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Introduction + Background

The Oceanside Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Plan is the 

culmination of extensive outreach, engagement, and 

data collection and analysis that envisions an Oceanside 

where all students and their families have access to safe, 

convenient, and healthy modes of transportation to and 

from school.

With funding from the California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans) Sustainable Transportation 

Planning Grant Program, the City of Oceanside and the 

SRTS Plan project teams spent more than two years 

developing its SRTS Plan, reviewing walking and biking 

conditions around 26 public elementary, middle, and 

high schools . The City and the SRTS Plan project team 

listened to school sta�, parents and caregivers, residents, 

and students to understand mobility challenges around 

each school .
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What is SRTS?

SRTS is a strategy that improves pedestrian and bicycle 

travel conditions around schools in order to increase 

opportunities for students and their families to use 

active modes of transportation to get to and from 

school . SRTS is typically divided into two categories-

-infrastructure and non-Infrastructure . Infrastructure, 

also called engineering, seeks to improve the physical 

built environment that makes active modes of travel 

safe, convenient, and comfortable . Infrastructure is an 

important part of SRTS because it allows communities to 

design and build sidewalks, paths, crossings, and streets 

that are safer for all users and more conducive for using 

active modes of transportation . Non-infrastructure, 

also called encouragement or education, complements 

infrastructure by promoting activities that make active 

modes of travel to school more attractive, fun, and 

interesting while also teaching skills to do so safely .

SRTS is a critical part of building healthier, safer, 

and more equitable communities . SRTS has 

myriad bene�ts including: 

•	 Improved safety for pedestrians 

and bicyclists

•	 Reduced tra�c congestion

•	 Improved air quality

•	 Improved health

•	 Improved academic achievement

•	 Fundamental and lifelong 

pedestrian skills learned

•	 Bene�t to the local economy

•	 Better sense of community

•	 More transportation options for 

everyone

•	 Strengthened family bonds
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How to Use This Plan

The SRTS Plan documents the activities, data collection, 

and analyses for the City of Oceanside that resulted 

in actionable infrastructure and non-infrastructure 

recommendations . Various stakeholders can use the 

SRTS Plan to identify the content that is important and 

relevant to them . The following are some examples:

Parents/Caregivers  can use the SRTS Plan to understand 

the conditions at their student’s school and to become 

familiar with suggested routes for walking and biking to 

school .

Oceanside Uni�ed School District (OUSD) and Vista 

Uni�ed School District (VUSD) sta� can use the SRTS 

Plan to continue or develop programs that educate and 

encourage students and parents/caregivers to seek 

alternatives to automobile trips to school . They can also 

use the �ndings in the SRTS Plan to obtain grant funding 

or achievement awards .

City of Oceanside sta� can use the SRTS Plan to identify 

issues and opportunities related to suggested routes for 

walking and bicycling and to prioritize potential short-

term and long-term infrastructure improvements . Sta� 

can also use this SRTS Plan to pursue SRTS funding 

opportunities .
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Oceanside Today
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Introduction

Oceanside is located  in the most northern part of San 

Diego County . Given its climate and connectivity to 

transit—the Oceanside Transit Center is serves as a major 

mobility hub connecting riders to Downtown San Diego, 

the Inland Empire, Orange and Los Angeles Counties, 

and northeast San Diego County--Oceanside is ideal for 

walking and bicycling as daily modes of transportation 

for children, families, and residents . Figure 1 shows the 

overall city and the location of each participating school .

Oceanside has a population of just over 175,000 . 

Oceanside’s residents are 46 .8% White, 36 .2% Hispanic or 

Latino, 7 .4% Asian, 4 .5% African American, 0. 9% Native 

American and Alaska Native, 0 .8% Native Hawaiian and 

Paci�c Islander, and 3 .4% Other (Source: Census, 2020) . 

The following table shows the di�erent population 

demographics in the City . 

Oceanside has a median household income of $72,697, 

with 10 .2% of the population living below the federal 

poverty line . Figure 2 shows the City’s median household 

income by census tract .

Oceanside has demonstrated a commitment to improving 

health outcomes of its residents through its continued 

dedication to identifying, implementing, and sustaining 

active transportation strategies, including installing 

secured bike storage stations and increasing the number 

of Class 1 and Class 2 lanes throughout the City . In May 

2019 the City adopted a Climate Action Plan that will help 

meet greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction while 

maintaining quality of life, economic development, and 

social equity throughout the community . Furthermore, 

the City is beginning work on a Trails Master Plan and 

Active Transportation Plan . 
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Madison Middle
Lake Elementary

Roosevelt Middle

Empresa Elementary

Alamosa Park Elementary

Temple Heights Elementary

Mission Meadows Elementary

Mission Vista High

Lincoln Middle

Jefferson Middle

Libby Elementary

Laurel Elementary

Nichols Elementary

Mission Elementary

Del Rio Elementary

Cesar Chavez Middle

Reynolds Elementary

Palmquist Elementary

Ivey Ranch Elementary
San Luis Rey Elementary

Louise Foussat Elementary

E. G. Garrison Elementary

South Oceanside Elementary

Christa McAuliffe Elementary

Martin Luther King Jr. Middle
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Figure 1 . Project Location



nm
nm

nmnm
nm

nm
nm nm

nm

nm
nm

nmnm

nm

nmnm

nm

nmnm
nm

nm

nm

nm
nm

nm

nm

nmnm

nm

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

����������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

����������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

����������������������������

����������������

����������������������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

����������������

��������������

��������������
��������������

��������������
��������������

��������������

��������������

��������������

�0�D�G�L�V�R�Q���0�L�G�G�O�H

�/�D�N�H���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\

�5�R�R�V�H�Y�H�O�W���0�L�G�G�O�H

�0�L�V�V�L�R�Q���9�L�V�W�D���+�L�J�K

�(�P�S�U�H�V�D���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\

�$�O�D�P�R�V�D���3�D�U�N���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\

�7�H�P�S�O�H���+�H�L�J�K�W�V���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\

�0�L�V�V�L�R�Q���0�H�D�G�R�Z�V���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\

�/�L�Q�F�R�O�Q���0�L�G�G�O�H

�(�O���&�D�P�L�Q�R���+�L�J�K

�-�H�I�I�H�U�V�R�Q���0�L�G�G�O�H

�/�L�E�E�\���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\

�/�D�X�U�H�O���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\

�1�L�F�K�R�O�V���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\

�0�L�V�V�L�R�Q���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\

�'�H�O���5�L�R���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\

�&�H�V�D�U���&�K�D�Y�H�]���0�L�G�G�O�H

�5�H�\�Q�R�O�G�V���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\

�3�D�O�P�T�X�L�V�W���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\

�,�Y�H�\���5�D�Q�F�K���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\
�6�D�Q���/�X�L�V���5�H�\���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\

�/�R�X�L�V�H���)�R�X�V�V�D�W���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\

�(�����*�����*�D�U�U�L�V�R�Q���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\

�6�R�X�W�K���2�F�H�D�Q�V�L�G�H���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\

�&�K�U�L�V�W�D���0�F�$�X�O�L�I�I�H���(�O�H�P�H�Q�W�D�U�\

�0�D�U�W�L�Q���/�X�W�K�H�U���.�L�Q�J���-�U�����0�L�G�G�O�H

�6�5�����
����(

�%

�6�5���������:�%

�,�������6�%

�,�������1�%

�2�&�(�$�1�6�,�'�(

�9�,�6�7�$

�&�$�5�/�6�%�$�'
�� �������� �0�L�O�H�V

I

�,�Q�F�R�P�H
����������������

����������������������������������

������������������������������������

��������������������������������������

�!����������������

nm �2�F�H�D�Q�V�L�G�H���8�Q�L�I�L�H�G���6�F�K�R�R�O�V

nm �9�L�V�W�D���8�Q�L�I�L�H�G���6�F�K�R�R�O�V

�&�L�W�\���%�R�X�Q�G�D�U�\

�1�)�(�-�%�2���,�3�9�7�)�,�3�0�(
�-�2�'�3�1�)

Figure 2 . Median Household Income



10

Health Conditions

The California Healthy Places Index (HPI) is a tool that 

combines 25 community characteristics into a single 

score, which correlate to life expectancy at birth . 

Figure 3 maps the di�erent HPI scores by census tract 

Oceanside has a HPI score of 50 .1. What this means is 

that Oceanside has better healthy community conditions 

than 49 .9% of other California cities . For comparison 

purposes, the neighboring cities of Carlsbad and Vista 

have HPI scores of 84 .6 and 34 .9, respectively . 

Collisions

Between 2012 and 2017, there were 126 collisions that 

involved a person riding a bicycle and 195 collisions that 

involved a person walking within a half mile of each 

Oceanside school (Source: Transportation Injury Mapping 

System) . A bicycle or pedestrian-related collision may 

involve a second party (e .g . motor vehicle, pedestrian, 

bicycle, stationary object) or no second party (e .g . the 

person riding a bicycle has a solo crash due to slippery 

road conditions or rider error) .

Figure 4 shows the concentration of bicycle and 

pedestrian involved collisions throughout the City . As the 

map shows, there is a higher cocncentration of collisions 

along major corridors and within the downtown region of 

Oceanside .

Table 1 shows the top �ve intersections with the highest 

bicycle and pedestrian collisions and corresponding 

schools . Figure 5 shows what the top �ve most common 

collisions were . The most common collision factor was 

a party violating the automobile right of way . The next 

most common collision factor was by a certain action by 

a pedestrian .

Appendix A  shows the mapped collisions for each 

school .

Table 1. Pedestrian and Bicyclist Collision Analysis, 2012-2017

INTERSECTION SCHOOL
Mission Avenue & Mesa Drive Je�erson Middle School

Mission Avenue & Brooks 
Street Laurel Elementary School

Mission Avenue & Brooks St Mission Elementary School

N. Coast Highway & Pier View 
Way Oceanside High School

Vista Way & Coast Highway South Oceanside Elementary 
School
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Figure 4 . Bicycle and Pedestrian Invovled Collisions
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Figure 5 . Top 5 Collision Factors
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Level of Tra�c Stress

The perception of a stressful or unsafe journey is often 

the greatest barrier to bicycling for most students . For 

this reason, it is important to understand how stressful 

di�erent routes and roadway conditions are likely to 

be perceived by the average rider . In order to increase 

bicycle ridership, the routes that provide access to the 

most prominent destinations need to feel safe for all 

cyclists, not just the strong and fearless . 

The Level of Tra�c Stress (LTS) indicates the amount of 

tra�c stress a particular facility imposes on bicyclists . 

The analysis, based on methods developed by the Mineta 

Transportation Institute, considers posted speed, number 

of travel lanes, presence of bicycle facility and land use 

context to calculate a bicyclist’s comfort level .1 

The project team mapped LTS scores for Oceanside to 

illustrate the low-stress connections and gaps among 

each school . Street segments within neighborhoods were 

not scored and were assumed to be LTS 1 . 

1 Maasa, Furth, and Nixon . Low-Stress Bicycling and Network Connectivity, 

Mineta Transportation Institute, May 2012 .	

In general, a separated bicycle facility, such as a trail or a 

cycle track, would qualify as a low-stress (LTS 1) bikeway, 

while roadway shared with motor vehicle tra�c operating 

at high speeds would receive a higher-stress score . The 

results of the LTS analysis helps identify existing areas 

with a high level of service as well as focus areas for 

improvement .

�����

�����

�����

�����

������������

�����������������������������������
�
�����
�����	��
���

������������
����	������������������


����
���������������������	��������
�
������������������

������������������	����������

��������������������
��������������
�
��������	����•
�����������•���

����������������

��������������•������	�������
�••�������




Oceanside SRTS Plan   |   Oceanside Today

15

LEVEL OF TRAFFIC STRESS FINDINGS

Roadways along residential streets typically provide 

lower stress travel for bicyclists as compared to larger 

corridors like Oceanside Boulevard and Mesa Drive . 

Based on the Mineta Transportation Institute Report, the 

only time a standard bike lane is considered for all ages 

and abilities is a 6-foot-wide bike facility on a roadway 

with a posted speed of 30 mph or lower . In some cases, 

however, if a Class I facility is located on a high streess 

street, it can provide a separated, low-stress connection 

for bicyclists . Where possible, the City should consider 

separation, especially along high-stress corridors . 

Many schools within the project area are located on or 

near a high-stressed roadway, including high speeds and 

crossing conditions . Schools located on or near a high-

stressed roadway include, but are not limited to:

•	 Alamosa Park Elementary School

•	 Ivey Ranch Elementary School 

•	 Mission Elementary School

•	 Mission Vista High School

It is important to provide su�cient and safe crossings 

across high-stress roadways . Signalized intersections can 

help break stressful barriers for bicylists and pedestrians .

High-stress roadways e�ectively create barriers for 

travel among neighborhoods . The project team did not 

consider neighborhood roadways in this analysis because 

a low-speed, 2-lane roadway through a neighborhood 

will typically provide a low-stress pathway . However, 

unsignalized crossings at a high-stress roadway can limit 

the ability to comfortably cross the high-stress roadway . 

Examples of these roadways include:

•	 Melrose Drive

•	 Mesa Drive

•	 Mission Avenue 

•	 Oceanside Boulevard

Signalized crossings can facilitate connections and should 

be located to help limit signi�cant out-of-direction travel 

for bicyclists .

The level of tra�c stress scores are mapped in  

Appendix B.
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Network Gaps

When thinking about bicycle and pedestrian network 

connectivity, natural and man-made elements are an 

important consideration, particularly when physical 

barriers impact route directness . The City of Oceanside 

has many natural constraints in terms on topography, 

especially in the central part of the City where a huge 

ravine bisects the northern part of Oceanside from the 

southern part . Other constraints include sidewalk breaks, 

bicycle network breaks, ADA compliance, as well as 

intersection design . Many schools are located on major 

arterial roads including Mesa Drive, Mission Avenue, and 

Melrose Drive, with limited crossings . These could create 

a huge barrier for students walking or biking to school .

The existing condition maps (Appendix C) identify where 

there are gaps within the network, causing barriers and 

challenges to students walking or biking within a half mile 

around the schools . 
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The following roadways create the largest physical 

barriers within the community:

•	 California State Route 76 – This highway is used to 

travel east-west through Oceanside, connecting to 

major freeways including I-5 and I-15 . Additionally, 

this highway connects to many of the project schools . 

Cesar Chavez Middle School, Mission Vista High 

School, Nichols Elementary School, San Luis Rey 

Elementary School are located on or near the highway, 

creating a barrier for students walking or biking to 

school and need to cross the roadway .

•	 Mission Avenue – This roadway is a major arterial that 

is also used to travel east-west through Oceanside 

and connects to I-5 and SR-76 . Many project schools 

are located on or near this roadway including 

Mission Elementary School, Je�erson Middle School, 

Oceanside High School, Laurel Elementary School, and 

San Luis Rey Elementary School . Because of the high 

speed and the width of the street, this roadway creates 

a challenge for students walking or biking to or from 

school . 

•	 Oceanside Boulevard  – This roadway, similar to 

Mission Avenue, is a major roadway that is used 

to travel east-west through Oceanside . Oceanside 

Boulevard consists of four travel lanes, and moves 

up to 6 lanes at certain parts of the roadway . Project 

schools located on or near this major roadway include 

Christa McAuli�e Elementary School, and Temple 

Heights Elementary School .

•	 Mesa Drive  – Mesa Drive is another example of a high 

speed, four-lane roadway that is a major roadway used 

for east-west travel . Many project schools are located 

on or near this roadway including Alamosa Park 

Elementary School, El Camino High School, Ivey Ranch 

Elementary School, Martin Luther King Middle School, 

and Roosevelt Middle School .



18

Sidewalk gaps can create a barrier for students walking 

or biking to school by forcing them to cross a major 

roadway or create unnecessary out of direction travel . 

The following schools have signi�cant sidewalk gaps, 

creating challenges for bicyclists and pedestrians:

•	 Lincoln Middle School 

•	 Palmquist Elementary School

•	 South Oceanside Elementary School 

•	 Cesar Chavez Middle School

Bicycle network gaps can create additional stress for 

students biking to school . A complete bicycle network 

can encourage young bicyclists to ride their bike to 

school more often and feel safe throughout their travel . 

The following schools have signi�cant bicycle network 

gaps:

•	 Laurel Elementary School

•	 Libby Elementary School

•	 Mission Meadows Elementary School 
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Outreach and Engagement

The most important  work done during any planning 

process is outreach and engaging with stakeholders 

to ensure that the �nal plan addresses their priorities . 

For the Oceanside SRTS Plan, the project team worked 

closely with Ocea nside city sta� to identify key project 

stakeholders, as well as opportunities to engage with 

a breadth of community stakeholders . Families are 

the experts on how they get to school, and their input 

in invaluable to creating recommendations that will 

best serve future families . This work culminated into a 

comprehensive outreach and engagement approach 

that provided opportunities for stakeholders to learn 

about the SRTS Plan and its goals, share concerns about 

tra�c safety around schools and neighborhoods, and 

inform the decision-making process and ultimate project 

recommendations . This chapter provides a summary of 

this approach as well as how stakeholder feedback was 

used to inform the �nal SRTS Plan .

Oceanside SRTS Advisory 
Committee

The City established an Oceanside SRTS Advisory 

Committee to be a guiding body for the SRTS 

Plan development process . Participants included 

representatives from: 

•	 City of Oceanside

•	 Oceanside Uni�ed School District (OUSD)

•	  Vista Uni�ed School District (VUSD)

•	  County of San Diego Health and Human Services

•	  BikeWalk Oceanside

•	  Caltrans

•	  Oceanside Police Department

•	  San Diego County SRTS Coalition

•	  SRTS professionals

The SRTS Advisory Committee met six times over the 

course of the project . Each meeting gave participants 

an opportunity to learn about project activities, review 

and provide feedback on project deliverables, and 

inform project priorities . As a result, the SRTS Advisory 

Committee helped the project team e�ectively 

communicate with project schools, identify priority 

corridors for additional review, and keep project activities 

on schedule . 
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School Observations and  
Walk Audits

The project team observed school drop-o� or pick-

up at each of the 26 project schools . The purpose of 

these observations was to understand school circulation 

patterns, identify barriers to walking and biking, and 

document unsafe behaviors . Please note: observations 

and walk audits were not done for North Terrace and 

Santa Margarita Schools since they are physically located 

on Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton .

Each school observation was coupled with a walk audit 

with school stakeholders, including parents/caregivers, 

principals, school sta�, and others . The purpose of 

the walk audits was to introduce participants to the 

project goals, learn about SRTS infrastructure and non-

infrastructure strategies, and provide opportunities 

for them give input on their needs and concerns, 

preferences, and observations that are barriers to safe 

walking, biking, skateboarding, and scooting to and from 

school . To ensure participation, each school publicized 

the walk audits through their communication channels 

(eblasts, web page, social media, �yers) .
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The project team gave participants pens, clipboards, and 

maps of their school that included existing conditions 

within one-quarter and one-half mile radius of the 

school . Along with a map, each map included questions 

to prompt observations and an area for participants to 

record input . All materials were provided in both English 

and Spanish and outreach was conducted in both 

English and Spanish, as needed . The project team invited 

participants to communicate verbally or via the paper 

walk audit map the de�ciencies and safety concerns 

about routes to school . The project team was on hand 

to document the participants feedback and dialogue 

with them about potential solutions to improve active 

transportation conditions along the route to school . The 

feedback from walk audit participants heavily informed 

the infrastructure and non-infrastructure components 

of each school’s project recommendations, as well 

as Suggested Routes to School Maps . Each school’s 

observation and walk audit was summarized in a Walk 

Audit Report, which can be found in Chapter 4.

Stakeholders who were unable to participate in in-person 

walk audits could also �ll-out an English/Spanish web-

based mapping tool . Participants used the web-based 

mapping tool to “pin” locations on the map and write the 

issues or concerns for the marked location . The results 

of the mapping tool were added to the information 
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collected during the walk audit and collated into each 

Walk Audit Report . 

Student Tallies and Parent Surveys

STUDENT TALLIES

The project team used the standard Student Travel Tally 

form developed by the National Center for SRTS to 

collect student travel modes at all project schools, once 

at the beginning of the project (Spring 2019) and once at 

the end (December 2020) . The project team printed the 

forms along with instructions and coordinated with each 

school to have teachers administer the tallies and return 

the completed forms back to project schools . 

The project team distributed electronic and paper Parent 

Surveys (derived from the National Center for SRTS 

survey and available in English and Spanish) once at 

the beginning of the project and once at the end . The 

information collected from these surveys informed the 

non-infrastructure programmatic recommendations .

School sta� collected student travel mode data using 

the SRTS Student Travel Tallies form developed by the 

National Center for Safe Routes to School . The project 

team distributed the tally forms to all classroom teachers 

at each project school . Teachers asked their students 

which transportation mode they took to get to school 

and which mode they will take to get home . This process 

was repeated for three consecutive days .

Overall, 365 classrooms completed the student travel 

tallies and the results were uploaded to the National 

Center for Safe Routes to School database where it can 

be evaluated alongside national trends . Table 2 shows the 

di�erent travel modes students took to and from school 

in the morning and in the afternoon .

In general, family vehicles are the most common mode 

of transportation among students . The schools with the 

highest walking and biking populations were Je�erson 

Middle School, Libby Elementary School, and Mission 

Elementary School, however, the data shows that most 

parents still drive their kids to school . This may be cause 

for high tra�c levels around each school . It is important 

to understand why students are not walking or biking 

to school more and to address key issues in order to 

increase di�erent active modes of transportation among 

students .
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Table 2 . Average Student Travel Modes To and From School

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Lake ES

Ivey Ranch ES

McAuliffe ES

Mission ES

Alamosa ES

Foussat ES

Nichols ES

Del Rio ES

Laurel ES

Mission Meadows ES

San Luis Rey ES

Reynolds ES

Libby ES

Madison MS

Roosevelt MS

Martin Luther King MS

Jefferson MS

Lincoln MS

Chavez MS

El Camino HS

Mission Vista HS

Drive Alone Shared (Carpool, Transit) Active (Walk, Bike)

ES = Elementary 
School

MS = Middle School

HS = High School
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PRE-PROGRAM PARENT SURVEYS

Parents/guardians’ knowledge and attitudes about their 

student’s travel habits, including walking and biking to 

school were analyzed from the parent surveys collected 

at the beginning of the project . The survey was an online 

questionnaire sent to all parents in the Oceanside and 

Vista Uni�ed School Districts . 815 surveys were submitted 

from 26 schools participating in the program which are 

listed below . The survey asked parents how their student 

currently travels to and from school, the distance their 

family lives from school, challenges associated with 

walking and biking, and their overall attitudes toward 

active modes of transportation . 



Oceanside SRTS Plan   |   Outreach and Engagement

27

As the Figure 6  shows, 40% of parents shared that living 

too far away from school is the main reason they do not 

allow their student to bike and walk to/from school . 23% 

of respondents live 1/2 mile away from school, which is 

considered a comfortable walking distance . The data also 

showed that the vast majority of students arrived and 

departed school via a family vehicle . 

Figure 6 . Distance as a Factor for Driving to School Figure 7 . Concerns for Walking or Biking to School

Parents also shared a number of other concerns 

in�uencing their decision to not allow their student to 

walk or bike to/from school . The biggest concern was 

unsafe intersections, indicating that there is a need for 

better intersection controls like new crosswalks, crossing 

guards, or other tra�c calming e�orts . On both the pre-

program and post-program surveys, many parents also 

commented “Stranger Danger” as a reason to not allow 

their children to walk or bike to/from school .
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POST-PROGRAM PARENT SURVEYS

The Oceanside SRTS Program sent out an online 

questionnaire to parents in the Oceanside and Vista 

Uni�ed School Districts near the end of the program . 

235 surveys were completed from schools listed below . 

Parent surveys were completed to determine student 

commute patterns and parent’s perception of safety of 

walking and biking at the program completion period . 

Many of the same questions were asked from the pre-

program survey .

Like in the pre-program survey, parents were asked how 

their student currently travels to and from school and the 

distance their family lives from school . 
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Similar to the pre-program results, almost half of the 

survey respondents live one or more miles from school . 

Living within 1/2 mile of your destination is referred to as 

a comfortable walking distance . Pre- and post-program 

results indicate that distance is one of the greatest 

factors when deciding to engage in active transportation 

options . 

Family vehicle use appears to be the greatest percent of 

mode share among survey respondents . Most of those 

who drive their children to/from school in a family vehicle 

or participate in carpool live more than a mile from 

school . 

In the pre-program survey, parents were asked what their 

main concerns were that in�uenced their decision to not 

allow their students to walk or bike to/from school . The 

biggest concern for parents in the pre-program survey 

were unsafe intersections . The post-program survey 

results indicate that the biggest concern for parents is 

vehicle speed . The data shows that concerns revolve 

around vehicular users, indicating a need for tra�c 

calming measures on major walking/biking routes near 

the school .

Figure 8 . Post-Program Parent Survey Concerns
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