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Safe Routes to School 
Projects
• Often individual school‐based rather 
than citywide/ district‐wide

• May not be integrated with other 
master planning efforts

• May be reactive and focused on trying 
to meet grant application deadline



Benefits of Strategic 
Planning for Safe Routes
• Clear understanding of overall needs and 
priorities

• Coordinate infrastructure and non‐
infrastructure elements

• Efficient allocation of limited resources
• Integration into other city master plans
• Build local capacity / sustainability
• Position for future funding



Elements of SR2S Planning

• Prioritize schools
• Assess existing conditions and needs
• Outreach
• Develop project and program 
recommendations

• Prioritize schools
• Funding and implementation



Santa Clarita: Integrating SR2S 
into a Non-Motorized Plan
• 3 school districts
• 26 elementary schools
• Prioritized all elementary 
schools

• Identified 4 pilot schools
– Walk Audits
– Improvement Plans

• SR2S Chapter in plan



Prioritization Criteria

• Readily available Census, SWITRS, 
roadway, land use data
– Population density
– Ped/bike collisions
– Vehicle ownership (car‐free households)
– Arterials within school boundary
– Arterials adjacent to school grounds

“Prioritizing Schools for Safe Routes to School Infrastructure Projects” by Carl 
Sundstrom et. al. (ITE Journal, Feb 2010) uses similar criteria.



GIS Based Matrix



Selected Schools

• Top ranked school in each school 
district

• Second ranked school in largest school 
district 



Pilot School Activities

• Walking audits with 
teachers, parents and 
stakeholders

• Improvement plans
• Development of a 5 
E’s Toolkit

• Grant applications



• Insert improvement plan



How were the NMTP Pilot School 
Recommendations Used?

• City systematically applied for SR2S and 
SRTS grants  (2007‐present)

• Capital Funding Awarded: 12 school 
projects constructed, 3 designed 
totaling $2.5 million

• 2 Year Federal SRTS Non Infrastructure 
Funded



Newhall School Before

• before



Newhall School After

• after



Newhall School Before



Newhall School After



Cedar Creek School Before



Cedar Creek School After



Cedar Creek School Before



Cedar Creek School After



Non-Infrastructure Program
• Education, encouragement programs at 
4 pilot schools

• Walking School Bus Training
• Outreach and needs assessments at 
remaining  elementary schools



Developing Stand-Alone 
Safe Routes Plans



Advantages of Stand-Alone 
Safe Routes Planning
• Comprehensive citywide or district‐
wide needs assessment

• Prioritization occurs after all 
recommendations developed

• May allow more schools to receive 
some basic level of improvement (e.g. 
minor signing / striping)

• Supports Task Force structure



Data Gathering: Surveys

• Parent
• School Administrator
• Jurisdictional





Surveys





Outreach
• Opportunity to 
establish city / 
district Safe Routes 
Task Force

• Walk Audits can 
effectively “kick off” 
and mobilize school 
based outreach

• Pick early wins, 
build on success





5 E’s of Recommendations







Implementation
• Apply prioritization to citywide / 
district‐wide list of recommendations

• Approach recommendations 
strategically
– Identified needs 
– CIP
– Planned street overlays
– Upcoming grants

• Link infrastructure and non‐
infrastructure



Quick Fixes to Build 
Momentum
• Palo Alto:  City 
traffic engineering 
staff attend all walk 
audits – develop 
work orders for 
immediate signage 
and striping 
upgrades
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