and A6 in next month?

4) Task A5:  Compile ATP Training Tools and Materials

a) Plan of action

5) Task A6:  Scheduling 12 Workshops

a) Review potential dates and locations

6) Review roles and responsibilities 

a) Scheduling meetings

b) Scheduling workshops

c) Printing materials for workshops

d) Other

7) Other topics



29

Appendix A – Task 1

SUPPORT FOR THE ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION  
PROGRAM KICK OFF MEETING NOTES

Local Government Commission

February 19, 2015

Project Vision

The group discussed each of their visions for how to best support disadvantaged 
communities through the ATP application process. The group noted that the district offices 
may not be the best place to reach disadvantaged communities. In some cases, it may 
make more sense to use offices of TCE, COGS or MPOs. They also noted the importance of 
targeting local communities themselves, not just stakeholders from organizations such as 
PolicyLink. 

Scope of Work Review

The group discussed the scope of work for this project and the potential impacts of the 
shortened timeframe. 

A1. Project Kick Off

The group agreed to try and schedule a meeting with TARC during the week of March 16. The 
goal of this meeting will be to gather their input on the workshop materials developed, as it 
relates to public health issues.

A3. Application Review

The group noted that due to the shortened timeframe they may not be able to conduct a 
comprehensive review of failed applicants for barriers. Rails to Trails will lead this portion of 
the project.

A4. Survey

The group noted that due to the shortened timeframe they may not be able to conduct a 
comprehensive survey of past applicants. The group discussed developing an abbreviated 
set of questions or survey to get feedback about challenges and weaknesses in applications. 
They noted that they wanted to survey local communities themselves as well as some 
nonprofit organizations/advocacy organizations. They noted that they wanted the non-profit/
advocacy organizations to relay applicant feedback instead of just sharing their personal 
views. They agreed to try and reach out to at least 35 organizations (25 communities and 10 
non-profit/advocacy organizations). Rails to Trails will lead this portion of the project. 

A5. Compile Training Tools and Materials

The group agreed to develop a majority of the training materials in the 2 weeks following 
the kick-off meeting and will then review with the public health stakeholders. It was noted 
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that Caltrans will be developing 8 hours of application-specific instruction and that this 
group shouldn’t overlap too much with their materials. Instead it should focus on developing 
projects. It was noted that the team will pay for printing the manual for participants and will 
share the printing costs.

The group discussed what topics to include in the curriculum for the workshops. See below 
for the initial list of ideas that were identified during the meeting.

 ¡ Definition/threshold of disadvantaged community – is it too easy? Perhaps require census 
tract data. People will want to know how they get points for disadvantaged communities

 ¡ Cost/Benefit Ratio – may be able to leave out

 ¡ Effective community engagement

 ¡ Identify ATP Needs

 ¡ Do a brief walk audit as part of workshop

 ¡ Project planning and prioritization

 ¡ Tips to show why one project is stronger than another – context and rationale

 ¡ How to do it cheaply/on a shoestring

 ¡ How to develop a pedestrian and bicycle plan

 ¡ Pedestrian safety action plan template 

 ¡ Issue of co-applicants – need competitive process or a public interest finding

 ¡ Look for small community examples

 ¡ Information on how to put together a good proposal for ATP planning projects and tips 
on submitting a proposal to do a good plan

 ¡ Complete streets in general plans

 ¡ Will advise to not wait until general plan update to start policy adoption, like internal 
processes

 ¡ Innovative design

 ¡ Land use connections

 ¡ Developing programs

 ¡ How to write a successful application

 ¡ Informed by survey

 ¡ We will give emphasis on trouble spots – top 5 tips
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 ¡ Reinforce Caltrans technical training

 ¡ How to use SafeTREC, TIMS, SWITRS – probably don’t need to do too much here

 ¡ Coordinate with DPH on what to cover regarding public health

 ¡ Alternative funding opportunities

A6: Workshops

The group discussed how to best go about scheduling the regional workshops, including 
potential dates, locations, etc. They also agreed to use Eventbrite to register participants for the 
workshop. Caltrans will conduct outreach for the events and the project team also agreed to 
conduct outreach to encourage participation.
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APPENDIX B

980 9th Street, Suite 1700 w Sacramento, CA 95814 w 916-448-1198

Memo
April 8, 2015

To: Kevin Atkinson, Caltrans

From: Paul Zykofsky, Associate Director

Copy: Jenny Woods, Project Manager

Re: Status of Task 2: Active Transportation Program Support for Disadvantaged Communities

At the project kickoff meeting with Caltrans staff on February 19, we discussed the challenges 
posed by the delay in starting this project. With ATP applications due on June 1st, the LGC 
team proposed a series of steps in order to insure that the workshops could be conducted as 
soon as possible and be of most value for potential applicants. The reduced amount of time 
would require that we reduce the amount of time spent on Task 3 — reviewing un-awarded 
applications from Cycle 1 — and Task 4 — a survey of Cycle 1 applicants and prioritize Task 5 
— developing the presentations and materials — and Task 6 — delivering the twelve 8-hour 
workshops.  At that meeting we agreed that we conduct a shorter survey of 28 local jurisdictions 
and 18 non-governmental organizations and review approximately ten applications in Cycle 
1 from disadvantaged communities.  Instead of the in-depth reviews and survey originally 
proposed, Caltrans staff agreed that we should instead plan to conduct an online survey of Cycle 
2 applications later in the project in order to inform future ATP funding. (This assumed that 
Caltrans would be able to provide the LGC team with the contact information including name, 
organization and email of the disadvantaged applicants.)

In order to quickly develop the curriculum for the workshops under Task 5, the LGC team 
agreed to conduct an intensive effort to prepare the presentation materials over a short period 
of time. The four organizations met for three days on February 25, 26 and 27 at Rails-to-Trails 
Conservancy’s office in Oakland and developed draft presentations for 12 modules to be 
included in the workshops. 
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We also discussed with Caltrans that it would be helpful to conduct a pilot workshop with all four 
organizations and Caltrans staff present before rolling the workshops out to other jurisdictions. 
After looking at schedules and available venues it was agreed that the pilot workshop would 
be conducted at District 3 in Marysville on March 24. A meeting to discuss the workshop 
presentations was held the next day in Sacramento with all four organizations and Caltrans in 
attendance. 

LGC team and Caltrans staff discussed the scheduling and planning of the 12 workshops. Based 
on that discussion, the LGC team and Caltrans prepared a draft calendar (see attached).  In 
locations where the Caltrans District office was not conveniently located or the meeting room 
was not large enough, the LGC team offered to help find an alternate location. 

On March 18, the LGC team met with staff from Caltrans and the Department of Public Health 
(DPH) (see attached meeting notes). The goal was to insure that work being done by DPH and 
the LGC team through this project would be complementary and mutually supportive. We also 
discussed how to best incorporate public health information into the workshops that the LGC 
team would be conducting during March, April and the beginning of May. DPH staff offered to 
provide contacts at the County level for the different regions. The LGC team explained that the 
presentation for the workshops would be brief and focus on the importance and benefits of 
working with public health agencies in preparing and undertaking ATP projects. The presentation 
would also refer jurisdictions applying for Safe Routes to School grants to review the Technical 
Assistance Resource Center (TARC) managed by the Department of Public Health.

Paul Zykofsky

Associate Director

Local Government Commission



34

Appendix B – Task 2

SUPPORT FOR SMALLER AGENCIES AND DISADVANTAGED  
COMMUNITIES: DEVELOPING EFFECTIVE ACTIVE  
TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS

WORK PLAN

Task and Subtasks Lead Organization
A1. Kick Off Meeting Local Government Commission
Draft Agenda
Distribute Notes
A2. Work Plans
Develop Work Plans Local Government Commission

Meet with SRTS TARC and Caltrans Local Government Commission, California Bicycle Coalition 
and Rails to Trails

A3. Review Cycle 1 Applications Rails to Trails
A4. Survey ATP Applicants Rails to Trails
Develop and Distribute Survey
Memo of Survey Results and 
Recommendations
A5. Develop ATP Training Tools and 
Materials

Local Government Commission, California Bicycle Coalition, 
California Walks and Rails to Trails

A6. Conduct Workshops Local Government Commission, California Bicycle Coalition, 
California Walks and Rails to Trails

Marysville
San Bernardino
Los Angeles
Bishop
San Luis Obispo
Fresno
Redding
Eureka
Stockton
Oakland
Irvine
San Diego
A7. ATP Cycle 2 Application and 
Scoring

Local Government Commission, California Bicycle Coalition, 
California Walks and Rails to Trails

A8. Monthly Project Management 
Meetings Local Government Commission

A9. Final Report Local Government Commission, California Bicycle Coalition, 
California Walks and Rails to Trails
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980 9th Street, Suite 1700 w Sacramento, CA 95814 w 916-448-1198

Active Transportation Program Training for Disadvantaged Communities 

Notes from meeting with staff from California Department of Public Health

March 18, 2015

Attendees:

Caltrans:  April Nitsos, Kevin Atkinson

Dept. of Public Health:  Stacy Nixon, Jacque Doerr, Lisa Cirill

California Bicycle Coalition:  Dave Snyder

Local Government Commission:  Paul Zykofsky

Rails-to-Trails Conservancy:  Laura Cohen

This meeting was held a few weeks after the start of the ATP Training for Disadvantaged 
Communities project in order to coordinate efforts and ensure that the work the LGC team 
would be doing would not duplicate the work that is being done by the Department of Public 
Health. The goal was to insure that work is complementary and mutually supportive. We also 
discussed how to best incorporate public health information into the workshops that the Local 
Government Commission, Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, the California Bicycle Coalition and 
California Walks will be conducting.

At the outset, DPH staff provided some suggestions for organizations that they thought would 
be able to help publicize the workshops. They included:  PolicyLink, California Rural Legal 
Assistance (CRLA), Leadership Council for Justice and Accountability, Dolores Huerta Foundation, 
TransForm, Tribes, Tribal liaisons, AARP, Area agencies on aging

DPH staff requested that after our workshops are over we pass contact information on to the 
Technical Assistance Resource Center (TARC) so they can add them to their database and be in 
a position to send them email blasts and other information.  DPH staff pointed out that it would 
be helpful to have one point of access for information on SRTS.

April mentioned that during the workshops it would be good to emphasize the importance of 
combining infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects. She also mentioned that the ATP 
application has been changed to address concerns about data.  Application won’t be posted until 
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March 26. We should take a look at it as soon as it comes out. Question 1 has been re-worked. 
CTC has been making changes to the disadvantaged communities question. 

DPH also suggested that our team take a look at TARC presentations and make sure we’re citing 
same data sources as they do. 

Laura Cohen provided a brief summary of the survey they had conducted of 28 jurisdictions, 
some of which had received funding in Cycle 1 and some which hadn’t.

The LGC team discussed the content of the module on “Coordinating with Public Health.” Module 
would be relatively short. Topics to cover would include:

 ¡ Why Public Health Matters

 ¡ Working with Public Health Partners

 ¡ What Public Health Brings to the Table

 ¡ Data Resources

 ¡ Other Resources

Staff from DPH pointed out that we should point out that there are a number of projects/ 
programs that public health works on that might have a transportation connection. For example, 
nutrition programs often look at access to healthy food.

As far as county health departments are concerned, they pointed out that there are a number 
of programs that tie in to active transportation, including, nutrition, public health education, 
chronic disease, injury prevention, data surveillance, and environmental health. 

They also pointed out that locals should be aware that health coalitions are often already 
established and operating at the local level.  No need to start from scratch. Locals should find 
out from the County health department who is out there.  Some communities might have 
already prepared needs assessments that might be helpful.  Others might be doing “walk 
prescriptions.”  Safe Routes to School are being done in many parts of the state.  

DPH explained that in larger jurisdictions, there might be local health organizations such as 
hospitals, community clinics, school health clinics, WIC centers, etc. that should be engaged. 

LGC team invited DPH to attend the pilot workshop in Marysville on March 24.
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APPENDIX C

To: Kevin Atkinson, Caltrans

From: Laura Cohen, Western Region Director, Rails-to-Trails Conservancy

Cc: Paul Zykofsky, Local Government Commission

Re: Completion of Task 3 – ATP Cycle 1 Application Review, Active Transportation Support for 
Disadvantaged Communities

Date: 9-2-15

The LGC Team has completed Task 3, a review of disadvantaged community applications for 
ATP Cycle 1. Below is a description of our approach, and how we applied what we learned to the 
development of the other tasks for this project.

At the project kickoff meeting with Caltrans staff on February 19, we discussed the challenges 
posed by the delay in starting this project. With ATP applications due on June 1st, the LGC team 
proposed a series of steps in order to insure that the workshops could be conducted as soon 
as possible and be of most value for potential applicants. The accelerated schedule meant that 
we opted to reduce the amount of time spent on Task 3 (reviewing disadvantaged community 
applications from Cycle 1) and Task 4 (a survey of Cycle 1 applicants), so that we could prioritize 
and expedite Tasks 5 and 6 (developing the presentations and resource materials and delivering 
the twelve 8-hour workshops.)  

At the kickoff meeting we discussed and agreed that we scale back the Cycle 1 application 
review, and read approximately ten applications in Cycle 1 from disadvantaged communities.  
The team would also be able to draw upon our experience as reviewers of Cycle 1 applications 
(Rails-to-Trails, California Walks and California Bicycle Coalition all served as reviewers).

In February, staff from California Walks reviewed the top 25% scoring applications in the 
general statewide competition, and the top 25% scoring applications for the rural communities 
competition. Staff from Rails-to-Trails Conservancy reviewed 10 applications, including a 
combination of successful and unsuccessful applicants.

At our workshop development meetings in Oakland on Feb. 25-27, we discussed what we 
learned from our review of Cycle 1 applications. We also took into account the feedback from 
the email survey of disadvantaged community applicants. Both of these sources strongly 
influenced our development of the workshop curriculum, and we determined that we needed to 
focus our workshop content on the following issues:

1. Reviewing policies and plans to identify project priorities

2. Leveraging data to understand active transportation needs (to help answer ATP 
application questions 1 and 2)
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3. Identifying a range of tools and strategies to answer ATP application question #1: 
predicting and documenting bicycling and walking rates

4. Effective project design and prioritization

5. How to partner effectively with public health agencies

6. Creating Effective Non-Infrastructure Programs

7. How to Develop Active Transportation Plans

8. Top 10 Tips for Successful ATP Applications

The final workshop curriculum reflected high priority technical assistance needs as determined 
by both our ATP application review and the applicant survey.

###
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Results of “Survey to Identify Technical Assistance Needs of Disadvantaged 
Communities Applying to the Active Transportation Program (ATP)”

Conducted February & March 2015 

A product of the Active Transportation Program – Disadvantaged Communities Support 
Consulting Team:

Local Government Commission 
California Bicycle Coalition 

California Walks 
Rails-to-Trails Conservancy

Survey results available online here: https://www.surveymonkey.com/results/SM-RFQKSXX7/ 

APPENDIX D
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SURVEY INTRODUCTION
The Active Transportation Program – Disadvantaged Communities (ATP DAC) Support Consulting 
Team was contracted to provide technical assistance to Disadvantaged Communities with ATP 
applications. As part of the contract with Caltrans, the team delivered workshops to a variety 
of stakeholders – city and county staff, non-profit organizations, consultants, and others 
– throughout the state from March-May 2015. Prior to developing the materials that were 
delivered during these workshops, the team surveyed Cycle 1 ATP applicants and organizations 
that supported applicants, to assess Technical Assistance needs. The results of this survey 
informed the development of the workshop content and training materials, and allowed the 
team to provide targeted workshops focused on topics that the survey respondents identified as 
areas of need. 

METHODOLOGY

Our target audience for the survey were lead agency staff who had a direct role in preparing 
the ATP Cycle 1 application. Caltrans provided the consulting team with a list of 30 ATP Cycle 1 
applicants from disadvantaged communities (half of which were funded, half of which were not) 
and the consulting team added a list of 16 organizations and agencies that supported ATP Cycle 
1 DAC applicants. 

On March 4, 2015, an email transmittal with a link to the survey was sent to 46 contacts from the 
Local Government Commission’s Survey Monkey account, and the email address lgc@lgc.org. A 
reminder was sent on March 10, 2015. The survey was closed on March 18, 2015. A total of 15 
responded, or 32.6% of those surveyed. Of the respondents, 12 completed the entire survey and 
3 partially completed it.

Of those who responded, 4 of 15 or 26.6% were successful in obtaining funding for their project 
and 2 of 15 or 13.3% were not. The other 9 or 60% supported city or county staff who applied, 
but did not apply themselves. The survey respondents represented a variety of roles: city and 
county staff, bike and pedestrian advocates, consultants and non-profits. 

The survey included both multiple-choice type questions, as well as some open-ended questions, 
and many respondents chose to offer comments on a variety of subjects. The survey summary 
results and comments are provided below.

Note:  all text answers included in this report are taken directly from Survey Monkey’s results for 
this survey.
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TEMPLATE SURVEY QUESTIONS
The following questions were sent out to survey recipients. 

1. Please fill in your contact information. 
Name: 
Representative of which organization or city/county: 
Address: 
Address 2: 
City/Town 
State: 
ZIP: 
Country: 
Email Address: 
Phone Number:

2. For ATP Cycle 1, my organization/agency:

A. Submitted an application

B. Submitted more than one application

C. If you did not submit an application, please explain the role you played in working 
with disadvantaged communities on ATP Cycle 1

3. The community served by my ATP Cycle 1 application(s) qualified as a disadvantaged 
community under the following definitions:

A. < 80% statewide median household income

B. Top 10% of communities identified in CalEnviroScreen

C. > 75% participation in free or reduced meal program (for Safe Routes to School 
projects)

D. My application did not qualify as serving a disadvantaged community

E. Other (please specify)

4. If your organization/agency submitted an application(s), how much time did you spend 
preparing the application (including community outreach)?

A. < 10 hours

B. 11-25 hours

C. 26-50 hours
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D. 50 hours

5. What barriers made it difficult for you to prepare responses to the Application questions? 
(check all that apply)

A. Insufficient time in application cycle

B. Insufficient staffing to prepare application

C. Lack of prior knowledge/tools for GIS mapping

D. Lack of knowledge/tools for estimating increases in walking/biking

E. Lack of knowledge/tools for evaluation pedestrian and bicycle safety conditions and 
concerns

F. Lack of knowledge/tools for conducting outreach to disadvantaged community 
residents

G. Lack of knowledge/tools for obtaining relevant public health data

H. Lack of knowledge/tools for demonstrating benefit to disadvantaged communities

I. Other (please describe in detail)

6. Please indicate how easy or difficult it was for you to prepare responses to the following  
questions from the Active Transportation Program Cycle 1 Application (with 1 being very 
easy, 2 being somewhat easy, 3 being neither easy nor difficult, 4 being somewhat difficult 
or 5 being very difficult or N/A.:

A. Demonstrate the potential for increased walking and bicycling

B. Demonstrate the potential for reducing pedestrian and bicyclist fatalities and 
injuries

C. Document the community based public participation process for your project

D. Demonstrate how your project would improve public health

E. Describe how your project would provide a clear benefit to a disadvantaged 
community (if applicable)

7. What was especially challenging in preparing your ATP Cycle 1 application and why?

8. What questions or topics do you think you addressed particularly effectively, and why?

9. Our consulting team is developing the curriculum for the full-day workshop mentioned 
previously. What technical assistance topics would be most useful to include in our 
workshops to address the challenges you identified in Cycle 1? (check all that apply)
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A. Estimating increases in walking and biking

B. Effective community engagement

C. Project planning and prioritization

D. How to develop a master plan (bike, pedestrian, safe routes to school, active 
transportation)

E. Developing effective non-infrastructure programs

F. How to use public health data

G. How to use safety data to estimate decreases in injuries/fatalities

H. Effective project evaluation

I. Other (please be as specific as possible)

10. In addition to the workshops being offered by Caltrans, what other technical assistance 
do you think would be valuable to support disadvantaged communities in successfully 
applying to ATP?

11. Is your jurisdiction/agency/organization planning to apply for ATP Cycle 2?

A. Yes

B. No

C. Don’t know yet

12. Please feel free to provide any other comments relevant to ATP.
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SURVEY RESPONSES
Q1 Please fill in your contact information. 

Answered: 15 Skipped: 0

Response Date Name Organization or  
City/County Email Address Phone #

March 18, 2015 3:54 PM Anne Wallach 
Thomasny

Shasta Living 
Streets athomas@shastalivingstreets.org 530-355-2230

March 11, 2015 1:12 AM Hank Levien City of Imperial 
Beach hlevien@imperialbeachca.gov 619-628-1369

March 10, 2015 11:16 PM Deborah 
Murphy Los Angeles deborahmurphy@me.com 323-661-3173

March 10, 2015 10:14 PM James Stone Circulate San Diego jstone@circulatesd.org 617-544-9255 
x303

March 10, 2015 6:34 PM Michele Knab 
Hasson

Leadership 
Counsel for Justice 
and Accountability

mhasson@leadershipcounsel.org 347-578-0220

March 10, 2015 5:52 PM Emily 
Sinkhorn

Redwood 
Community Action 
Agency

emily@nrsrcaa.org 707-269-2061

March 6, 2015 9:34 PM Josh Mello Alta Planning + 
Design joshmello@altaplanning.com 916-662-7143

March 5, 2015 8:42 PM Husam 
Hasenin City of Vista hhasenin@cityofvista.com 760-643-5411

March 5, 2015 4:21 AM Wesley 
Reutimann BikeSGV/Day One wes@bikesgv.org 626-529-4615

March 5, 2015 4:20 AM Eric Bruins Los Angeles County 
Bicycle Coalition eric@la-bike.org 213-629-2142 

x127

March 4, 2015 11:19 PM Sally 
Livingston City of Wasco salivingston@ci.wasco.ca.us 661-758-7218

March 4, 2015 10:36 PM Emily Alice 
Gerhart WALKSacramento egerhart@walksacramento.org 916-446-9255

March 4, 2015 10:19 PM Stephen 
Martinez

County of San 
Bernardino smartinez@dpw.sbcounty.gob 909-387-8169

March 4, 2015 9:29 PM Darren 
Madkin City of Perris dmadkin@cityofperris.org 951-943-6100

March 4, 2015 9:02 PM Lawrence Tai Riverside County 
Transp Dept ltai@rctlma.org 951-955-6816
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For ATP Cycle 1, my organization/agency:

Answer Options Response 
Percent

Response 
Count

Submitted an application 13.3% 2
Submitted MORE THAN ONE application 46.7% 7
If you did not submit an application, please 
explain the role you played in working with 
disadvantaged communities on ATP Cycle 1

40.0% 6

answered question 15
skipped question 0

Text box answers to “If you did not submit an application, please explain the role you 
played in working with disadvantaged communities on ATP Cycle 1”

 ¡ I am a community partner, and asked to give input to plans and provide letters of support 
for applications

 ¡ We helped designed safe routes to school programs and draft applications for the Chula 
Vista Elementary School District and the Escondido School District

 ¡ We coordinated community public participation and developed a list of community 
identified priority projects for the East Coachella Valley (ECV) and we engaged Riverside 
County representative to submit the application on behalf of Disadvantaged communities 
in the ECV.
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 ¡ We assisted with the writing of sections of three Safe Routes to School ATP applications 
submitted by the County of Humboldt and City of Fortuna.

 ¡ We supported applications from throughout LA County with technical assistance and 
support letters.

 ¡ Contributed to two applications, one infrastructure and one non-infrastructure.

The following “word cloud” represents Survey Monkey’s “text analysis”* of Answers to 
“If you did not submit an application, please explain the role you played in working with 
disadvantaged communities on ATP Cycle 1”: 
Community Support Safe Routes to School
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The community served by my ATP Cycle 1 application(s) qualified as a 
disadvantaged community under the following definitions (check all that apply):

Answer Options Response 
Percent

Response 
Count

< 80% statewide median household income 66.7% 10
Top 10% of communities identified in 
CalEnviroScreen 40.0% 6

> 75% participation in free or reduced meal 
program (for Safe Routes to School projects) 46.7% 7

My application did not qualify as serving a 
disadvantaged community 0.0% 0

Other (please specify) 6.7% 1
answered question 15
skipped question 0

Text box answers to “Other (please specify)”:

 ¡ Not certain Shasta County people and people in other NorthState counties are 
disadvantaged in ways that don’t always meet standard measures. We have significant 
poverty and high negative health outcomes, but a very low population and low levels of 
minority groups. County Health Rankings are clear about this data.
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If your organization/agency submitted an application(s), how much time did you 
spend preparing the application (including community outreach)?

Answer Options Response 
Percent

Response 
Count

< 10 hours 0.0% 0
11-25 hours 7.1% 1
26-50 hours 28.6% 4
> 50 hours 64.3% 9
answered question 14
skipped question 1
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What barriers made it difficult for you to prepare responses to the Application 
questions? (check all that apply)

Answer Options Response 
Percent

Response 
Count

Insufficient time in application cycle 21.4% 3
Insufficient staffing to prepare application 50.0% 7
Lack of prior planning efforts or assessments 21.4% 3
Lack of knowledge/tools for GIS mapping 0.0% 0
Lack of knowledge/tools for estimating increases 
in walking/biking 71.4% 10

Lack of knowledge/tools for evaluating pedestrian 
and bicycle safety conditions and concerns 21.4% 3

Lack of knowledge/tools for conducting outreach 
to disadvantaged community residents 14.3% 2

Lack of knowledge/tools for obtaining relevant 
public health data 21.4% 3

Lack of knowledge/tools for demonstrating 
benefits to disadvantaged communities 35.7% 5

Other (please describe in detail) 28.6% 4
answered question 14
skipped question 1

 
Q5 What barriers made it difficult for you to prepare responses to the Application ques-

tions? (check all that apply) (Cont’d)
Text box answers to “Other (please describe in detail)”:

 ¡ page limit with large font size limited our ability to thoughtfully and comprehensively 
answer many of the questions. we spent too much time editing instead of writing.

 ¡ The greatest challenge is the fact that we expended more than 50 hours of staff time 
designing the program, and writing the application. However, after the grant was awarded 
we were required to submit a bid to implement the program we designed.

 ¡ Some projects--such as a new bike path through a DAC--were difficult to quantify the safety 
benefits given that they were new facilities.

 ¡ Finding projects that will fit the project delivery schedule due to the requirements for 
funding applications in three different stages (every stage, we have to go to CTC via Caltrans 
which is very timing consuming) given that we have to obligated all grant funds within two 
years.
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Q6 Please indicate how easy or difficult it was for you to prepare responses to the 
following questions from the Active Transportation Program Cycle 1 Application (Cont’d)

  
Please indicate how easy or difficult it was for you to prepare responses to the following questions from the Active 
Transportation Program Cycle 1 Application:

Answer Options 1 - very 
easy

2 - 
somewhat 
easy

3 - neither 
easy nor 
difficult

4 - 
somewhat 
difficult

5 - very 
difficult N/A Response 

Count

Demonstrate the potential for 
increased walking and bicycling 0 1 3 4 4 0 12

Demonstrate the potential 
for reducing pedestrian and 
bicyclist fatalities and injuries

0 2 5 4 1 0 12

Document the community 
based public participation 
process for your project

6 2 3 1 0 0 12

Demonstrate how your project 
would improve public health 1 3 3 4 1 0 12

Describe how your project 
would provide a clear benefit to 
a disadvantaged community (if 
applicable)

4 2 3 2 1 0 12

answered question 12
skipped question 3

Q7 What was especially challenging in preparing your ATP Cycle 1 application, and why? 
Answered: 12 Skipped: 3

Answers to Q7

 ¡ Gathering objective reliable data on current active transportation and estimating the 
relative changes this improvement would make towards changing/improving active 
transportation behavior.

 ¡ County Agency ability to submit applications needed by the community.

 ¡ Having to come up with a defensible rationale for the cost/benefit ratio

 ¡ Projecting increased walking and bicycling.

 ¡ The application for Maryland Elementary Ped Mobility Improvements is in a disadvantaged 
community, where existing walking rates are very high and the improvements were needed 
to accommodate the already high walking mode share.
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 ¡ There was not a clear methodology for calculating expected increase in walking and biking, 
nor was there a methodology for calculating safety benefit for certain project types. It was 
difficult to describe how the specific project would benefit public health vs. the benefits 
of walking and biking projects in general. Same for describing benefit to DACs aside from 
being located within a DAC.

 ¡ Multi-jurisdictional proposals are always more complicated to assemble as they have more 
moving parts. This fact, combined with a short timeline and the need to write the proposal 
in my free time, made it somewhat of a challenge.

 ¡ Documenting Cost Effectiveness was initially challenging until we found a good way to 
document it for each of the projects we submitted.

 ¡ Documenting the public outreach efforts was a challenge. We also struggled with 
developing a project budget that fit the requirements of the grant. We initially 
misunderstood the match requirement and how it applied to disadvantaged communities. 
In general the budget requirements were confusing.

 ¡ Cost effectiveness (Question #4) of projects and how they determined their cost benefit 
ratios when pedestrian and bicycling accidents are few.

 ¡ Describing how the project increases/improves connectivity, removes a barrier to mobility, 
and/or closes a gap in a non-motorized facility. The communities served by our grant 
application are isolated rural communities, which have neither connectivity nor other non-
motorized facilities, which places rural communities such as these at a disadvantage. In 
addition, it is difficult to determine health and other required data for small communities. 
All applicants should be directed to standardized databases or tools so that applicants have 
a level playing field.

 ¡ The most difficult part is to find project that will be deliverable within the two year 
time frame that all grant funds have to be obligated within two years. Also, most of the 
disadvantaged communities in Riverside County are rural areas. This is very challenging in 
developing infrastructure improvement projects that have significant, quantifiable benefits 
for rural area. We know there are benefits to the community and the residents need them; 
however, the B/C ratio may not be over 1.

Survey Monkey’s “text analysis”* of Answers to Q7

Walking Improvement ChallengingCost Effectiveness Communities RatioBenefit
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Q8 What questions or topics do you think you addressed particularly effectively, and why? 
Answered: 12 Skipped: 3

Answers to Q8

 ¡ The public outreach had been very extensive and well documented over a several years 
period, thus data demonstrating the outreach and the community’s interests and concerns 
readily available.

 ¡ Community Outreach and Public Participation. We work aloing side the community, we 
understood the need and were able to react quickly given a short turn around.

 ¡ Public participation and benefit to a disadvantaged community - both because we had 
worked for several years on these projects with community participation

 ¡ Public involvement and previous planning efforts. This information is generally readily 
available.

 ¡ The high walking rates and the safety improvements that will result from the project.

 ¡ Community outreach - if you did it, it was easy to document and describe.

 ¡ The need for funding and additional resources in a region with little/no bike/ped 
infrastructure.

 ¡ The Community-Based Public Participation component was addressed effectively because 
the City of Wasco had just recently completed a Safe Routes to School Traffic Safety Study 
and Bicycle Master Plan.

 ¡ We were able to show the need for our project because we recently completed a Trails 
Master Plan for our community that described a comprehensive trail system in detail. If 
we hadn’t completed our trails plan, even though we are a disadvantaged community, we 
wouldn’t have been prepared for the requirements of the ATP application. Much of the data 
needed for the application to describe the mobility benefits, trip reduction, and safety was 
already prepared.

 ¡ Community based public participation due to our “Paving the Way for Safe Routes to 
School” grant.

 ¡ The screening criteria in Section III is easy to complete.

 ¡ We have good information about the community, the needs, and the ability to identify 
safety concerns and potential improvement projects. We also DESCRIBE effectively the 
potential benefits of the proposed improvements - it’s just that the benefits may not be 
significant enough to provide a B/C ratio of 1 or higher.
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Survey Monkey’s “text analysis”* of Answers to Q8

Master Plan Improvements Community OutreachReadily Available Public 
ParticipationDisadvantaged Community
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Q9 Our consulting team is developing the curriculum for the full-day workshop mentioned 
previously. What technical assistance topics would be most useful to include in our 
workshop to address the challenges you identified in Cycle 1? (check all that apply) 

(cont’d)

Our consulting team is developing the curriculum for the full-day workshop mentioned 
previously. What technical assistance topics would be most useful to include in our 
workshop to address the challenges you identified in Cycle 1? (check all that apply)

Answer Options Response 
Percent

Response 
Count

Estimating Increases in Walking and Biking 91.7% 11
Effective Community Engagement 33.3% 4
Project Planning and Prioritization 16.7% 2
How to Develop a Master Plan (Bike, Pedestrian, Safe 
Routes to Schools, Active Transportation) 16.7% 2

Developing Effective Non-Infrastructure Programs 33.3% 4
How to Use Public Health Data 41.7% 5
How to Use Safety Data To Estimate Decreases in Injuries/
Fatalities 66.7% 8

Effective Project Evaluation 66.7% 8
Other (please be as specific as possible) 16.7% 2

answered question 12
skipped question 3

 
Text box answers to “Other (please be as specific as possible)”:

 ¡ General project development/readiness strategies; help with preparing for the 
environmental requirements NEPA/CEQA, methods/tools for generating trip reduction data, 
cost benefits.

 ¡ How to determine cost effectiveness.

Q10 In addition to the workshops being offered by Caltrans, what other technical 
assistance do you think would be valuable to support disadvantaged communities in 

successfully applying to ATP? 
Answered: 7 Skipped: 8

Answers to Q10

 ¡ ways others effectively do community outreach or community engagement when the 
availability of staff is so limited to take this on.

 ¡ Grant writing assistance is essential for under-resourced jurisdictions.

 ¡ The DACs we worked with needed staff resources to apply. Our main involvement was 
to identify priority projects and actually provide grantwriting consultants to the agencies. 
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Technical assistance is important, but difficult to take advantage of if the city doesn’t have 
sufficient staff.

 ¡ Ability to contact expert(s) during RFP phase with questions/feedback on proposal 
development

 ¡ It would help disadvantaged communities if there was an earlier deadline for turning in 
project proposals from these communities to allow CalTrans or whoever evaluates the 
applications to review the projects to ensure that the application is complete and eligible 
for funding. Or, hold a separate workshop for these communities only and bring in CalTrans 
staff to help them develop projects on the spot. Once the projects are generally put 
together have the staff track the preparation of the applications from the communities to 
ensure that they complete the applications and submit.

 ¡ How to fund the development of an Active Transportation Master Plan (or similar plan).

 ¡ Providing consultant with expertise that local agencies can call and discuss potential 
improvement project and ask questions and receive technical support.

Survey Monkey’s “text analysis”* of Answers to Q10

Assistance Agencies Technical Staff QuestionsDevelopment
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Is your jurisdiction/agency/organization planning to apply for ATP Cycle 2?

Answer Options Response 
Percent

Response 
Count

Yes 75.0% 9
No 8.3% 1
Don’t Know Yet 16.7% 2
answered question 12
skipped question 3

Q12 Please feel free to provide any other comments relevant to ATP

Answered: 6 Skipped: 9

Answers to Q12

 ¡ To elaborate on question 11 above - we plan to assist with the writing of specific ATP 
proposal sections with several jurisdictions

 ¡ We received two grant awards in Cycle 1 that we would like to concentrate on completing at 
this time.

 ¡ There should be less of a burdensome application process for planning funds. So many of 
the application questions ask for information that would be collected during the planning 
process, so it is unreasonable to expect jurisdictions to have adequate information to 
respond competitively.

 ¡ The Cycle 1 ATP guidelines were challenging, but very clear as to what was expected. I 
appreciated that they also gave local agencies sufficient opportunities to demonstrate their 
unique needs.

 ¡ We are a non-profit and unable to write a grant on our own but looking for agencies to 
partner with.

 ¡ Is it feasible to increase the project delivery period so that more complex projects that 
involves ROW, utility relocation, and potentially environmental issues can be submitted. 
Also, it will be helpful to simply the number of steps necessary to obligate funds since the 
scheduling time becomes idle time that staff will not be able to continue to work on the 
project.

Survey Monkey’s “text analysis”* of Answers to Q12

ATP Grant Cycle 1 Funds

* Survey Monkey’s “text analysis” is a tool that generates word clouds based on how frequently 
they appear in user responses. These have been pulled directly from Survey Monkey when they 
were generated and available.
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APPENDIX E

Support for Smaller Agencies and Disadvantaged Communities:

Developing Effective Active Transportation Projects and Programs

9:00am Module 1:  Welcome/Overview of the Day

Module 2:  ATP Goals and the Land Use Connection

Module 3:  Working Within Your Policy and Planning Framework

10:10 am Break

Module 4:  Leveraging Data to Understand Active Transportation Needs

Module 5:  Tools and Strategies to Predict and Document Bicycling and Walking 
Rates.

11:40am Lunch

12:40pm Module 6:  ATP Project Design and Prioritization

Module 7:  Coordinating with Public Health

Module 8:  Effective Community Engagement  

2:25pm Break

2:35pm Module 9:  Creating Effective Non-Infrastructure Programs

Module 10: How to Develop Active Transportation Plans

3:35pm Break

3:45pm Module 11:  Top 10 Tips for Successful ATP Applications

Module 12:  Alternative Funding Opportunities 

Questions, Comments

5:00pm Adjourn

Additional information (presentations and resources) is available at: 
www.lgc.org/atp-support/resources/
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APPENDIX F

To: Kevin Atkinson, Caltrans

From: Paul Zykofsky, Associate Director

Copy: Jenny Woods, Project Manager

Re: Active Transportation Program Support for Disadvantaged and Smaller Communities- Status 
Report on Task 6  (Conduct 12 Training Sessions)

Memo
August 26, 2015 
980 9th Street, Suite 1700 w Sacramento, CA 95814 w 916-448-1198
Through the Active Transportation Program Support for Disadvantaged Communities, the 
LGC Consultant Team conducted twelve, eight-hour, training sessions between the months of 
March and May 2015. The workshops aimed to provide support and resources to disadvantaged 
communities that would enable them to effectively compete in the Active Transportation 
Program Cycle 2 solicitation in 2015. 

The trainings provided participants with active transportation background and resources and 
helped hone the skills necessary to successfully compete in the Active Transportation Program. 
The training targeted planning, scoping, delivering and evaluating active transportation projects, 
and writing a successful grant application. 

Training Schedule

The LGC Consultant Team utilized the following training schedule to complete the twelve 
trainings between March 24th and May 4th, 2015. 

March 24:  Pilot Workshop - District 3, Marysville 

Location:  Caltrans District office, 703 “B” Street, Marysville 95901
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March 27, District 8, San Bernardino

Location:  Caltrans District office, 464 W. 4th Street, San Bernardino 92402. 

March 31, District 7, Los Angeles

Location: Los Angeles Metro Headquarters, One Gateway Plaza, Los Angeles, CA 90012

April 2:  District 9, Bishop 

Location: Caltrans District office, 500 South Main Street, Bishop 93514 

April 7:  District 5, San Luis Obispo 

Location:  San Luis Obispo County Government Center, Room D-162, 1055 Monterey Street, San 
Luis Obispo 93408

April 7: District 6, Fresno

Location: Fresno Interdenominational Refugee Ministries, 1940 N Fresno St, Fresno, CA 93703

 
April 13: District 2, Redding

Location: Shasta Builders Exchange Training Center, 2985 Innsbruck Drive, Redding, CA 96003

April 15: District 1, Eureka

Location: City of Eureka, Wharfinger Building, Bay Room 

April 20: District 10, Stockton

Location:  San Joaquin County Health Department, 1601 E. Hazelton, Stockton, CA 95205

April 21: District 4, Oakland

Location: Caltrans District Office, Parkview Room, 111 Grand Ave, Oakland 94623 

April 29:  District 12, Irvine

Location:  Caltrans District Office, 3347 Michelson Drive, Suite 100, Irvine 92612 
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May 4:  District 11, San Diego 

Location:  Caltrans District Office, Garcia Room, 4050 Taylor Street, San Diego 92110  

Training Agenda and Resources

The LGC Consultant Team utilized a consistent agenda, presentations and resources at 
each training. The training consisted of twelve modules. Each module had a specific focus 
and included a presentation and additional resources that were made available to training 
participants during and after the workshop. A template workshop agenda is available below. All 
presentations and resources from the workshops are available online by visiting: http://www.
lgc.org/atp-support/resources. Presentations from the workshops will also be made available to 
Caltrans on a CD. 

Module 
Number Topic Timing

1 Introduction / Overview of the Day
1 hour 10 
minutes2 ATP Goals and the Land Use Connection

3 Working Within Your Policy and Planning Context
4 Leveraging Data to Understand Active Transportation Needs

1 hour 20 
minutes5 Tools and Strategies for Predicting and Documenting Bicycling/

Walking Rates
6 ATP Project Design and Prioritization

1 hour 45 
minutes7 Coordinating with Public Health

8 Effective Community Engagement
9 Creating Effective Non-Infrastructure Programs

1 hour
10 Developing Active Transportation Plans
11 Top 10 Tips for Successful ATP Applications 1 hour 15 

minutes12 Additional Funding Sources for Active Transportation

Overview of Training Participation

191 individuals and over 140 unique agencies and organizations, participated in the trainings, 
with an average of 16 individuals at each workshop. Agencies and organizations represented at 
the trainings included cities, counties, towns, councils of governments and other transportation 
planning agencies, tribes, community and advocacy organizations, state departments, non 
profit organizations, and private consulting firms. Specifically, over 90 different governmental 
bodies were represented at these trainings, including cities, counties, school districts and tribes. 
Participant lists for each of the trainings are available in a separate document, which will be 
provided in conjunction with this memo. 
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Training Survey Results

The LGC Consultant Team conducted a survey of participants following their attendance at the 
training. The average survey response rate was 68%. A complete summary of all the training 
surveys is available in a separate document, which will be provided in conjunction with this 
memo. A summary and analysis of the results is provided below. 

Overall Training Results

Based upon an average of survey respondents from all twelve workshops:

 ¡ 98.8% agreed or strongly agreed that they increased their knowledge and understanding 
of how to develop effective transportation projects, plans or programs after attending the 
workshop.

 ¡ 98.8% agreed or strongly agreed that they learned about resources that will help their 
community in competing for ATP funding.

 ¡ 99.6% agreed or strongly agreed that they would recommend this workshop or a similar 
workshop to others.

Material Organization 

The chart below summarizes the average degree to which the survey respondents agreed or 
strongly agreed that the modules were organized and useful.

Module 
Number Topic

Percentage Agreement (Agreed or 
Strongly Agreed) that materials were 
organized and useful

1 Introduction / Overview of the Day N/A
2 ATP Goals and the Land Use Connection 98.2%

3 Working Within Your Policy and Planning 
Context 100%

4 Leveraging Data to Understand Active 
Transportation Needs 98.3%

5 Tools and Strategies for Predicting and 
Documenting Bicycling/Walking Rates 100%

6 ATP Project Design and Prioritization 100%
7 Coordinating with Public Health 98.3%
8 Effective Community Engagement 100%
9 Creating Effective Non-Infrastructure Programs 99.4%

10 Developing Active Transportation Plans 97.5%
11 Top 10 Tips for Successful ATP Applications 100%

12 Additional Funding Sources for Active 
Transportation 100%
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Most Useful Modules

The chart below lists the modules in the order in which they were identified as most useful to 
survey respondents, with one being the module that was most useful to participants. 

Module 
Number Topic Level of Usefulness to 

Training Participants

5 Tools and Strategies for Predicting and Documenting Bicycling/
Walking Rates 1

4 Leveraging Data to Understand Active Transportation Needs 2
6 ATP Project Design and Prioritization

38 Effective Community Engagement
11 Top 10 Tips for Successful ATP Applications
7 Coordinating with Public Health 4
3 Working Within Your Policy and Planning Context

5
10 Developing Active Transportation Plans
9 Creating Effective Non-Infrastructure Programs

6
12 Additional Funding Sources for Active Transportation

2 ATP Goals and the Land Use Connection 7
1 Introduction / Overview of the Day N/A

Most Appreciated Aspects of the Trainings

Training participants had an opportunity to provide open-ended feedback at the end of the 
survey about their favorite parts of the workshop. The following information contains highlights 
from this segment of the survey. 

General Training Feedback

 ¡ The speakers were organized, knowledgeable, experienced, informative, personable and 
enthusiastic. It was noted that they were very familiar with the ATP and were able to answer 
all participant questions.

 ¡ The information was well organized and presented. Participants appreciated that the 
training was split up into modules. They also noted that the information was engaging, 
user-friendly and practical.

 ¡ The trainings provided a lot of helpful information, examples, and insight into the ATP 
application process. Examples of successful grant components were especially helpful, as 
well as unsuccessful applications.

 ¡ The best practices and tips.

 ¡ The opportunity to ask questions and interact with the presenters and other participants. 
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 ¡ The opportunity to hear from the reviewer’s perspective.

Training Topics

Participants especially appreciated the information on the following topics:

 ¡ Data gathering and resources for where to find data (most appreciated)

 ¡ Community engagement strategies

 ¡ Project ideas

 ¡ Receiving practical tips based on successful applications

Training Resources

 ¡ The materials were well put together, detailed, very effective, and included helpful visuals. 

 ¡ Having all the materials in a complete package, divided into modules.

 ¡ The access participants gained to incredibly helpful resources and information.

Outreach Efforts, Length, Timing and Location of Trainings

 ¡ The small class sizes, which allowed for more questions and group discussion.

 ¡ Staying within the allotted training time.

Opportunities to Improve Future Trainings

Training participants had an opportunity to provide open-ended feedback at the end of the 
survey as to how the trainings could be improved in the future. The following information 
contains highlights from this segment of the survey. 

General Training Feedback

 ¡ There was a lot of information to process, which proved challenging in some cases. Try to 
make the presentations more concise, when possible, and reduce overlap with the general 
presentations and trainings on the ATP application process.

 ¡ Make the presentations more interactive.

 ¡ Provide more real world examples and case studies, especially examples of successfully 
funded projects from the same region.

 ¡ Compare “good” applications with “bad” applications.

 ¡ Tailor the information to the specific region where the training is being held.

 ¡ Address each question in the ATP application and provide sample language or outlines.
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 ¡ Provide more graphics in the trainings to show the ATP process and the task sequence 
relative to the calendar year. 

 ¡ Include “breakout sessions”

Training Topics

 ¡ Focus more on less populous disadvantaged communities, and disadvantaged communities 
in general.

 ¡ Provide information about GHG reductions and the needed calculations.

 ¡ Safe bicycle parking.

 ¡ More information on tribal resources.

Training Resources

 ¡ Include a list of speakers in the packet and other potential “advisors” in each region.

 ¡ List TARC as a reference.

 ¡ Provide color handouts.

 ¡ Provide the evaluation at the beginning of the workshop so that participants can fill it out as 
they move through the day. 

Outreach Efforts, Length, Timing and Location of Trainings

 ¡ Advertise the events more and provide the training agenda when advertising, utilize local 
resources to encourage broader participation.

 ¡ Some trainings could have been held in a better venue or facility. 

 ¡ Have a working lunch so the trainings can end earlier in the day.

 ¡ Shorten the training, perhaps to a half-day event.

 ¡ Hold the workshops sooner in the application process, they were held too late in the ATP 
application cycle. 

 ¡ Avoid conflicts with Caltrans trainings.
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Sincerely,

Paul Zykofsky

Associate Director

Local Government Commission
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WORKSHOP EVALUATION 

Support for Smaller Agencies and Disadvantaged Communities: Developing 

Effective Active Transportation Projects and programs

Thank you for participating in our workshop! Your feedback is very valuable to Caltrans and the 
consulting team. Please complete this evaluation and hand it in at the close of the workshop so 
we can continue to improve these workshops and tailor future technical assistance to best meet 
your needs in creating great bicycle and pedestrian projects and successfully competing in the 
Active Transportation Program.

1. Presenter 

Strongly 
Agree

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree

The speaker was knowledgeable and clear
The modules presented were well organized and a 
good length.

2. Presenter

Strongly 
Agree

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree

The speaker was knowledgeable and clear
The modules presented were well organized and a 
good length.
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3. For the following topics, please tell us whether the material was well organized and 
useful:

Strongly 
Agree

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree

Module 2: ATP Goals and the Land Use Connection   
Module 3: Working within your Policy & Planning 
Framework
Module 4: Leveraging Data to Understand Needs
Module 5: Tools/Strategies to Predict/Document 
Bicycling & Walking Rates
Module 6: ATP Project Design and Prioritization
Module 7: Coordinating with your Local Health Dept.
Module 8: Effective Community Engagement
Module 9: Developing Effective Non-Infrastructure 
Programs

Module 10: How to Develop an Active Transportation 
Plan
Module 11: Top 10 Tips for ATP Application
Module 12: Alternative Funding Opportunities

4. Which modules were MOST useful to you?

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________
5. The best thing about the workshop was:

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
6.  How can this workshop be improved? Do you have suggestions for other technical 
assistance that would be useful to you in developing projects/plans/programs for the 
Active Transportation Program?

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________
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7. After attending this workshop…

Strongly 
Agree

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree

I increased my knowledge and understanding of how 
to develop effective active transportation projects, 
plans or programs.
I learned about resources that will help my 
community in competing for Active Transportation 
Program funding 
I would recommend this workshop or a similar one 
to others

(Optional)

Your name/organization:   _____________________________________________________

Email/Phone:   ________________________________________________________________
THANK YOU!
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APPENDIX G

Task 7 – Review all Cycle 2 ATP applications, focusing on Question 5, determining  whether the 
applicant met the conditions to qualify for points as a Disadvantaged Community

ATTACHED AS A SEPARATE EXCEL DOCUMENT
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APPENDIX H

Results of “ATP Training- Cycle 2 Survey”

Conducted November & December 2015 

A product of the Active Transportation Program – Disadvantaged Communities Support 
Consulting Team:

Local Government Commission 
California Bicycle Coalition 

California Walks

Rails-to-Trails Conservancy

Survey results available online here: https://www.surveymonkey.com/results/SM-RZ6M7XGJ/

Survey Introduction

The Active Transportation Program – Disadvantaged Communities (ATP DAC) Support Consulting 
Team was contracted to provide technical assistance to Disadvantaged Communities with ATP 
applications. As part of the contract with Caltrans, the team delivered workshops to a variety 
of stakeholders – city and county staff, non-profit organizations, consultants, and others 
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– throughout the state from March-May 2015. The team developed a survey to understand 
the experiences in applying to the Active Transportation Program in order to design a 
variety of technical assistance services and resources that will be most effective in helping 
disadvantaged communities to prepare successful ATP applications. 

The survey was designed by the technical assistance team that worked with Caltrans 
to deliver workshops in the spring of 2015 entitled, “Support for Smaller Agencies and 
Disadvantaged Communities” and includes the California Bicycle Coalition, California Walks, 
the Local Government Commission and Rails-to-Trails Conservancy. 

Methodology

Our target audiences for the survey were lead agency staff who had a direct role in preparing 
the ATP Cycle 2 application. Caltrans provided the consulting team with a list of 320 ATP 
Cycle 2 applicants. On December 3rd, 2015, an email transmittal with a link to the survey was 
sent to 320 contacts from the Local Government Commission’s Survey Monkey account, and 
the email address lgc@lgc.org. A total of 105 responded, or 32.8% of those surveyed.  
 
Of those who responded, 64 of 105 or 60.9% were successful in obtaining funding for all 
or some of their project and 39 of 105 or 37.1% were not. The other 2 or 1.9% do not know 
whether their projects were funded. 

The survey included both multiple-choice questions and open-ended questions, and many 
respondents chose to offer comments on a variety of subjects.  The survey summary results 
and comments are provided below.

Note:  all text answers included in this report are taken directly from Survey Monkey’s results 
for this survey.

Q1 PLEASE FILL IN YOUR CONTACT INFORMATION.

Answered: 105 Skipped: 0

Name Organization Email Address Phone 
Number

Karen Thompson City of Ontario kthomspon@ci.ontario.ca.us (909) 395-2459
Lynn Glidden City of Palmdale lglidden@cityofpalmdale.org 661-267-5315
Brian Gengler City of Victorville bgengler@ci.victorville. ca.gov 760-955-5156
Rudy Emami City of Anaheim remami@anaheim.net 714-765-5065

Richard Harmon Townsend Public Affairs, 
Inc. raharmon916@gmail.com 9167539251

Adolfo Ozaeta City of Westminster aozaeta@westminster-ca.gov 7145483462

Ryan Thompto Amador County 
Transportation Commission ryan@actc-amador.org 209-267-2282
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Phillip Dow Mendocino Council of 
Governments dowp@dow-associates.com 707-463-1806

Mark Lui SFMTA mark.lui@sfmta.com 4157014450

Lawrence Tai Riverside County 
Transportation Dept ltai@rctlma.org (951) 955-6816

Melanie Mullis City of Ontario mmullis@ci.ontario.ca.us 909 395-2430

Clara City of Woodland clara.olmedo@cityofwoodland.
org 5306615824

Krys Saldivar City of Tustin ksaldivar@tustinca.org 7145733172

Drew Hart Solano Transportation 
Authority dhart@sta.ca.gov 7073993214

Kimberly Israel Escondido Union School 
District kisrael@eusd.org 760-432-2386

Kim Shultz Santa Cruz County Regional 
Transportation Commission kshultz@sccrtc.org 831 460-3208

Stephan Vance SANDAG stephan.vance@sandag.org 619-699-1924
Alex Qishta Town of Yucca Valley aqishta@yucca-valley.org 7603691265
Lane Green Butte County lgreen@buttecounty.net 530-538-7681
Noel Castillo City of Fontana ncastillo@fontana.org 909-350-7632
Chad Fenwick LAUSD chad.fenwick@lausd.net 213-241-4556
Jesus Gomez City of Indio jgomez@indio.org 760-541-4260

Jennifer Larocque
Sonoma County 
Transportation and Public 
Works

jennifer.larocque@sonoma-
county.org 7075652992

Chuck Aukland City of Redding caukland@ci.redding.ca.us 5302254170
Edgardo Galero City of Delano Egalero@cityofdelano.org 6617202221
Lorena Avila LADOT lorena.avila@lacity.org 213-972-8603
Bill King City of Merced kingb@cityofmerced.org 209-385-4768
Bozhena Palatnik City of Belmolnt bpalatnik@belmont.gov 650 595 7463
Sarah 
Higginbotham APA/City of Sanger shigginbotham@acquisition-

partners.com 559-251-1154

Brad Brophy City of Perris brad@trilakeconsultants.com 9519436504

Dianne Eash Dinuba Unified School 
District deash@aol.com 661-201-3094

Salomeh Wagaw
Riverside County 
Department of Public 
Health 

swagaw@rivcocha.org 951-358-5557

David Lawrence City of Big Bear Lake DLawrence@citybigbearlake.
com (909)866-5831

Antonia Graham City of Huntington Beach antonia.graham@surfcity-hb.org 714-536-5537
Jeff van den Eikhof City of Guadalupe jeff@eikhofdesigngroup.com 8054646126
Eric Eldridge city of pismo beach eeldridge@pismobeach.org 8057737041
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Christopher Petro City of Santa Maria cpetro@cityofsantamaria.org 8059250951
Scott Lanphier County of Colusa slanphier@countyofcolusa.org 530-458-0466
Michelle Mowery City of Los Angeles michelle.mowery@lacity.org 213 972 4962
rick riedl City of Seaside rriedl@ci.seaside.ca.us 8318996825
john koo city of los angeles john.koo@lacity.org 213-675-8822
Laura Beck, Senior 
Planner City of Santa Monica laura.beck@smgov.net 310-458-8341

Rene Dalton City of Fremont rdalton@fremont.gov 51-494-4535
Henry Servin, P.E. City of Gilroy henry.servin@cityofgilroy.org 408-846-0277

Monique C monique.raqueno@stocktonca.
gov 209-937-8613

Al Cathey Shasta County acathey@co.shasta.ca.us 530-245-6807
Todd Mansell Lake County Public Works todd.mansell@lakecountyca.gov 707-263-2341
Rubina Ghazarian LADOT Rubina.Ghazarian@lacity.org 213-972-4969
Jim Konopka City of Folsom jkonopka@folsom.ca.us 916-496-1505
Peggy Mandeville City of San Luis Obispo pmandeville@slocity.org 805-781-7590
Merritt Perry City of Fortuna mperry@ci.fortuna.ca.us 707-725-1471
Sean Brewer City of Coalinga sbrewer@coalinga.com 5599351533
Benjamin 
Kageyama City of Ukiah bkageyama@cityofukiah.com (707)463-6284

John Honey Contra Costa County john.honey@pw.cccounty.us 925-313-2371
Yves Zsutty City of San Jose - Parks yves.zsutty@sanjoseca.gov 408 793 5561
Leisser 
Mazariegos@
ci.ceres.ca.us

City of Ceres leisser.mazariegos@ci.ceres.
ca.us 209.538.5794

Sara V. Soto Merced County Public 
Works ssoto@co.merced.ca.us (209) 385-7601

Stephanie Hicks SLOCOG shicks@slocog.org 8057814462
Nancy Mendez City of Whittier nmendez@cityofwhittier.org 562-567-9301
Cory Wilkerson City of Santa Ana cwilkerson@santa-ana.org 7146475643
Ann City of Wildomar aherner@cityofwildomar.org 916 502 5687
Matthew Bomberg Alameda CTC mbomberg@alamedactc.org 510-208-7444
xxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxx

Carmen Gil Monterey County Health 
Department gilc@co.monterey.ca.us 831-755-8997

Rudolph R Galindo City of Culver City rudolph.galindo@culvercity.org (310) 253-5618

Shaun Cooper
San Luis Obispo County 
Parks & Recreation 
Department 

secooper@co.slo.ca.us (805) 781-4388

Travis Evans City of Rancho Cordova tevans@cityofranchocordova.
org 916-851-8906
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Rachel Alonso San Francisco Public Works rachel.alonso@sfdpw.org 4155584034
Claire Fliesler City of Santa Cruz cfliesler@gmail.com 831-420-5107
Gail Payne City of Alameda gpayne@alamedaca.gov 510-747-6892
Cynthia 
Pouvaranukoah City of Hesperia cpouvaranukoah@cityofhsperia.

us 760-947-1449

Sarah Fitzgerald Solano Transportation 
Authority sfitzgerald@sta.ca.gov 7073993219

David Grah City of Bishop publicworks@cityofbishop.com 760-873-8458
Ellen Barton San Mateo County ebarton@smcgov.org (650) 599-1420

Herb Fredricksen
Napa County 
Transportation & Planning 
Agency

hfredricksen@nctpa.net 707-259-5951

Bob Neath Kern County Public Works 
Department bobn@co.kern.ca.us (661) 862-8859

Leah Healy Urban Corps of San Diego 
County lhealy@urbancorps.org 619-235-6884

Scott Doolittle, PE County of Amador sdoolittle@amadorgov.org 209-223-6431

Tom Gaffery California State University, 
Fresno tgaffery@csufresno.edu 559.278.7317

Stacey Chatman City of Wildomar schatman@interwestgrp.com 916-475-7158

Elizabeth Tyree Sonoma County Regional 
Parks

elizabeth.tyree@sonoma-
county.org 707-565-2575

Zed Kekula CIty of Santa Ana zkekula@santa-ana.org 714-647-5606
Lynne Filson City of Antioch lfilson@ci.antioch.ca.us 925-779-7025
Donna Decker City of Gridley ddecker@desllc.net 5307634390

Murray Fontes
City of Watsonville 
Public Works & Utilities 
Department

murray.fontes@
cityofwatsonville.org 8317683117

Ernest Wong City of Highland ewong@cityofhighland.org 909-864-8732, 
ext.212

Daniel Peterson County of Yuba dpeterson@co.yuba.ca.us (530) 749-5642
Gaddiel DeMattei Tuolumne County gdemattei@co.tuolumne.co.us 2095336923
Karen City of Escondido kyouel@escondido.org 760-839-4518
Jesse Gothan City of Sacramento jgothan@cityofsacramento.org 91-808-6897

Roseann Galvan City of Selma roseanng@cityofselma.com 559/891-2200, 
x3106

Andrea Renny City of Monterey renny@monterey.org 831-646-3705
Paul Reinders City of Pittsburg preinders@ci.pittsburg.ca.us 925-252-4822

Soher Abdelmalik City of Oxnard soher.abdelmalik@ci.oxnard.
ca.us (805) 385-7873

Mark Hunter City of Santa Clarita mhunter@santa-clarita.com 6612864042
Hae Won Ritchie City of Daly City hritchie@dalycity.org 650-991-8165
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Michele Rodriguez City of San Pablo micheler@sanpabloca.gov 510-215-3031
Susan DeCarli City of Paso Robles sdecarli@prcity.com 805-237-3970
Mary Paxton City of Hollister mary.paxton@hollister.ca.gov (831) 636-4316

Nicole Hoke Madera County 
Transportation Commission nicole@maderactc.org 5596750721

Matthew Jue City of Campbell matthewj@cityofcampbell.com 408-866-2154
Michael Grubbs City of San Bernardino grubbs_mi@sbcity.org 909-384-5179
Lorien Clark City of Napa leclark@cityofnapa.org 707-257-9398
Wayne York City of Turlock wyork@turlock.ca.us (209) 668-5520
Blossom Scott-Heim County of Tuolumne bscott-heim@co.tuolumne.ca.us 2095335904

Q2 FOR ATP CYCLE 2, MY ORGANIZATION/AGENCY:

Answered: 105 Skipped: 0

For ATP Cycle 2, my organization/agency:

Answer Options Response 
Percent

Response 
Count

Submitted one application. 46.7% 49
Submitted more than one application. 52.4% 55
Was a partner on one or more applications. 1.0% 1
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Q3 PLEASE INDICATE IF YOUR APPLICATIONS IN CYCLE 1 OR CYCLE 2 WERE FUNDED.

Answered: 105 Skipped: 0

Please indicate if your applications in Cycle 1 or Cycle 2 were funded.

Answer 
Options Yes No

Some 
Of Our 
Applications 
Were 
Funded

We Didn’t 
Apply

We Don’t 
Know Yet

Response 
Count

Cycle 1 28 45 16 16 0 105
Cycle 2 39 39 25 0 2 105
For each of the 
applications that was 
funded, indicate which 
share (statewide, small 
urban & rural, or large 
metropolitan share) you 
applied to and the name 
of your project.

79

Text box answers to “For each of the applications that was funded, indicate which share 
(statewide, small urban & rural, or large metropolitan share) you applied to and the name 
of your project.”

 ¡ Statewide for cycle I 
MPO for cycle 2
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 ¡ ATP Transportation Plan - statewide 
Avenue R Complete Street - statewide

 ¡ Statewide

 ¡ Cerritos Avenue Sidewalk Gap Closure (Statewide) 
Anaheim Coves (Northern Extension) Urban Nature Park (Statewide) 
South Street Sidewalk Gap Closure (Statewide) 
Western Avenue Pedestrian Traffic Signal 
West Street and Citron Street Sidewalk Gap Closure (Large Metropolitan share)

 ¡ Statewide.  Safety for an Active Selma School Community.

 ¡ Garden Grove Boulevard Complete Street Project (Metropolitan Share)

 ¡ The ACTC assisted the City of Plymouth with development of an ATP grant application for 
their SRTS Project in cycle 2.  The project was funded in the small urban & rural component 
of the program.

 ¡ Cycle 1: SR 162 Corridor Multi-Purpose Trail Phase 1 (Environmental Only) - Statewide 
Cycle 2: SR 162 Corridor Multi-Purpose Trail Phase 1 (PS&E, ROW, & Construction) - 
Statewide 
Cycle 2: SR 162 Corridor Multi-Purpose Trail Phase 2 (All Comnponents) - Statewide

 ¡ All of our cycle 1 projects were funded either through the State or Regional process. 
One of our cycle 2 projects was partially funded via the regional process. 
We can provide a recap later if requested.

 ¡ Cycle 1: Cajalco & Clark Sidewalk Project (large MPO) (PAED, PS&E and ROW funding only) 
Cycle 1: Avenida Rambler Sidewalk Project (large MPO) (PAED, PS&E and Construction) 
Cycle 1: Grapefruit Blvd and 4th St walkway and pedestrian access improvement project 
              (large MPO), (PAED, PS&E and construction.) 
Cycle 2: 3rd Place sidewalk and roadway improvement project (Statewide) (PAED, PS&E and 
construction) 
Cycle 2: Avenida Aventura sidewalk project (large MPO) (PAED, PS&E and construction.)

 ¡ Cycle 1 - City of Ontario - Safe Routes to School Infrastructure Project - Statewide 
Cycle 2 - 08-City of Ontario-2 City of Ontario SRTS Infrastructure Improvement Project - El 
Camino Elementary School - MPO

 ¡ In Cycle 1 one application was awarded at the statewide level. In Cycle 2 we did not receive 
any award at the state level. (however, one application was granted regional funds via MTC).

 ¡ 100% small urban & rural: Santa Cruz Countywide Bicycle Route Signage Project

 ¡ Cycle 1 funding was from the regional share for two projects. Cycle 2 the agency received 
funding for one project in the statewide competition and ond in the regional competition.

 ¡ Yucca Valley Elementary School Sidewalks. 
Statewide funding
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 ¡ Statewide, South Oroville SRTS - Lincoln Blvd to Las Plumas Ave

 ¡ SRTS Sidewalk Improvement Project: Arrow Blvd and Fontana Ave (large metropolitan 
share).

 ¡ State wide 
LAUSD Middle School Bicycle Safety Physical Education Program

 ¡ Project Name: Andrew Jackson Elementary Pedestrian Improvements 
Funded at the regional level.

 ¡ Small Urban and Rural

 ¡ State Funded ATP Cycle 1 - Project # ATPL-5227(053) -  Safety and Education for an Active 
Delano School Community

 ¡ Metropolitan

 ¡ not sure 
1- Hwy 59 at Railroad Multiuse Path 
2- City of Merced ATP/SRTS Plan 

 ¡ We applied to Statewide; Sanger Safe Routes to Schools, 

 ¡ Statewide - Murrieta Road Pedestrian Improvements Project 
Statewide - Perris Valley Storm Drain Channel Trail

 ¡ Large MPO 
City of Big Bear Lake - Big Bear Boulevard (SR18) Pedestrian and Bicycle Mobility Project

 ¡ Large metropolitan share

 ¡ Cycle 1 - small urban - Shell Beach Road Streetscape Project Phase 1 
Cycle 2 - small urban - Shell Beach Road Pedestrian Safety and Streetscape Project Phase 1

 ¡ Small Urban and Rural 
Countywide Safe Routes to Schools Plan

 ¡ Small Urban & Rural - West Broadway Urban Village Infrastructure Improvements

 ¡ Cycle 1 - Large metro - 6th St Viaduct Replacement - Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities. 
Cycle 2 - Large metro - Boyle Heights Pedestrian Linkages

 ¡ Project Applications Large MPO 
Michigan Ave Greenway: Completing Bike/Ped Expo Connection over the I-10 
Expo Station 4th St Linkages to Downtown and Civic Center 
4th Street Upgrades for Expo, Downtown and Civic Center 
Santa Monica Safe Routes to School Program
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 ¡ Cycle 1 applied for State funds and large metropolitan share. 
Cycle 2 applied for State funds only.

 ¡ Gilroy applied to both the State and Large metropolitan share funds: 
1. Lions Creek Bike & Ped Class 1 Trail 
2. Uvas Creek West Bike and Ped Class 1 Trail 
3. Uvas Creek East Bike and Ped Class 1 Trail 
4. Ronan Channel Communities at Risk Health Class 1 Trail 
5. Gourmet Alley Pedestrian Conversion Project in Downtown 
6. 4th Street Complete Streets Project 
7. 5th Street Complete Streets Project

 ¡ Cycle 1 - McKinley Elementary SRTS Project - lrg metropolitan share

 ¡ Rural, 02-Shasta County-01 &02

 ¡ Small urban and rural: 
Upper Lake Pedestrian Improvements 
Middletown Multi-use Trail

 ¡ Statewide

 ¡ Small Urban 
City of San Luis Obispo:  Railroad Safety Trail- Taft to Pepper Segment

 ¡ Statewide

 ¡ Statewide fell short in cycle 1 and 2, received funding though local COG for both cycles. 
Cycle 2 project was decreased from statewide request. 

 ¡ Statewide, City of Ukiah Northwestern Pacific Rail Trail Phase 2

 ¡ statewide, Rio Vista Elementary School Pedestrian Connection Project 
statewide, Bailey Road/State Route 4 Interchange Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvement 
Project

 ¡ Large Metro

 ¡ small urban: 
SRTS Don Pedro and Nadine 
SRTS Sinclear and Kinser 
SRTS Whitmore Corridor

 ¡ Cycle 1: Small Urban - Walnut Avenue Complete Street Upgrade 
Cycle 2: Small Urban - Walnut Avenue Complete Street Upgrade, Segment 2 
Cycle 2: Small Urban - Lobo Avenue Complete Street Project

 ¡ SLO Regional Rideshare SRTS Non-Infrastructure Program was funded in Statewide but 
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would also qualify for Small Urban & Rural. 

 ¡ Cycle 1 - statewide - Whittier Greenway Trail East Extension 
Cycle 2 - statewide - Whittier Greenway Trail East Extension Gap Closure 

 ¡ 8 Projects for Cycle 1 (statewide and MPO) ~4.8 Million 
7 Projects for Cycle 2 (statewide and MPO) ~14 million

 ¡ Cycle 1 Statewide and MPO: Murrieta Creek Multi-Use Trail 
Cycle 2 Statewide and MPO:  1. Grand Ave Multi-use Trail Improvement  2.  Union Street 
Multi-use Path

 ¡ Statewide & Large Metro, East Bay Greenway

 ¡ Via Salinas Valley: Pathways to Health Through Active Transportation, rural   

 ¡ John Yehall Chin Safe Routes to School- applied to state and regional pools (Cycle 1). Funded 
by the state. 
Lombard- applied to state and regional pools (Cycle 2). Funded by the region.

 ¡ Small Urban and Rural- Citywide Safe Routes to School Crossing Improvement Program 
Small Urban and Rural- Branciforte Creek Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge

 ¡ statewide and large metro share - Cross Alameda Trail in Jean Sweeney Park for $2.5 
million(?)  Funded by large metro share.

 ¡ Willow Street Shared Use Paseo- Statewide

 ¡ Cycle 1, SRTS non-inf, statewide funded, $378k 
Cycle 2, SR2S Inf and Non-inf, $3.068M, large metropolitan share

 ¡ Rural. Spruce Yaney Hanby Sidewalks

 ¡ We applied to the statewide and the large metropolitan share. The project name is: 
Redwood City 2020 Sustainable Transportation Encouragement Project (STEP)

 ¡ Cycle 1 - Napa Vine Trail Phase 2 
Cycle 2 - Napa Valley Vine trail: St. Helena to Calistoga

 ¡ Highland Elementary School - statewide 
Horace Mann Elementary School - statewide 
Mojave Pedestrian Improvements (2014) - large metro share 
Walter Steirn Middle School - large metro share 
Mojave Pedestrian Improvements (2015) - statewide 
Lamont Pedestrian Improvements - statewide 
Kern River Parkway Bike Trail - large metro share

 ¡ large metropolitan share - Chollas Creek, Oak Park Branch Trail
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 ¡ 100% rural, State Route 88 Pine Grove Corridor Improvement Project

 ¡ Cycle 1: Barstow Avenue Bikeways $872k state-only, statewide award

 ¡ Statewide -Santa Ana Boulevard and Fifth Street Bike lanes- SARTC to Civic Center 
Statewide - Edinger Avenue Protected Bike Lanes 
Statewide - Civic Center Drive Bike Boulevard 
MPO -Citywide SRTS Plan 
MPO -Development of citywide pedestrian and bike counts program. 
MPO - Lincoln Pedestrian Trail 
MPO - Sepulveda Elementary SRTS

 ¡ Cycle 1 was the safe to schools program.  
Cycle 2 was a project to repave and make the bike lanes safer, to construct infill sidewalk for 
pedestrian safety and intersection improvements for safe pedestrian/bicycle safety.  We did 
not qualify for this cycle unfortunately, notwithstanding the badly needed improvements 
for our disadvantaged small rural community. 

 ¡ Both were statewide

 ¡ The Highland/Redlands Regional Connector Project received a statewide share.

 ¡ Small urban and rural (both) 
County of Yuba - 7th Avenue Bicycle and Pedestrian Route Improvements 
County of Yuba - McGowan Parkway Bicycle and Pedestrian Route Improvements

 ¡ Cycle 1 was funded in large metro share - ultimately by SANDAG rather than ATP.

 ¡ Large Metropolitan,  
03-Sacramento-3   
North 12th Complete Street

 ¡ The City of Selma had two applications funded through the MPO (Fresno COG) allocation.  
We submitted one application at the State level and were not funded.

 ¡ North Fremont bike and pedestrian safety - statewide 
Active Transportation Program - statewide

 ¡ Cycle 1 - large metropolitan share - Oxnard Blvd bicycles and pedestrian facilities - only 
funded for design. 
Cycle 2- Large metropolitan share - New Traffic Signal at Rose Ave. / Gary Dr. intersection

 ¡ Cycle 1 (Large Metropolitan Share)- City of Santa Clarita Sierra Highway Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Bridge and Street Improvement 
Cycle 2 (Large Metropolitan Share)- Santa Clarita Junior High & High School Safe Routes to 
School Plan
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 ¡ Applied for statewide and large metropolitan.  Selected for statewide share. 
Daly City: Central Corridor Bike/Ped Safety Improvements

 ¡ Large met share 

 ¡ Large Metropolitan share. 
Installation of Sidewalk, Curb & Gutter, Street Lights and Street Widening at 3 Locations.

 ¡ Both applications submitted to the State as part of the statewide process were funded. A 
third application, submitted to our MPO, was not funded.

Q4 THE COMMUNITY SERVED BY MY ATP CYCLE 2 APPLICATION(S) QUALIFIED AS A 
DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY UNDER THE FOLLOWING DEFINITIONS (CHECK ALL 

THAT APPLY).

Answered: 102 Skipped: 3

The community served by my ATP Cycle 2 application(s) qualified as a disadvantaged community 
under the following definition (check all that apply):

Answer Options Response 
Percent Response Count

< 80% statewide median household income (≤ 
$48,875) 58.8% 60

Top 25% of communities identified in 
CalEnviroScreen (≥ 36.62) 30.4% 31

> 75% participation in free or reduced meal 
program (for Safe Routes to School projects) 62.7% 64

My application did not qualify as serving a 
disadvantaged community 11.8% 12

Other (please specify): 12.7% 13
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 Text box answers to “Other (please specify):”

 ¡ We are a regional agency. Both of our funded projects served disadvantaged communities.

 ¡ We have a CalEnviro Screen community but the question on page 3 of 6 did not ask if that 
community was in the top 25%

 ¡ I don’t recall

 ¡ Community College Student Demographics

 ¡ Our project was located within census tracts that met disadvantaged community 
requirements.

 ¡ Technically, our region doesn’t qualify for any of these standards outside a handful of 
schools that qualify for the reduced meal program. We chose to center our program around 
those schools and we also offered our own definition of disadvantaged for our region. 

 ¡ MTC region - Community of Concern

 ¡ Sonoma County Transportation Authority’s Comprehensive Transportation Plan 
Communities of Concern - census block groups with 30% and over households with income 
below 2x the Federal Poverty Level using estimates from the 2010 Census

 ¡ Local Criteria

 ¡ Poverty statistics

 ¡ Promise Zone

 ¡ Local criteria

 ¡ Metropolitan Transportation Commission definition and qualification for a “Community of Concern”. 
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Q5 WHAT WAS THE AVERAGE AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT BY YOUR AGENCY PREPARING 
EACH APPLICATION (INCLUDING TIME SPENT BY COMMUNITY PARTNERS DIRECTLY).

Answered: 105 Skipped: 0

What was the average amount of time spent by your agency preparing each 
application (including time spent by community partners directly related to 
preparing the application)?

Answer Options Response 
Percent

Response 
Count

< 10 hours 0.0% 0
11-25 hours 7.6% 8
26-50 hours 23.8% 25
> 50 hours 68.6% 72
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Q6 WHAT BARRIERS MADE IT DIFFICULT FOR YOU TO PREPARE RESPONSES TO THE 
APPLICATION QUESTIONS? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY).

Answered: 102 Skipped: 3
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What barriers made it difficult for you to prepare responses to the application questions? (check all that 
apply)

Answer Options Not a 
Barrier

Minimal 
Barrier

Significant  
Barrier

Moderate 
Barrier

Response 
Count

Insufficient time in application cycle 33 28 11 30 102
Insufficient staffing to prepare application 18 11 41 32 102
Unclear or confusing application instructions 16 32 19 35 102
Lack of prior planning efforts or assessments 35 33 11 23 102
Lack of knowledge/tools for GIS mapping 52 31 2 17 102
Lack of knowledge/tools for estimating 
increases in walking/biking 14 29 32 27 102

Lack of knowledge/tools for evaluating 
pedestrian and bicycle safety conditions and 
concerns

34 33 12 23 102

Lack of knowledge/tools for conducting 
outreach to disadvantaged community 
residents

43 37 6 16 102

Lack of knowledge/tools for demonstrating 
benefits to disadvantaged communities 36 39 11 16 102

Lack of knowledge/tools for obtaining relevant 
public health data 28 30 13 31 102

If you faced other barriers, please specify below. 30
Text box answers to “If you faced other barriers, please specify below.”

 ¡ The very wide range of scoring for three applications in Round 2 that were very similar 
except for their location and level of usage makes us question whether there is a better tool 
that can be used to determine competitiveness up front, or that can help us understand 
why nearly identical sections of an application received such widely varying scores for 
different reviewers who were all using the same rubric.

 ¡ Delivery of hard copies to Sacramento during Cycle 1 was a burden that was corrected in 
Cycle 2 (somewhat) by relying on a postmark. Better yet would be on-line submittals. 
Single-sided applications and copies for Cycle 2 used too much paper. We sent 40# of paper 
to Sacramento.

 ¡ For rural areas in disadvantaged communities (yet in large MPO), it is difficult to justify 
the benefits since the population density is much lower and supporting infrastructures to 
encourage biking and walking are limited.   The environment makes it difficult to formulate 
a viable and justifiable project.  Yet, the demand from or need of the residents is clear.

 ¡ Having a “Plan” was the difference between the successful vs unsuccessful application 
- having much of the required information pretty much developed in advance of the 
application to be able to respond in a credible and convincing way. While this may be a 
good filter for successful applications it does lead to underestimating the amount of time 



88

Appendix H – Task 3

needed to prepare a successful application (i.e. sunk time invested for the Plan sitting on 
the shelf waiting for a funding source).

 ¡ The application appeared to focus on infrastructure projects.  Our team was challenged in 
presenting our SRTS planning project through the application format.

 ¡ We have a methodology for estimating increased walking and biking, but the stte of the 
practice is crude and needs to be improved.

 ¡ Pedestrian and bicycle counts are not available for most areas of the City, and the estimates 
provided by principals and district administrators often seemed like guesswork.  Most 
other cities do not have this data either, so it would appear that one of the major factors 
driving the success of an application is based on very unreliable estimates by people with 
no background or training in active transportation.  The application instructions were 
not particularly confusing, but the number of documents guiding the process was both 
confusing and burdensome.  Between the 1) Caltrans Local Assistance Program Guidelines, 
Chapter 22, 2) Active Transportation Program Guidelines, 3) Application Instructions and 
Guidance for ATP Cycle 2, 4) Active Transportation Program, Cycle 2, Instructions and 
Guidance for Part B and C Only, and 5) ATP Eligible Non-Infrastructure Activities Document, 
it became difficult knowing where to turn for needed information.

 ¡ Estimates provided for pedestrian and bicycle counts were not available for most areas 
of the City.  We obtained information from principals and school district administrators, 
but this information was based upon informal student surveys.  In one case, the school 
principal had teachers take a verbal head count of students that walked or biked to 
school.  This was a concern as a major factor driving the success of the application 
was based on estimates, at best.  The data was provided by people with no training 
in active transportation.  The application instructions were not particularly confusing, 
but the number of documents guiding the process was cumbersome.  Between the 
1) Caltrans Local Assistance Program Guidelines, Chapter 22, 2) Active Transportation 
Program Guidelines, 3) Application Instructions and Guidance for ATP Cycle 2, 4) Active 
Transportation Program, Cycle 2, Instructions and Guidance for Part B and C Only, and 5) 
ATP Eligible Non-Infrastructure Activities Document, it became difficult knowing where to 
turn for needed information.

 ¡ The numerous guidelines really were confusing. Please consider issuing only one set of 
guidelines for Cycle 3. 

 ¡ I believe one of the key barriers were the knowledge and expertise in the educational area 
of the readers.  In the first cycle we had discrepancies of huge point allowances among the 
readers.  I one case, the application was disallowed while the other two readers gave us 
high points. 

 ¡ Difficulty with conducting significant outreach in a VERY large city with a vast and varied 
constituency.
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 ¡ Understanding participating and non-participating cost allocations.

 ¡ Conducting excessive outreach prior to submitting an application is overwhelming for 
both staff and the community. Application should provide more flexibility for various types 
of outreach, feasibility study, and implementation processes undertaken by different 
jurisdictions.

 ¡ The city of Folsom does not qualify as a disadvantaged community and this is a significant 
barrier to competing for funding.  At this point the City will not be applying for future ATP 
cycles.

 ¡ Completing the application required hundreds of hours of staff time in addition to 
consultant time paid for by the City to complete a competitive application.

 ¡ The application does not seem to support bicycle parking applications despite the need for 
high quality parking in most communities.

 ¡ Workshops provided by Caltrans/CTC had inconsistent directions, recommendations from 
guidelines and from other sources of information.  Guidelines and workshops held to late 
in the cycle and seem to change throughout.  Application packet, guidelines, forms too large 
and with conflicting instructions.

 ¡ The hard copy, labeling, and binding requirements were cumbersome.

 ¡ Our biggest hurdle was probably the number of grant opportunities due around the same 
time.

 ¡ It was very difficult to separate funding that was eligible for ATP funding for a project to 
change an arterial to a complete street (e.g. % of grading eligible for ATP).

 ¡ Print multiple copies of each application and mailing them.

 ¡ Application ATP reviewers did not understand the benefits of removing abandoned railroad 
tracks that are in the middle of the street.  It does not work to pave over them or to stripe 
around them.  The tracks are a hazard to bicyclists and motorcyclists as well as scooter 
riders.

 ¡ All of these would be major barriers for any of the several other worthy projects that we 
considered but did not apply for funding. The only reason these were slightly lower barriers 
for the STEP project is because of our community partners’ long-term outreach work prior 
to the funding call.

 ¡ The public health information was a massive 100+ MB file excel spreadsheet to download.  
Why couldn’t this be a simple web based database?   
While the tools are available on various webpages and databases the cumulative impact of 
referencing all this information is a barrier.
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 ¡ Overall  the applications are very labor intensive to fill out.

 ¡ Emphasis on transportation - recreational use not prioritized

 ¡ The benefit cost calculations were not transparent.

 ¡ The level of detail required for all aspects required an enormous amount of time and 
energy.  As a small city in a rural county, we spent at least 100 hours on our application, 
and $5000 for outside assistance from a consultant for what we felt was a very compelling, 
relevant, needed project, and didn’t get funded.  This essentially eliminates small cities from 
being competitive.  The process and requirements require cities hire professional grant 
writers, and with limited budgets, that is not possible or fair.  

 ¡ Coordination with Caltans District Traffic Operations was difficult.  The level of detail that 
they wanted to see, prior to acknowledging the project, was a significant barrier.  The ATP 
committee should brief the other departments o their role in the application process, prior 
to releasing a cycle.

 ¡ Too much data was requested.
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Q7 PLEASE INDICATE HOW EASY OR DIFFICULT IT WAS FOR YOU TO PREPARE 
RESPONSES TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS FROM THE ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION 

PROGRAM CYCLE 2 APPLICATION.

Answered: 102 Skipped: 3
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Please indicate how easy or difficult it was for you to prepare responses to the following questions 
from the Active Transportation Program Cycle 2 Application:

Answer Options Very 
Easy

Somewhat 
Easy

Neither Easy 
or Difficult

Somewhat 
Difficult

Very 
Difficult

Response 
Count

Demonstrate the potential 
for increased walking and 
bicycling

12 20 16 37 17 102

Demonstrate the potential 
for reducing pedestrian 
and bicyclist fatalities and 
injuries

12 26 22 35 7 102

Document the community-
based public participation 
process for your project

27 29 23 19 4 102

Demonstrate how your 
project would improve 
public health

16 25 23 29 9 102

Describe how your project 
would provide a clear 
benefit to a disadvantaged 
community (if applicable)

22 26 29 20 5 102

Provide additional detail below: 23

 Text box answers to “Provide additional detail below:”

 ¡ Projecting an increase for walking/bicycling was challenging.  Many factors were relevant 
for why pedestrians/cyclists might not be using a particular route.  It was, therefore, difficult 
to quantify how the proposed change would ultimately result in increased use.  We also 
struggled in some applications, because the increase would likely be a huge percentage 
increase (for example, 200%), but the number walking currently was so small because 
of significant danger along the route, that the actual number increase was minimal (for 
example, 10 more people walking).

 ¡ The Health benefit question should be changed.

 ¡ Expertise in the area of projected active transportation based on proposed improvements 
is still in development and not wide spread in understanding and built into transportation 
planning tools. 

 ¡ The tools for documenting public health benefits are just emerging and only as good as our 
ability to forecast active travel, which is still week.

 ¡ As mentioned earlier, estimates for the number of active transportation users were 
unreliable.  These numbers then the basis for projecting an increase.  In addition, it was 
difficult to find guidance that addressed the specific of this proposed project in order to 
help determine the potential for increased use.  Again, it felt like the numbers were guesses 
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by people who may not be field experts.  It is frustrating to know that this was the case for 
many jurisdictions, and again was used as a key factor in selecting winning applications.

 ¡ As mentioned earlier, estimates for the number of active transportation users were 
estimates.  These numbers were then used as the basis for projecting an increase in active 
transportation users.  It was difficult to address a specific element of the proposed project 
to determine the potential for increased use.

 ¡ We did not have the staff available for pedestrian/bicycle counts, or surveys to estimate the 
potential increase.

 ¡ While we were sure we could provide change and improvement through education and 
active direction, the questions were geared toward construction rather than education.

 ¡ Some disadvantaged communities see bike and ped infrastructure as the least of their 
worries and prioritize other needs higher that these projects.

 ¡ Seems to have to demonstrate that a bicycle/pedestrain project would improve health.  
Seems pretty obvious that if you provide a facilty for cycling and walking you will improve 
health. 

 ¡ Demonstrating that a project will improve biking and walking is different than documenting 
existing public health issues, and is considerably more difficult.

 ¡ We scored poorly for community outreach.  We  showed outreach material that was the 
genesis for the application (circa 2007 slow the traffic down at zoning workshops) and then 
from when the plan was prepared to convert the road to a complete street 2009-2010.  The 
regulations for the dissolution of redevelopment and subsequent procedural requirements 
setback action on this project for at least two years.  We support community outreach but 
wonder how many more meetings is reasonable just for the grant application.    

 ¡ Its the cumulative effort involved to completely answer all of these questions that is 
onerous.   There is no established standardized method for projecting bike and walking 
trips.

 ¡ Challenging to estimate increases in walking/biking. Reduction of fatalities/injuries for 
education or program is a little bit more challenging.

 ¡ Insufficient time for outreach

 ¡ We were very surprised that our project was not viewed favorably under the circumstances 
that the result of the project would have provided significant improvements to the safety of 
the community and was goal oriented to the alternate modal construct to increase greater 
safety for pedestrians, cyclists, and  

 ¡ In general, the amount of information, deatail, and documentation asked for was very 
difficult to provide.
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 ¡ One of our projects had a clear safety issue; the removal of crime from the trail would 
increase active transportation, but there was no way to figure this into the calculations

 ¡ Some of the subsections seemed to overlap with one another.

 ¡ Need for County agency to track specific local health statistics.

 ¡ It is difficult to project quantifiable increasses in bike/ped facilities with accuracy.  

 ¡ In rural communities it is very difficult to quantify pedestrian/bicycle usage along a corridor 
that doesn’t currently offer pedestrian/bicycle facilities.

 ¡ Spreadsheet for calculating benefit-to-cost ratio did not work (failed to calculate) or was 
unclear how to use

Q8 IF YOU HAD TO IDENTIFY THE SINGLE MOST CHALLENGING PART OR BARRIER OF 
THE ATP CYCLE 2 APPLICATION, WHAT WOULD IT BE?

Answered: 93 Skipped: 12

Text box answers to “Response Text”

 ¡ Demonstrating the potential for increased walking and bicycling.

 ¡ The most challenging parts were there was not an emphasis on projects of statewide 
significance and that safety points are awarded when there are fatalities, not when a project 
will eliminate the risk of fatalities. 

 ¡ Having the time to put together the Public Meetings for the public outreach.

 ¡ Inconsistent Excel sheets for the budget.

 ¡ The most challenging aspect was that the application was presented as being driven by a 
very strict rubric, where a successful answer would be scored as such by anyone reading 
it.  In reality, however, the variance in scores on nearly identical applications indicated that 
either 1) that was not the case; or 2) no response ultimately mattered other than how many 
active transportation users would be directly impacted.

 ¡ Probably was having sufficient walking and bicycling data and then estimating the potential 
for increases.

 ¡ Lack of support staff available for preparation of application. 

 ¡ The most challenging part was demonstrating the potential for increased walking or 
bicycling.  Our rural county does not have the resources to model active modes of 
transportation.  We ended up utilizing volunteers to take pedestrian and bicycle counts 
over the course of several days.  We also conducted student/parent surveys to gauge the 
potential future use of the sidewalk and bicycle improvements.
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 ¡ Getting Project Study Reports done and finding resources to complete them. It’s a relatively 
significant investment for a small agency applying for discretionary funding.

 ¡ Decoding the application.

 ¡ It is in quantifying the benefits of the increase in biking/walking.  Very little data is available 
- some data provided in Cycle 1 was incorrect.  In Cycle 2, the methodology suggested was 
not clear.  Often times, the increase in benefits in a rural community is quite small resulting 
in a B/C ratio that is less than 1.

 ¡ No standard way to analyze the project based on all the criteria making consistent review 
by reviewers difficult.

 ¡ health benefits and showing how disadvantaged communities benefit

 ¡ Demonstrate the potential for increased walking and bicycling 

 ¡ Demonstrating the potential for increased walking and bicycling was difficult because 
the question required so much information. It required cited studies, the knowledge of 
taking current volume data counts and projecting that out in the future. Overall, it seemed 
cumbersome. 

 ¡ The technical computer and organization skills necessary to assemble the various elements 
of the application into a single file.

 ¡ The application format was not aligned with the components of SRTS-focused non-
infrastructure or planning project.  Our team struggled with how to answer the questions in 
a way that provided ample information related to our SRTS/planning projects. 

 ¡ Quantifying the benefits.

 ¡ preparing Part B of the application, the reason being is to the level of details that we need 
to provide and the search for the information needed 

 ¡ Rules were somewhat confusing or conflicting.

 ¡ The biggest challenge for the City was spending so many resources completing forms 
and paperwork for an application that ultimately was not selected for funding.  A two 
phase application process would result in a significant cost saving for us, and most other 
cities, I imagine.  Between consultant and staff time, we spent well over 100 hours on our 
application, including completing some forms or final contracting purposes that don’t seem 
necessary early in the application project (eg., the Non-Infrastructure Work Plan Form 22-R 
and the Project Programming Request Form).  Another significant barrier is the variance in 
scoring that was seen from Cycle 1 and Cycle 2 on our application, and similar complaints 
from other cities regarding widely varying scores on the same application.  It is challenging 
to write a successful application if all reviewers are not stringently using the same rubric to 
evaluate them.
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 ¡ Coordinating all the community partners and communicating with those partners about our 
own organizations

 ¡ The biggest challenge was spending resources (in hours and time) completing forms and 
paperwork for an application that ultimately was not selected for funding.  We spent over 
70 hours between the consultant and staff time developing the application.  Many forms 
seemed unnecessary so early in the application process.  It would be helpful if Caltrans 
would require completion of final contracting forms such as the Non-Infrastructure Work 
Plan Form 22-R and the Project Programming Request Form to be required of applicants 
recommended for funding. 
Another issue was the inconsistencies in scoring from Cycle 1 and Cycle 2.  Although we 
received funding in Cycle 1, we missed the funding threshold by one point for Cycle 2.  We 
heard the numerous complaints from other cities regarding widely varying scores on the 
same or similar applications.  Being as we were so close to being funded in Cycle 2, and had 
a similar SRTS application in a disadvantaged community, we were concerned if the reason 
behind our application not being funded was due to all reviewers not using the same rubric 
to evaluate applications.

 ¡ I would have been better able to prepare a winning application if I had examples of a 
perfect final product. I felt like much of the time I was guessing the best way to display 
information.  
Additionally, a complete overhaul of the system to move to an online platform where each 
portion of the application had all relevant instructions and tools necessary to properly 
answer each question would probably improve the process for applicants and reviewers.

 ¡ Lack of resources for applications.  They are too complex and take 100’s of hours to 
prepare.  Have to really think about risk/reward of spending resources.

 ¡ Outreach to Community Groups. Lack of interest by the public.  

 ¡ The application forms were very difficult and the it was difficult to put the package together 
with various forms formats.

 ¡ Organizing the multiple forms and attachments, in addition to the number of hardcopies 
required.

 ¡ Being able to explain to the readers the effectiveness of education and positive strategies 
can play as significant a role as construction.  Also, we have not been able to see our scores 
from Cycle 2--which would allow me to provide further clarification.

 ¡ The application process comes too frequently and therefore right when we have completed 
the application especially since we are understaffed and all staff members have additional 
duties and tasks ( day to day and longterm) we are applying for another cycle right away. 

 ¡ Demonstrating exactly how many users were going to use the facilities that we propose to 
build.
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 ¡ It is unfair that all the projects in Orange County are always awarded to Santa Ana and/or 
Anaheim.  

 ¡ Insufficient funding and staffing

 ¡ Trying to tie together and relate a good and beneficial community wide and regionally wide 
project to benefit solely a disadvantaged community

 ¡ Demonstrating the need for the project in terms of public health with quantifiable metrics.

 ¡ Unclear instructions and too many variables to award funding on dissimilar projects. 

 ¡ Lack of adequate staffing to prepare the applications.

 ¡ Cost allocation.

 ¡ The extensive amount of time and resources needed to complete the applications - 
especially since multiple staff members need to coordinate the research/data analysis and 
writing of the application with regular duties and assignments. 

 ¡ Identifying disadvantage communities because not familiar with identifying data. Also, 
estimating increased walking and bicycling.

 ¡ staffing resources required to complete the ATP form requirements

 ¡ Time spent to complete the application

 ¡ Too cumbersome to develop in a short amount of time

 ¡ The amount of highly detailed information required for school projects

 ¡ Too many questions and “hoops” to jump through.

 ¡ The biggest barrier was not being in a disadvantaged community.  Seems like projects 
should be based on the quality of the project, not the income level of a community.

 ¡ Gathering all of the data (public health, collisions, trespassing, disadvantaged community 
etc.) needed to complete a compelling application.

 ¡ Competing with non-disadvantaged communities for the small urban/rural and coming up 
with matching funds.

 ¡ Allocating the time needed to prepare the application.

 ¡ I would say it was the Benefit/Cost calculation. There were several occasions that we had to 
re-do our projected increases because the ratio would substantially drop. On some of our 
applications, there were injuries but no fatalities, which made it difficult to raise the ratio 
past a certain number.
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 ¡ Identifying sufficient and suitable local “match” and “fronting” dollars.  A big challenge for a 
large grant application.  

 ¡ The application process is very burdensome and complex. For smaller region’s it is entirely 
inappropriate to assume that we have the staff resources or the funds to hire consultants 
to handle this application process. This application took almost 100 hours to complete. That 
is insane. Many jurisdictions in our region just decided not to submit because they don’t 
have the resources. This application seems designed for the large urban areas that have 
large staffs, immense amounts of prior planning and supporting data and/or budgets to 
hire consultants and large populations of disadvantaged communities. We are happy that 
we were successful this round but not optimistic about future cycles.

 ¡ Length and complexity of the application (and to some degree the purely clerical function of 
making the application copies conform to the instructions given our limited staff).

 ¡ Time - with so much riding on a single application process for both statewide and MPO 
funding, there is a desire to produce a significant number of applications in a short period. 
This is also immediately followed by the HSIP grant program Call.

 ¡ Workshop, webinars, Q&A, entire application was confusing, conflicting and too much 
information to absorb.

 ¡ None of the questions individually are difficult, but in totality represent considerable work.  
Answers often become duplicative because the projects that increase biking and walking 
most are also those that improve public health the most, or the projects that improve safety 
the most are also those that increase walking/biking the most.  The attachments end up 
being onerous.  Requiring detailed project drawings for an application that is only seeking 
PA/ED phase funding is difficult for the sponsor to provide.

 ¡ Clarity of instructions. 

 ¡ Criteria is geared toward issues found in more populated urban areas than San Luis Obispo 
County, which is more rural. 

 ¡ None.  The application is challenging but feasible.

 ¡ No clear methodology to demonstrate potential increase in walking and bicycling.

 ¡ Projecting increases in ped/bikes

 ¡ Extrapolating bike/ped count data from 2-hour counts to daily/annual counts

 ¡ public health question

 ¡ It seemed like there were too many sets of instructions, informational packets and 
directions to keep up with.

 ¡ The sheer amount of time necessary to produce a solid application. 
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 ¡ Lack of long term data on active mode-share; lack of dedicated funding for agencies to 
collect and analyze this data.

 ¡ Staffing and whether chances of funding justified expense.

 ¡ Demonstrating increased walking and biking for a new trail - no baseline data to draw on 
and no funding to collect this data.

 ¡ It’s something that requires engaging consulting at a significant expense to prepare an 
application on our behalf.

 ¡ There is to much information required, while individually they may not be tough 
individually, together it is a lot of work.

 ¡ The effort and time it takes to put in an application that you hope is competitive, but yet, 
never knowing the true methods and logic behind evaluation and actual rating

 ¡ The length of the application. Enough said.

 ¡ insufficient time

 ¡ Understanding the ranking system

 ¡ Lack of staff knowledgeable in application preparation.  Lack of staff available to collect 
necessary data.

 ¡ Estimating existing and future pedestrianand bicycle usage

 ¡ Defining heath benefits because data is limited.

 ¡ Shear volume of information required.

 ¡ Getting signed letters from the principals of all the affected schools.

 ¡ Enumerating the benefits.

 ¡ The amount of information that needs to be compiled.  Can be challenging for smaller 
agencies such as ours.

 ¡ The part about disadvantaged community because of the lack of knowledge / tools to 
obtain information.

 ¡ Very large application for trying to obtain funding for small projects

 ¡ Time commitment: The application was very long and had a lot of different parts and pieces 
that needed to be included. Tracking all of that down takes a lot of time.

 ¡ B/C calculations

 ¡ Overall complexity
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 ¡ The level or detail and length of the application were very difficult.  The Screening Criteria 
information was often difficult and frustrating to find proper answers to, such as dead links 
on Q.4, public health.  Also the cost/benefit tool question on cost effectiveness doesn’t 
seem to have been worth the effort required.  

 ¡ While it wasn’t the most challenging or biggest barrier, the public health questions seem 
to be irrelevant to the application and not serve a purpose. Especially in large areas where 
health data covers a larger population base, it is not possible to drill down health data to 
smaller pinpoint areas. 

 ¡ Preparing the actual applications was tedious and expensive.  Requiring tabs for the 
attachments, on each copy of the application, was very time consuming and bulky.  
Preparing five hard copies took much of our small staff’s time, was expensive to buy 
materials for, and was expensive to mail to Caltrans.

 ¡ Not receiving feedback on why what we thought was a great application scored so low, so 
that we can improve next time.

 ¡ Volume of information requested was too high

 ¡ The complexity and need for specialized expertise required the City to hire an outside 
consultant to manage and prepare the application.

 ¡ Data collection of existing walkers and bikers (we don’t generally do that) and estimation of 
increases in users (how can you predict that?)
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Q9 HOW DID YOUR AGENCY/ORGANIZATION PREPARE FOR THE ATP CYCLE 2 
APPLICATION? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)

Answered: 102 Skipped: 3

How did your agency/organization prepare for the ATP Cycle 2 application? (check 
all that apply)

Answer Options Response 
Percent

Response 
Count

Attended a workshop, training or webinar 88.2% 90
Reviewed successful Cycle 1 applications 76.5% 78
Contacted your public health department 61.8% 63
Worked with a non-profit organization 37.3% 38
Hired a consultant 39.2% 40
Contacted your Caltrans District office 52.0% 53
Other (please specify): 24.5% 25

Text box answers to “Other (please specify):”

 ¡ Collaboration between City of Plymouth and ACTC (RTPA). 

 ¡ We were involved in the guidelines development process and I was involved as a volunteer 
scorer in Cycle 1. 

 ¡ Lengthy internal prioritization process, relying on in-reach and close review of our Capital 
Improvement Program. Also, coordination with SF Public Works (more so for Cycle 1).
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 ¡ Use On-call engineering service contract to augment staff time and capabilities.

 ¡ created a team to complete application

 ¡ City staff

 ¡ Move beyond conceptual level planning to develop a preliminary level planning document 
to identify and substantiate need, to the proposed response to be able to have quantities 
and estimates for the infrastructure part of the grant. 

 ¡ Utilized our existing GIS capability and project development expertise

 ¡ We prepared one in-house application and one with a consultant. I was unable to locate 
successful cycle 1 applications.  

 ¡ hired an intern

 ¡ Worked closely with engineering firm

 ¡ worked with AMBAG

 ¡ engage Metro staff

 ¡ Collaborated with a consultant hired by transportation authority

 ¡ Reviewed our scoring from Cycle 1 and revised our application accordingly

 ¡ Knowledge based on years of grant writing.

 ¡ Received a grant from LAnSync to fund a consultant to assist with preparing the application

 ¡ Contacted Sacramento Caltrans ATP staff.

 ¡ Worked with Council of Governments, hired traffic engineer to do vehicle, pedestrian, 
bicycle counts  

 ¡ Formed an Task Force Specifically focused on this.

 ¡ Thoroughly read all the guidelines and instructions. Followed the directions of the 
applications very carefully.

 ¡ received Cyle 1 feedback, reviewed webinar presentation and notes

 ¡ Review unsuccessful Cycle 1 application

 ¡ Most of the application was completed with inhouse staff, however, we got assistance from 
consulting engineers, graphic designers, and from our local COG/MPO staff.  I contacted 
Caltrans but they said they could help since they were part of the reviewers.

 ¡ Read the guidelines
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Q10 WHAT WORKSHOP(S) DID YOUR AGENCY/ORGANIZATION ATTEND TO RECEIVE 
TRAINING ON THE CYCLE 2 APPLICATION? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)

Answered: 90 Skipped: 15

What workshop(s) did your agency/organization attend to receive training on the Cycle 2 application? 
(check all that apply)

Answer Options Response 
Percent

Response 
Count

Support for Smaller Agencies and Disadvantaged Communities: Developing 
Effective Active Transportation Projects and Programs – taught by 2 
members of the ATP consulting team: CA Bicycle Coalition, CA Walks, Local 
Government Commission and Rails-to-Trails Conservancy

26.7% 24

ATP Cycle 2- District Application Workshops (How to Apply for ATP Cycle 2) – 
presented by Caltrans staff 95.6% 86

None of the above 1.1% 1
Other trainings, workshops or webinars (please describe): 17.8% 16

Text box answers to “Other trainings, workshops or webinars (please describe):”

 ¡ San Bernardino County Active Transportation Network

 ¡ OCTA training

 ¡ OCTA webinar series. 

 ¡ MCOG conducted our own training for the cities and County. 

 ¡ Local MPO (MTC) training.

 ¡ SANBAG training
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 ¡ Webinar for Cost Benefit Analysis

 ¡ Internet workshop, discussions with our city planners, internet resources on the ATP and 
SRTS sites, resources.

 ¡ ATP Webinar

 ¡ I didn’t know the first training was available. 

 ¡ Prior year trainings by Safe Routes to School Partnership; Analysis presentation by Silicon 
Valley Bicycle Coalition

 ¡ Informal discussion with a consultant who prepared many applications.

 ¡ MPO (SACOG) provided training and tools to help answer the DBE question and the 
projected increases in bike ped trips.

 ¡ webinars, including safe routes

 ¡ Safe Routes to Schools

 ¡ we viewed a webinar since we did not have time and money to travel for workshops
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Q11 PLEASE SHARE WITH US YOUR OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE TRAININGS 
PRESENTED BY THE SUPPORT FOR SMALLER AGENCIES AND DISADVANTAGED 

COMMUNITIES

Answered: 24 Skipped: 81

Please share with us your overall evaluation of the trainings presented by the 
Support for Smaller Agencies and Disadvantaged Communities workshop:

Answer Options Response 
Percent

Response 
Count

The training was very helpful in preparing my 
Cycle 2 application(s) 41.7% 10

The training was somewhat helpful in preparing 
my Cycle 2 application(s) 45.8% 11

The training was not very helpful in preparing my 
Cycle 2 application(s) 12.5% 3

The training was not helpful in preparing my Cycle 
2 application(s) 0.0% 0

Additional comments: 3

Text box answers to “Additional comments:”

 ¡ The training was extremely helpful - I would have been lost with out it. I would have 
appreciated if we could have walked through each portion of the application and outlined 
the best tools to find the information that we need, and what the best answer would 
include.
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 ¡ The trainings were long, but overall made the difference in the success of our proposal

 ¡ I learned different things at each training session. 

Q12 WHAT TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TOPICS WOULD BE MOST USEFUL TO INCLUDE IN 
A WORKSHOP TO ADDRESS THE CHALLENGES YOU IDENTIFIED IN CYCLE 1 AND CYCLE 

2?

Answered: 98 Skipped: 7
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What technical assistance topics would be most useful to include in a workshop to address the challenges you 
identified in Cycle 1 and Cycle 2?

Answer Options Not Useful Moderately 
Useful Very Useful Response 

Count

Estimating Increases in Walking and Biking 3 23 72 98
Effective Community Engagement 28 47 23 98
Project Planning and Prioritization 34 43 21 98
How to Develop a Master Plan (Bike, Pedestrian, 
Safe Routes to Schools, Active Transportation) 47 38 13 98

Developing Effective Non-Infrastructure Programs 36 39 23 98
How to Use Public Health Data 13 44 41 98
How to Use Safety Data To Estimate Decreases in 
Injuries/Fatalities 7 41 50 98

Effective Project Evaluation 11 50 37 98
Top 10 Tips for Successful ATP Application 6 26 66 98
Other 68 17 13 98
Other (please specify): 25

Text box answers to “Other (please specify):”

 ¡ Some of these items were ones we successfully completed in Cycle 1, but in following the 
same model were not successful in Round 2.  We would like to understand the difference.  
We think the Top 10 Tips would be helpful if they could highlight what it is that truly drives 
the scoring rubric.

 ¡ None.

 ¡ Submit application online. 

 ¡ Tips for documenting public input

 ¡ How project grant applications are evaluated by reviewers.

 ¡ Further refine directions in how to prepare the final hard copies - at the last minute we 
were left to interpret how best tab report/app’l.

 ¡ How to build a solid non infrastructure application using the ATP application template

 ¡ how to contract with conservation corps with federal provisions.

 ¡ Our application was very similar to the application we submitted in Cycle 1, but did not have 
the same success when it came to scoring.  It would be helpful to see the scoring rubric 
and perhaps some evidence of the range of score for applications.  Understanding the real 
driver for the scores would be the most useful technical assistance going forward.
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 ¡ No other comment

 ¡ How to show benefits to the disadvantaged communities if they do not exist in the 
jurisdiction?

 ¡ Any information helps but specific non-infrastructure would be targeted for our application.

 ¡ I checked OTHER but it doesn’t apply. The survey bombed if a box wasn’t checked.

 ¡ Simpler mapping functions

 ¡ None at this time

 ¡ Useful checklist differentiating State and other Application Processes

 ¡ Cost benefit analysis

 ¡ Don’t have the time for workshops / training - It would be better to create simple to 
following formulas or methodologies

 ¡ How to extrapolate regional data to apply to our community since we don’t have enough 
information collected locally.

 ¡ funding information

 ¡ How to navigate the website and instuctions.

 ¡ I feel pretty well informed on these, but the public works engineers are not informed. They 
should be answering these questions (because their apps failed) as all “Very Useful.”

 ¡ Unknown

 ¡ Feedback on specific application

 ¡ How to prepare a successful SRTS application
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Q13 IN ADDITION TO WORKSHOPS SPONSORED BY CALTRANS, WHAT OTHER 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE DO YOU THINK WOULD BE VALUABLE TO SUPPORT 

DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES IN SUCCESSFULLY APPLYING TO ATP? (CHECK ALL 
THAT APPLY)

Answered: 98 Skipped: 7
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In addition to workshops sponsored by Caltrans, what other technical assistance 
do you think would be valuable to support disadvantaged communities in 
successfully applying to ATP? (check all that apply)

Answer Options Response 
Percent

Response 
Count

Access to technical assistance for a day following 
the ATP Workshop 28.6% 28

Technical assistance “office hours” for individual 
questions/issues from your agency 59.2% 58

More in-depth workshops on specific topics 38.8% 38
Webinars 44.9% 44
Resource webpage with in depth guidance 56.1% 55
Peer learning opportunities from successful 
applicants 33.7% 33

Please explain your recommendations or list other suggestions 
here: 31

Text box answers to “Please explain your recommendations or list other suggestions 
here:”

 ¡ Additional resources would be beneficial.

 ¡ General workshops often spent too much time addressing issues that were obvious to 
seasoned applicants.  More in depth online resources and office hours would be a way 
for those needing less general guidance to get their more specific and targeted questions 
answered.

 ¡ None.

 ¡ Additional training on how to collect information and forecast future demand would be 
helpful.  Greater level of detail needed for disadvantaged community criteria. 

 ¡ These all make sense to us.

 ¡ Provide technical reviews by Caltrans/ATP consultant teams on proposed ATP projects as 
which one will be a “good” project for the submitting a grant application.   This can be done 
via the “office hours” or follow up technical appt.

 ¡ Webinars is simply a better format that massive phone calls that are hard to hear. 
Resources with in-depth guidance would be utilized by many who don’t have the expertise 
to to accomplish some of the tasks in-house.

 ¡ Review of application by Caltrans prior to submitting or review of parts of the application

 ¡ Sometime is needed between the ATP Workshop and beneficial assistance for applicants 
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to sort through the issues inherent in their application and perhaps actually beginning the 
preparation process before realizing the precise need or acceptable alternative approaches.

 ¡ In depth online or in person resources on things like estimating active transportation users 
and increases in traffic, as well as technical assistance hours would be much more helpful 
than general webinars.

 ¡ Our Cycle 1 application was funded and scored well.  Our Cycle 2 application followed the 
same model and the guidance from workshops.  Despite adhering to this guidance, our 
Cycle 2 application was not successful.  Makes us question how helpful the workshops are.

 ¡ I would recommend consolidating information and tools - it seems like for each section of 
the application I was looking at multiple Caltrans reference materials to make sure I was 
including all the correct information. If there is a way to consolidate the application, the 
directions, and the necessary tools/links I think it would make for better applications.

 ¡ Have staff available to answer questions on common tools for estimating trips, reductions 
and disadvantaged community locations

 ¡ Only issue ONE set of guidelines/instructions for Cycle 3. There were too many for Cycle 2.

 ¡ No other comment

 ¡ The ATP application requires a lot of information and it’ll be helpful to have workshops on 
specific topics or more in depth guidance on the webpage.

 ¡ More detailed examples for the completion of the spreadsheet pages.

 ¡ Caltrans staff has been very accessible and helpful in all phases of this project. 
I checked one of these but it doesn’t apply. The survey bombed if a box wasn’t checked.

 ¡ Very few peer groups for city applicants with populations under 60,000.

 ¡ Utilizing technical assistance to ensure each application is the best in can be would help 
jurisdictions justify the amount of time needed to complete an application

 ¡ I don’t understand the question.  Are disadvantaged communities permitted to apply on 
their own behalf?  How do they front the expenses? 

 ¡ Would be helpful to know it’s acceptable to call someone for help (and that it’s not 
presumptuous or cheating to do so).

 ¡ DAC don’t have the resources to spend on the needed amount of time to put in a 
competitive grant - which means they don’t have time to attend more workshops, webinars, 
etc.  

 ¡ Technical assistance office hours would be a great resource to have. 
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 ¡ Develop an alternative methodology to collect health data in rural areas.  The requirement 
to go on line to verify that the on-line health data was not available for our community   was 
a huge waste of time.   We met with our Health Department and talked to the schools but 
scored poorly because we used an old graphic from the RTP even though we had current 
obesity figures from a school in the project area. 

 ¡ In depth guidance that puts together all the essential sections oft he directions, instruction 
and other Caltrans documents would be great. There were just too many documents to 
keep track of to ensure all questions were fully and correctly answered.

 ¡ The problem is that most of the preparation work has to be done over a period of years and 
the disadvantaged communities do not have capacity, funding, or staff to do this long-term 
work, even with webinars and technical assistance. 

 ¡ Having resources available as needed or without having to travel would be helpful

 ¡ An assigned consultant to assist for a limited number of  hours. 
Links to data you want in grant.

 ¡ Sometimes its hard for people to attend workshops that are often 50-100 miles away. I 
believe holding webinars and having resources on the internet will be much more effective 
in getting participation as well as an effective use of people’s time.

 ¡ Examples of how to search for public health statistics; too many websites were given that 
weren’t helpful
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Q14 PLEASE FEEL FREE TO PROVIDE ANY OTHER COMMENTS RELEVANT TO ATP 
WORKSHOPS PROVIDED TO SUPPORT SMALLER AGENCIES AND DISADVANTAGED 

COMMUNITIES OR SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETING YOUR ATP APPLICATION.

Answered: 35 Skipped: 70

Text box answers to “Please feel free to provide any other comments relevant to ATP workshops 
provided to support smaller agencies and disadvantaged communities or successfully 
completing your ATP application.”

 ¡ A.  Recommend one (1) streamlined manual/solicitation document.  Currently, applicants 
are required to be well versed with five different documents and numerous forms.  Even 
our seasoned grant writers found this extremely complicated and cumbersome:   
1.  Caltrans Local Assistance Program Guidelines, Chapter 22 (25 pages) 
2.  Active Transportation Program Guidelines (23 pages) 
3.  Application Instructions and Guidance for ATP Cycle 2 (35 pages) 
4.  Active Transportation Program, Cycle 2, Instructions and Guidance for Part B and C Only 
(24 pages) 
5.  ATP Eligible Non-Infrastructure Activities Document 
B.  Recommend streamlining and making easier the entire application itself.  We easily 
spent more than 100 hours on some of our applications (counting both consultant and 
city staff time) for applications that were eventually not selected for funding.  Requiring 
applicants to complete forms that are considered “final” for contracting purposes could 
come at a later phase.  For example, applicants are required to complete the Non-
Infrastructure Work Plan (Form 22-R) and Project Programming Request Form.  It would 
help if these documents were only required for applicants who were recommended for 
funding.  Caltrans could make completing these forms by a certain date a condition of being 
awarded funds.  Maybe implement a two phase process.  Phase I is the actual competition 
with a streamlined application.  Phase II is for those on the recommended list but for which 
the administrative tasks of completing certain Caltrans forms is required by a certain date.  
If forms are not returned then they go to the bottom of the list.   
C.  Recommend reducing the production requirements (e.g. the amount of paper, tabs and 
binding).  We spent more than $1,000 for supplies and printing for the required hard copy 
binders. This is precious resources for a disadvantaged community for a grant we might not 
win.   
D.  Recommend evaluating the review process to reduce ambiguities and inconsistencies.  
In Cycle 1, all of our applications ranking very high and were selected for funding.  In Cycle 
2, we submitted almost identical applications and the scores were much lower and only one 
was selected for funding.  We do not understand how this can be possible unless there are 
ambiguities in the evaluation process or evaluators are not understanding how to assign 
points, etc.  

 ¡ None.
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 ¡ Moving the application submission online would make the application process much more 
simple. 

 ¡ Better understanding of how projects are evaluated. --  We had an application that we 
thought would be a top candidate for grant funds and it was graded last in Cycle 1.  When 
we re-submitted the project (with updated info) in Cycle 2, the project was funded in the 
Statewide level.   It appears that the evaluation of the grant application could be somewhat 
subjective depending on the perspective of the grant application reviewer.

 ¡ None

 ¡ The ATP workshops over the phone were simply awful. Hard to hear. The hosts didn’t have 
the ability to mute callers. Repeating questions for the benefit of people on the phone is a 
redundancy that can be avoided. 

 ¡ These answers reflect our capacity to develop applications and may not apply to small 
agencies and disadvantaged communities.

 ¡ Our team is discouraged by the process over the past two years and would really love a 
guideline for how we could submit a more competitive application for our community.

 ¡ Caltrans workshop did help on shedding lights of what raters are expecting to rate 
applications

 ¡ No comment

 ¡ Major recommendations:  1) Streamline application materials – too many documents to 
reference; 2) reduce burden by have a phased application process; 3) Reduce requirements 
for paper copies (printing, tabs and binding adds up for a disadvantaged community), and 
most importantly 4) Evaluate the review process to making it clearer for applicants and 
evaluators and to reduce inconsistencies in the scoring.  The difference in the scoring of 
our Cycle 1 vs. Cycle 2 application (much of which was very similar), indicates that some 
evaluators are using very different standards in how they assign the points.

 ¡ Both our Cycle 1 and Cycle 2 applications were very similar in being SRTS projects and 
located in a disadvantaged community, but our Cycle 2 application did not have the same 
success when it came to scoring.  It would be helpful to see the scoring rubric and perhaps 
some evidence of the range of score for applications.  Understanding the real driver for the 
scores would be the most useful technical assistance moving forward.

 ¡ The presenters were very knowledgeable and did a great job. I wish that all the information 
they shared was readily available as a part of the application, or broken out into a “how to” 
for each portion of the application.

 ¡ Limit the amount of data needed for the applications and lengthen the delivery time - 
particularly cases that require NEPA and right of way.  
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 ¡ No other comment

 ¡ We feel at disadvantage when putting together an application because we do not have a 
disadvantaged community and therefore know in advance that our application will not be 
ranked very high.

 ¡ It is unfair that only disadvantaged communities in Orange County are successful, because 
of the urban nature of the county, disadvantaged people come to our beaches, etc.  Our 
project would have benefited the WHOLE county

 ¡ None at this time.

 ¡ ATP could have been easier to apply for if it had mirrored the better-understood OBAG 
application process.

 ¡ Providing point scores for each question should be provided to each agency without them 
having to ask for it.  I found out this was available at one of the workshops.

 ¡ Additional workshops locations may have been helpful.

 ¡ The “how to apply for ATP” type of workshop was very helpful. Please keep it around or 
expand it and make it even more detailed.

 ¡ The number of available workshops seemed adequate. But we may be ahead of the curve. 
I think technical assistance direct outreach to City’s not participating in the workshops may 
be beneficial.

 ¡ See above comment

 ¡ Not an issue at my agency, but it seems as though many agencies apply for numerous 
projects, and end up sacrificing application quality for quantity.  This also creates a lot of 
work for reviewers, which makes reviewers spend less time with each application.  I wonder 
if there is a way to get agencies to better prioritize which projects they will apply for.

 ¡ NA

 ¡ N/A

 ¡ For me, I felt the workshops were not helpful, I would have better spent my time working 
on the application. This program is so over-subscribed that no matter how good your 
application is, there is a very good chance it won’t be funded. 6 other jurisdictions in our 
county submitted applications that didn’t receive funding, representing an enormous 
amount of staff time. 

 ¡ There needs to be some incentive/motivation for the engineering departments to form 
long-term partnerships with disadvantaged communities - prior to the ATP application.  
There needs to be a motivation and funding to collect bike/ped data annually.
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 ¡ To provide tools needed for a competitive application (i.e. if solid bike/ped counts are 
necessary, if there are free resources to allow that to occur), etc

 ¡ None

 ¡ x

 ¡ Please bring back expedited application for small SRTS projects

 ¡ The applications require an excessive amount of time and research to prepare, both 
of which are in short supply at a small, non-MPO agency.  Perhaps the guidelines could 
consider the time involved, especially when their mandate is to award a certain percentage 
to non-MPO/rural agencies.

 ¡ We need workshops specifically for applications that were not funded to evaluate 
opportunities for improvement in the next cycle.
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Q15 IS YOUR JURISDICTION/AGENCY/ORGANIZATION PLANNING TO APPLY FOR ATP 
CYCLE 3?

Answered: 98 Skipped: 7

Is your jurisdiction/agency/organization planning to apply for ATP Cycle 3?

Answer Options Response 
Percent

Response 
Count

Yes 68.4% 67
No 2.0% 2
We don’t know yet 29.6% 29
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Q16 ARE YOU WILLING TO BE CONTACTED BY THE CONSULTANT TEAM TO PROVIDE 
MORE FEEDBACK ON YOUR EXPERIENCE AND RECOMMENDATIONS TO IMPROVE THE 

ATP?

Answered: 98 Skipped: 7

Are you willing to be contacted by the consultant team to provide more feedback 
on your experience and recommendations to improve the ATP?

Answer Options Response 
Percent

Response 
Count

Yes 86.7% 85
No 13.3% 13
Additional comments: 15

Text box answers to “Additional comments:”

 ¡ Way too much time and effort is put into this program that result in very few projects being 
delivered. From the learning stages of attending workshops and reviewing/commenting 
on draft guidelines, to application workshops, to the actual application, to the scoring of 
hundreds of applications at the state level then repeated at the regional level (and each 
level has multiple reviewers per application), it is so much wasted time. Cut the overhead, 
and get more money down to the projects. We don’t have time to jump through so many 
hoops just to compete.
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 ¡ Major recommendations:  1) Streamline application materials – too many documents to 
reference; 2) Reduce production costs of applications by limiting the amount of forms 
required; 3) Consider moving to an electronic submission process; and 4) Evaluate the 
review process to be clear for applicants and evaluators and reduce any inconsistencies 
in the scoring process.  The difference in the scoring process from Cycle 1 to Cycle 2 made 
us concerned that if scoring was the same, we might have made the threshold in receiving 
funding for our Cycle 2 application.

 ¡ Logically, one of the key components to a successful grant application would be choosing 
the best project. I believe it would be helpful to hold “project selection” workshops to 
encourage agencies to identify projects in disadvantaged communities with the potential to 
score well in other areas of the application.

 ¡ None

 ¡ No other comment

 ¡ In cycle one I was able to look at our scores from the readers and the readers comment--
where would I find that information this time.  Thank you.

 ¡ The number of CTC votes required severely hampers the ability to meet ATP mandated 
deadlines

 ¡ There should be some attention toward the amount of funds between southern and 
northern California.  In both cycles southern California received a majority of the funds.

 ¡ Since we were successful in Cycle 2, we wonder if that will make us less likely to receive 
funding in Cycle 3.  I would be helpful to know if we should sit the next one out.

 ¡ How the grant was rolled out and the process during that time needs to be improved.

 ¡ Was both a reviewer and applicant so can provide feedback from both sides

 ¡ The County of San Mateo will probably apply for Cycle 3, however it may not be the Office 
of Sustainability.

 ¡ We are swamped with work now and for the foreseeable future.

 ¡ None

 ¡ The whole process was laborious and the results were very disappointing.  Santa Clara 
County got only 1 grant?  Ridiculous.
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APPENDIX I

SUPPORT FOR THE ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM 

Meeting Agenda 
February 19, 2015 

Local Government Commission Conference Room 
980 9th Street, Suite 1700 

10:15 AM – 1:15 PM  

1. Introductions

2. Project Vision

a. Discuss how best to support disadvantaged communities

3. Review Scope of Work and possible changes given shorter timeline

a. Shift Tasks A2, A3 and A4 later in year?

b. Focus on Tasks A5 and A6 in next month?

4. Task A5:  Compile ATP Training Tools and Materials

a. Plan of action

5. Task A6:  Scheduling 12 Workshops

a. Review potential dates and locations

6. Review roles and responsibilities 

a. Scheduling meetings

b. Scheduling workshops

c. Printing materials for workshops

d. Other

7. Other topics
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ATP TEAM CHECK IN MEETING

In Person Meeting with DAC TA Team, Caltrans and CDPH 
March 18, 2015 

Agenda

1. Workshop Outreach and Coordination

a. Organizations that can provide outreach support

b. Coordination with TARC

c. Incorporating Current TARC Resources into Workshop Resources/Presentations

d. Coordinating with Public Health Module

2. Discussion of ATP Application

a. Status of Application and Proposed Changes

3. Overview of ATP Survey Results

ATP TEAM CHECK IN MEETING

In Person Meeting with DAC TA Team, Caltrans 
March 18, 2015

Agenda

1. Review of Marysville Workshop

a. What worked well

b. Improvables

2. Next Steps
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ATP TEAM CHECK IN MEETING

Friday, April 17 
2:30pm – 3:30pm 

1-712-832-8300 (Midwest) 
Access Code: 393529

Agenda

1. Contracting and Budgeting

2. Application Review Process

3. Update on Workshops

4. Scheduling Future Check In Calls

ATP TEAM CHECK IN MEETING

Friday, May 29 
2:00pm – 3:00pm 

Conference: 857-216-3343 PIN: 37889  
URL: www.uberconference.com/jwoods5

Agenda

1. Invoicing Update

2. CTC Request Clarification

3. Application Review Update

4. Review of Previous Activities for Tasks 3 and 4 and Discussion of Next Steps

5. Final Report

a. Major components of report

b. Timing for final report
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ATP TEAM CHECK IN MEETING

Friday, June 12 
2:00pm – 3:00pm 

Conference: 857-216-3343  
PIN: 37889 URL: www.uberconference.com/jwoods5

Agenda

1. Application Review Update and Discussion

a. Update on Applications Received

b. Question 5

c. Team’s Role in Review Process

2. Next Steps for Tasks 3 and 4 (Application Review and Survey

3. Final Report

4. Administrative Items

a. Invoice Deadlines

b. Upcoming Check In Calls

ATP TEAM CHECK IN MEETING

Thursday, July 2 
1:00pm – 2:00pm 

Conference: 857-216-3343 
PIN: 37889 URL: www.uberconference.com/jwoods5

Agenda

1. Application Review Discussion

a. Overview of Instructions

b. Logistics Moving Forward

2. Review and Discussion of Task 3 and 4 Proposal

3. Other
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ATP TEAM CHECK IN MEETING

August 28 
2:00pm – 3:00pm 

Conference: 857-216-3343  
PIN: 37889 URL: www.uberconference.com/jwoods5

Agenda

1. Update on Cycle 2 Scoring

2. Status of Scheduling Meeting with Caltrans About Next Year

3. Follow Up Survey (Status and Timing)

4. Draft Template for Final Report

5. Cycle 1 Application Review Memo Discussion

6. Administrative Update

g. Status of deliverables

h. Invoices

i. Travel/Printing expense sharing

ATP CHECK IN CALL 

Friday, September 25, 2015 
2:00 – 3:00 PM 

Conference: 857-216-3343  
PIN: 37889

Agenda Items

1. Discussion of Statewide ATP Funding Recommendations and Next Steps (All)

2. Next Steps for ATP Survey #2 (RTC)

a. Review Draft Survey

b. Discuss Next Steps

3. Next Steps for Final Report (Task 9, LGC)

a. Review Draft Template
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b. Discuss Next Steps

4. Administrative Update (LGC)

a. Status of Deliverables – All up to date

b. Most Recent Invoice: Caltrans processing the invoice covering the June and July 
timeframe.

c. Next Invoice and Timesheets Due October 9th (Period Covering August 1 – 
September 30) – Please send to Paul and Jenny (Jenny will be leaving the country on 
October 11). 

ATP TEAM CHECK IN MEETING

October 13 
Caltrans

Agenda

1. Update on ATP DAC Team Project Successes and Lessons Learned

2. Opportunities for Technical Assistance Support for Future ATP Application Rounds

ATP TEAM CHECK IN MEETING

Monday, November 9 
1:00pm – 2:00pm 

Conference: 857-216-3343 PIN: 37889 
URL: www.uberconference.com/jwoods5

Agenda

1. Next Steps from Caltrans/ATP Team In Person Meeting

2. Update on Status of Final Award Recommendations

3. Status and Next Steps: Sending out Final Survey

4. Status and Next Steps: Final Report

5. In Person Meeting in January

a. Logistics

b. Length, Goals, Etc.
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ATP TEAM MEETING

Wednesday, December 16th – 12pm – 12:30pm 

Agenda

1. Status of Survey to DAC Applicants from Cycle 2

2. Status of Final Report

ATP TEAM CHECK IN MEETING

Friday, January 29th 
2:00 – 2:30pm 

Join the call: https://www.uberconference.com/jwoods5 OR 
Optional dial in number: 857-216-3343 

PIN: 37889

Agenda

1. Recap of CTC Meeting

2. Status of Final Report (Update and Next Steps)

ATP TEAM CHECK IN MEETING

Thursday, February 18th 

11:30am – 12:30pm 
Caltrans 

Conference line: 877-710-8619 
(Pin) is 1520760

Agenda

Final Report

 ¡ Update on final report

 ¡ Presenting Report to Key Partners

 ¡ Presentation Opportunities

 ¡ TAC Meeting
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 ¡ ATLC - May 19th Meeting

 ¡ Update from Kevin - Alyssa may consider this as a potential topic to share at 
the May ATLC Meeting)

 ¡ Others?

 ¡ Presentation Materials

 ¡ Need to prepare for CT/CTC Review

Administrative Items

 ¡ Final Invoice Due Date – March 11 (Period Covering January 1st – February 29th)
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APPENDIX J

TASK 9: FINAL REPORT TEMPLATE
Cover Page

Table of Contents

Executive Summary

Introduction

 ¡ Introduce the team, why Caltrans engaged us, and our purpose

Part 1: Overview of Activities / What Was Accomplished

 ¡ Detail Cycle 1 Application Review and Survey Review (how it impacted the training and 
materials developed)

 ¡ Detail Training Sessions Conducted

 ¡ Detail Materials and Resources Provided and Produced

 ¡ Summary of Training Evaluations

Part 2: Cycle 1 vs. Cycle 2 Results for Training Participants

Part 3: Recommendations for Continuing Active Transportation Training/Outreach

 ¡ Training Recommendations

 ¡ Timing

 ¡ Coordination with Caltrans Trainings

 ¡ Length of Training

 ¡ Training Locations

 ¡ Outreach and Attendance

 ¡ Opportunities to Improve Training Modules

 ¡ Opportunities to Improve Current Modules

 ¡ Potential New Training Modules
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 ¡ Resource Materials Recommendations

 ¡ Opportunities to Improve Existing Resources

 ¡ New Resources to Add for Future Trainings

 ¡ New Ideas for Additional Support/Training/Outreach (?)

Part 4: Recommendations for Improving the Application and Scoring Process

 ¡ Application Process Recommendations

 ¡ Scoring Process Recommendations

Closing Summary

Appendix (Include list of where to find all resources and all materials that were submitted / 
created during this project)
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Slide 1 Slide 2

Slide 3 Slide 4
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