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Executive Summary

The UC Berkeley Safe Transportation Research and Education Center (SafeTREC) and California Walks

(Cal Walks) developed the Community Pedestrian Bicycle Safety Training (CPBST) program to train and
mobilize communities to address pedestrian and bicycle safety and to strengthen collaboration with local
officials and agency staff. SafeTREC and Cal Walks work hand-in-hand with communities to plan and facilitate
workshops that are reflective of each community’s needs and priorities.

This report provides a summary of the qualitative and quantitative methods used to evaluate the CPBST
program, the findings of the evaluation, and lessons learned during the process. The report may provide an
evaluation framework that other organizations can use, as the current goals and objectives can be modified
to suit individual program requirements. It is suitable for many purposes, including measuring program
effectiveness and monitoring program implementation. The measurement tools used are included in the
Appendices.

Develop and

Define Goals and Build Collect and

Share
Findings

Objectives Relationships Analyze Data

Figure 1: Evaluation Framework

As shown in Figure 1, the evaluation began by clearly defining program goals and developing objectives
that aligned with these goals. The evaluation team then worked with workshop facilitators to review

the evaluation plan and the measurement tools, and then integrated the assessment activities into the
workshops. The evaluation consisted of a survey of participants before and after completing the workshop,
observations during the workshop, and interviews of planning committee members several months after
the workshop. The findings from each data collection method were compared with the goals and objectives
developed during the beginning of the evaluation. Findings from the evaluation were used to inform the
CPBST program and were shared with stakeholders.

North Shore CPBST, 2017



Workshops increased participants’ ability to identify unsafe walking and bicycling conditions and to
speak up for improvements.

Workshops were a place for agency, organization and community representatives to connect with
existing partners and to develop new partnerships.

Workshops built communities’ capacity to plan for pedestrian and bicycle safety.

Workshops were successful in generating ideas for safety solutions. However, safety improvements
must be measured using longer-term evaluations.

The survey should be shortened. Depending on the communities in which the workshops were
conducted, the pre-workshop survey took anywhere from 10-30 minutes. This meant that the team
received more surveys from participants who were working in the transportation safety sector,

and fewer from community residents. Part of this was due to the fact that the team wanted to be
able to use the information for academic research, resulting in a more extensive survey and survey
procedures.

When collecting observations, the evaluation team noticed that some workshop partners and
participants were apprehensive about an observer taking notes during the workshop.

Flexibility in the evaluation plan is important. The evaluation team had planned to conduct follow-up
surveys with participants six to nine months after the workshops. However, the team determined that
there would likely be a very low response rate due to the inability to reach community participants.
Instead, the team decided to conduct interviews with a representative from the workshop planning
committee from each community. This allowed the team to acquire information about any safety
improvements that had been completed or were in progress.

North Shore CPBST, 2017



Introduction

After a young student was fatally struck by a car near a school, members of two nearby communities
expressed outrage about the risk their children faced while traveling to school. Community leaders worked
with UC Berkeley Safe Transportation Research and Education Center (SafeTREC) and California Walks (Cal
Walks) to develop a plan to address the pedestrian and bicycle safety challenges in both communities and
to strengthen working relationships among the school district, local childcare facilities and transportation
safety stakeholders. Fifty members of the community, including parents and students from two schools, city
mayors, and representatives from the school district, community organizations, and the county public works
department convened to identify and plan solutions to the most urgent safety issues. This initial workshop
led to the development of a comprehensive safety training program.

SafeTREC and Cal Walks developed the Community Pedestrian Bicycle Safety Training (CPBST) program
to train and mobilize communities to

“My son has a brand new bike, but | don't let address pedestrian and bicycle safety and to
him use it because | don't think he is safe [on strengthen collaboration with local officials
the streets]. He is only allowed to use it in our and agency staff. SafeTREC and Cal Walks

backyard. If we had bike lanes then I'd definitely

let him use it to get around.” work hand-in-hand with communities to plan

and facilitate workshops that are reflective of
- Workshop Participant each community’s needs and priorities.

Community-developed, community-specific
pedestrian and bicycle safety solutions hold promise for engaging residents in safety planning.' However,
developing pedestrian and bicycle plans, building infrastructure, and implementing safety programs
requires data, skills and resources. The CPBST program has worked to provide community-level training in
defining traffic safety problems, planning for solutions, and integrating civic involvement around safety. The
program specifically targets low-income communities of color that have experienced a lack in investment in
transportation infrastructure, a lack of involvement in transportation planning processes, and high rates of
pedestrian and bicycle collisions.

This report provides a summary of the qualitative and quantitative methods used to evaluate the CPBST
program, the findings of the evaluation, and lessons learned during the process, so that others can adapt
this evaluation framework to suit their own programs.

The CPBST program is designed to increase
community capacity and knowledge about
proven safety countermeasures, with the
ultimate goal of reducing traffic-related
injuries and death. Between 2009-2017, the
CPBST team has conducted over 60 CPBST
workshops in communities across California.
The program has delivered tailored workshops e 2
to community residents and stakeholders, ) e N
providing them with the skills and resources ‘ I 7 Blue Lake CPBST, 2017
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needed to plan, finance and implement pedestrian and bicycle safety initiatives. This training project is

supported by the California Office of Traffic Safety.

To be considered for a workshop, communities must meet several criteria. First, a community must have
documented pedestrian or bicycle safety problems. Second, to help ensure that the workshop is not just
a one-time event, the host community must already have a committee or group working on pedestrian or
bicycle safety to carry on the work after the end of the workshop (the “community partner”). Finally, the
CPBST management team prioritizes underserved communities when selecting the sites.

Once host communities are selected, they participate in a two-to-three month workshop planning process
with the CPBST team during which they decide on the focus and logistics of the workshop. The planning
committee is responsible for inviting community partners, residents, business owners, and other interested
parties to the workshop. Additional details about the

workshop are shown in the Program Details box on the

right. After the workshop, the CPBST team provides Program Details:

a report that summarizes the activities and priorities
to help the community take appropriate next steps,
and based on interest, provides follow-up support to
communities in technical assistance, grant writing,
additional training, and other activities.

The workshop lasts about four hours and has
three main parts:

1. Presentation: Workshop facilitators focus
on equity/empowerment, evaluation,
engineering, enforcement, education,
and encouragement (what the program
calls the “6 E's").

2. Walking audit: Participants observe
first-hand the pedestrian and bicycle
safety challenges and opportunities their
community faces.

To evaluate the CPBST, the evaluation team identified

five intermediate goals:

1. Provide communities with safety information 3. Planning Session: Participants
collaborate in brainstorming and
planning for safety improvements in the
community.

2. Help build coalitions between community
partners

3. Increase walking and bicycling

4. Improve perceptions of pedestrian and bicycle
safety

5. Increase the number of pedestrian and bicycle safety countermeasures

The program evaluation measured the processes and outcomes toward achieving these goals in the short-
term (see Table 1 on page 7).

« Process evaluations consider the program design, operation, service delivery, and efficiency to
determine where the program’s activities were implemented as intended.?

« Outcome evaluations measure the effectiveness of the program to address intended outcomes in the
target population.?

The purpose of the evaluation was to assess the impact of the CPBST workshops on pedestrian and bicycle
safety and to increase program effectiveness. The evaluation was also developed to contribute to the
general knowledge about community-based programs addressing street safety.



While the findings presented in this report are specific to the CPBST, they may be used to help organize
evaluation efforts for similar programs. The team developed a process and outcome evaluation framework
with elements that can be applied to other programs.

This framework is suitable for many purposes, including measuring program effectiveness, informing
program planning and delivery, and conducting academic research. The goals and objectives structure
described in this report can be modified to suit individual program requirements. The measurement tools
used are included in the Appendices.

There are many challenges involved in measuring the outcomes of safety programs; however, there is also a
growing need to assess performance and to promote data-driven programming.

Orannge CPBST, 2017

Other Program Evaluations:

- A study of a transportation safety program in Miami-Dade County, Florida, found that the
engineering improvements introduced by the program reduced pedestrian crashes by approximately
10% though education, while other components of the program did not show an effect.*

- Watch for Me NC is a comprehensive pedestrian injury prevention program that includes engineering,
education, outreach, and enforcement components. Researchers found significant, positive changes

in law enforcement attitudes toward enforcing pedestrian laws following a training session,®> and
found that drivers yielded to pedestrians about 5% more often at intersections with engineering
improvements and significant enforcement.®

-The Active Living by Design program from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation funded many
programs across the country that built community partnerships to increase walking and bicycling.
Program evaluators found that a project’s success depended on building strong partnerships between
communities and agencies.’
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Figure 1: Evaluation Framework

Step 1: Define Goals and Objectives

The evaluation team first identified the purpose of the evaluation, then clearly defined program goals as
well as process and outcome objectives that aligned with the goals (see Table 1 on page 7). These goals
were proposed by the evaluation team, and then reviewed and edited by the CPBST management team. The
evaluation team selected objectives to be measured in the evaluation based on whether each objective: a)
aligned with the purpose of the evaluation, and b) was feasible to measure within the project timeline. The
evaluation team then developed measurement tools for data collection that aligned with these objectives.
Not all objectives could be measured; these unmeasured objectives are included in Appendix E.

« Goals are broad, long-term desired outcomes.
« Objectives are specific and measurable milestones.
o Process objectives are activities that are implemented to achieve a goal.
o Outcome objectives are measurable outcomes that determine whether a goal was achieved.

The CPBST program may not be able to document lives saved for many years to come. Therefore, it is
necessary for the evaluation to measure goals and objectives that move toward larger aims and match the
scope of the program. This evaluation measures a number of the program objectives, primarily focused on
pedestrian safety, although the workshops include both pedestrian and bicycle safety.

For each objective shown in Table 1, specific measurement tools were identified to determine whether the
objective was achieved.

« Surveys were used to measure the perceptions and opinions of the participants, such as whether
they were able to identify unsafe walking and bicycling conditions.

« Observations were used to measure what actually occurred during the workshops, such as whether
the participants received certain information.

« Interviews with members of the planning committees were used to measure the outcomes of the
workshop, such as whether community stakeholders had formed partnerships with one another.



Table 1: Program Goals and Objectives (abridged table, see full table in Appendix E)

Objective

| Measurement tool

address local pedestrian and bicycle safety issues

Goal 1: Provide communities with the relevant information, data and resources to identify and

Process Objective: At each workshop, participants receive community-
specific information and resources to address safety issues

Observation: “facilitation’,
“community data needs’,
guiding questions

Process Objective: At each workshop, facilitators and participants
identify local pedestrian and bicycle safety issues

Observation: “safety
issues,” guiding questions

Outcome Objective: After completing the workshop and upon follow-
up, participants report an increase in their ability to identify unsafe
walking and bicycling conditions

Post-workshop survey Q8j

Outcome Objective: After completing the workshop and upon follow-
up, participants report an increase in their ability speak up for
improvements in their community

Post-workshop survey Q8n

bicycle safety issues

Goal 2: Build coalitions among a variety of community stakeholders to address pedestrian and

Process Objective: Each workshop planning committee includes
representatives from local government, non-profit groups, residential
organizations and local schools

Observations: “CPBST
partners”

Process Objective: Representatives from a cross-section of community
groups attend the workshop

Pre-workshop survey Q13,
14; Observation: guiding
questions

Outcome Objective: Upon follow-up, community stakeholders report
partnering with one another to address local pedestrian/bicycle safety
issues

Interviews

Goal 3: Increase walking and bicycling in participating communities

Process Objective: At each workshop, facilitators and participants
identify barriers to walking and bicycling in the community

Post-workshop survey Q9

Process Objective: At each workshop, facilitators and participants
develop solutions to barriers limiting walking and bicycling

Observation: “solutions”

Process Objective: Upon follow-up, community partners have attained
funding for solutions to barriers limiting walking and bicycling

Interviews

Goal 4: Improve perceptions of pedestrian safety in participating communities

Process Objective: At each workshop, participants identify local
pedestrian and bicycle safety issues

Pre-workshop survey Q7,
Q8

Process Objective: At each workshop, facilitators inform participants
about local safety issues and best practices to addressing issues

Observation: guiding
questions

policy, programs, events and campaigns that aim to improve pedestrian and bicycle

Goal 5: Increase objective safety measures in participating communities, including infrastructure,

safety

Process Objective: At each workshop, facilitators and participants
identify local pedestrian and bicycle safety issues

Observations: “safety
issues,” guiding questions

Process Objective: At each workshop, facilitators and participants
develop solutions to local pedestrian and bicycle safety issues

Observations: “solutions”

countermeasure was implemented in the community after the
workshop

Process Objective: Upon long-term follow-up, community partners have Interviews
applied for funding to implement solutions to safety issues
Outcome Objective: Upon long-term follow-up, at least one safety Interviews




The evaluation team next worked with workshop facilitators to review the evaluation plan and measurement
tools, and to integrate the evaluation into the workshops. It was important to make sure that the evaluation
team and the workshop facilitators understood and agreed upon the long term and short term benefits of
evaluating the program.

The evaluation team and workshop facilitators decided that the evaluation would be conducted at fourteen
of the twenty community workshops that were be held between April and September 2017. At the
beginning of the workshop planning process, the evaluation team introduced themselves and explained the
evaluation process to community partners to confirm that they were aware of and were comfortable with
the evaluation taking place.

Ty,

Bakersfield CPBST, 2017

The program evaluation consisted of participants completing a survey before and after the workshop,
evaluators observing the workshop, and evaluators interviewing planning committee members six to nine
months after the workshop. The process is illustrated in Figure 2. The team received approval from the UC
Berkeley Human Research Protection Program to conduct the evaluation for research purposes, although
other groups considering evaluating their own programs would likely not need to obtain such approval if
they were conducting an evaluation for internal purposes.

Surveys were distributed to all workshop participants before and after each workshop. The pre-workshop
survey established a baseline of participants’ perceptions about walking, as well as their travel patterns

and demographic characteristics. The post-workshop survey included identical questions as a way to
measure how the workshop activities changed participant perceptions. The surveys were linked by a
unique identification code that allowed the team to measure changes in individual responses. Surveys were
administered in English and Spanish. See Appendix B for the survey questions.

Members of the evaluation team were participant-observers in each workshop. They took notes about the
topics that were discussed, how attendees participated, and how different groups worked together during



the activities. Evaluators followed a standard observation protocol to ensure that they were consistent

in the type of information observed and recorded. When appropriate, they provided expertise during

the workshops as co-facilitators, and participated in the group discussions and walking audits. Although
the survey focused only on pedestrian safety concerns, the observation protocol included both pedestrian
and bicycle issues. The observation protocol and a brief description of the analysis process is included in
Appendix C.

Follow-up interviews were conducted six to nine months after the CPBST workshops were completed to
gain feedback on the effectiveness of the workshop planning process and to collect information on early
successes in communities after completion of the workshops. In total, the evaluation team interviewed
nineteen individuals from thirteen out of fourteen focus communities. All of the individuals had been a part
of the planning committee and had attended the CPBST workshop. The team interviewed the planning
committees to learn about any project implentation that had begun or or been completed after the
workshop.

Finally, the evaluation team analyzed the collected data. For the survey data, the team conducted a basic
analysis using Microsoft Excel to compare the changes in responses before and after the workshop. This

Pre-workshop Post-workshop Follow-up
survey survey interview

Observations

Workshop

Analyze observation
and survey data

Analyze
interview data

Figure 2: Data Collection and Analysis Timeline

analysis could also be accomplished by entering the information into survey software, such as Google
Surveys or Survey Monkey. A more comprehensive analysis was conducted using R (for more information,
please see the academic paper How Effective Are Community Pedestrian Safety Training Workshops?
available upon request).

Observation data was analyzed by descriptive coding using a pre-generated codebook based on the goals
and objectives shown in Table 1. Descriptive coding is the process of summarizing a section of qualitative
data in a word or phrase. After the first round of descriptive coding, the team developed themes based on
common codes found across the workshops.

The interviews were not coded. Instead, they were compared to find commonalities and differences
between individual interview findings.
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Once data analysis was complete, the evaluation team examined findings based on each evaluated objective
to develop specific and general conclusions and recommendations.

The evaluation findings have been or will be shared in three ways:

1. Aninternal report to convey specific recommendations for the CPBST program, paired with an
internal meeting with the CPBST team.

2. An external practitioner report to share the findings with agencies, stakeholders, and others
interested in community-based active transportation planning and evaluations (this document).

3. A presentation of findings at the Transportation Research Board Annual Meeting in 2018 and the
academic paper “How effective are community pedestrian safety training workshops? Short-term
findings from a program in California” in the Journal of Transportation and Health.

Azusa CPBST, 2017

faw

T/
Ia'

J

Palermo CPBST, 2017 Sanger CPBST, 2017
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Evaluation Findings

« Process Objective: At each workshop, participants receive community-specific information and
resources to address safety concerns

« Process Objective: At each workshop, facilitators and participants identify local pedestrian and
bicycle safety problems

« Outcome Objective: After completing the workshop and upon follow-up, participants report an
increase in their ability to identify unsafe walking and bicycling conditions

« Outcome Objective: After completing the workshop and upon follow-up, participants report an
increase in their ability speak up for improvements in their community

Every workshop provided participants with community-specific information and resources to address local
safety concerns. About half of the communities that applied to host a CPBST workshop identified a particular
safety problem they wanted the training to focus on, such as a dangerous corridor or student safety.

The other half did not identify a specific need, and a workshop focus was instead determined during the
workshop planning meetings.

At each workshop, participants identified safety issues and “The workshop helped to give power
potential safety improvements through observing local and language for the community to
examples used in the presentation, and by discussing local ~ advocate directly to city and state”

problems and improvements during the walking audits and

— Workshop Planning Committee
brainstorming sessions. The workshop facilitators presented

Member

Common Safety Concerns and Potential Improvements:

Participants most commonly mentioned pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure as an issue, consistent
with survey results finding that the lack of adequate infrastructure was one of the most commonly
reported barriers to walking. In workshops in rural areas, the most common infrastructure-related
concerns involved breaks in pedestrian and bicycle connectivity, including non-existent sidewalks,
missing paths for walking or bicycling, poorly marked crosswalks, and a lack of street lighting.
Participants at urban sites focused primarily on traffic control and pedestrian/bicycle visibility. Safety
in school zones was a common concern and priority area for most of the communities. The workshop
facilitators presented countermeasures for a majority of safety concerns that participants raised.

In most workshops, participants learned about safety improvements that they were not aware of
before the workshop. They were particularly interested in infrastructure and safety programs that
were community-led, easy to implement, and inexpensive, such as community-decorated crosswalks
and murals. Most participants recommended improvements to pedestrian infrastructure, including
enhancing visibility of existing crosswalks or installing sidewalks on streets where they did not
previously exist. Many of the potential solutions participants suggested involved maintenance of
existing infrastructure and small-scale projects. Large-scale projects, such as road diets or paving rural
gravel roads, were mentioned less frequently. It was also common for participants to suggest potential
programs and events aimed at encouraging walking and bicycling.
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information and resources for the majority of safety concerns that participants raised. However, in many

workshops participants brought up barriers to walking and bicycling safety that were not included

in the planning process, and therefore, were not covered formally in the presentation. Examples of these
include: pedestrian and bicycle safety challenges related to high temperatures and rain, and problems such
as stray dogs in neighborhoods that made people wary of walking or bicycling in the area.

Survey results indicated that the workshops were successful in meeting the objectives of increasing
participants’ ability to identify unsafe walking and bicycling conditions and to speak up for improvements.
The proportion of participants who agreed that they knew how to identify unsafe pedestrian conditions
increased from 74% before the workshop to 83% afterward. There was also a 10% increase in the number of
participants who agreed that learning about pedestrian safety helped them advocate for improvements in
their community (79% vs 89%).

Interviews with members of planning committees conducted six to nine months after the workshop
confirmed that the CPBST program functioned as an opportunity for community members to engage

in transportation safety conversations and learn about the role of the built environment on their overall
health, safety and wellness. The trainings also introduced technical language to participants that they could
use to advocate for improvements in their communities and participate in future transportation safety
activities. In one community, CPBST attendees went on to become part of the Technical Advisory Committee
and residents’ stakeholder groups in grant applications and active transportation plan updates. Various
community partners reported taking the skills they gained during the walking assessments to conduct

their own safety assessments focusing on topics such as driver behavior, active transportation, healthy
communities, public safety and street lighting.

"Learning about safety for walking helps me feel like I
can speak up for improvements in the focus

community.”
M Strongly disagree W Somewhat disagree Neither agree
nor disagree
B Somewhat agree Strongly agree B NR

After 61%

Figure 3: Workshophelped participants advocate for improvements

w
West Long Beach CPBST, 2017
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«  Process Objective: Each workshop planning committee includes representatives from local
government, non-profit groups, residential organizations and local schools

«  Process Objective: Representatives from a cross-section of community groups attend the workshop

«  Outcome Objective: Upon follow-up, community stakeholders report partnering with one another to
address local pedestrian/bicycle safety

Representatives from local governments, non-profits, and the public were present on all workshop planning
committees. At most workshops, community residents, non-profit leaders and employees, and public
sector employees took part, though not equally so at all workshops. Community members with no other
affiliation made up 37% of workshop participants. Individuals affiliated with non-profit organizations

made up approximately 30% of attendees, and government-affiliated individuals comprised about 25%

of participants. Workshop participants were generally long-time residents of the towns where the training
sessions were held, and nearly three-quarters were already engaged in transportation safety planning
activities. Compared with the California population, workshop participants were more likely to be Hispanic
or Latino and less likely to be White, more likely to be college educated, and had household incomes at
about the statewide median.

The planning committee was key to ensuring participation from various stakeholders at workshop sites.
Workshop sessions were usually the first time that representatives of stakeholder groups were in the same
space for a significant amount of time together. Public sector employees in planning, public health, and

Relationship to town Gender
Live in

town
46%

Other
relationship
47%
Education
M Less than m High school, GED, Some college or
high school or equivalent Associate's degree
m Bachelor's degree Graduate or B NR

professional school

Figure 4: Workshop participant characteristics
*NR = No Response
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public works, and advocacy groups, such as local bicycle coalitions and other community organizations,

were usually present. Elected officials often gave a welcoming address, but did not always participate in
the remainder of the session.

At some workshops, participants mentioned that not all critical stakeholder representatives were present,
including those from law enforcement, schools, and the business community. In some cases, the groups
missing from the discussions had been invited to the workshop but had not attended. In a few cases, the
planning committee did not learn about missing groups until discussions progressed during workshop
activities. Community turnout met expectations at most workshops, but was lower than expected at six of
the fourteen workshops.

In follow-up interviews, participants mentioned that the workshops were a place for agency, organization
and community representatives to connect with existing partners and develop new partnerships.

The CPBST served as an opportunity for community members of
diverse backgrounds and with different levels of experience in
transportation safety topics to be a part of transportation safety
conversations. In one community, Public Health staff reported
feeling more experienced with the Safe Routes to School program
after attending a CPBST workshop. And in another community, - Workshop Participant

Public Health staff has begun to work with Public Works and

the County Association of Governments to develop a vision for a countywide safety program. Various
communities reported new coalitions among public transit agencies, county transportation commission, city
representatives, outdoor recreation groups, educators, families, public health and air quality departments to
encourage safe and active transportation, and promote green spaces and parks. Community organizations
leveraged newly established partnerships to help prioritize improvements and ensure community members
are aware of and involved in the planning process of current and future development projects. For example,
a non-profit organization in Northern California reported working with city officials and transit agencies to
ensure that the community’s interests and concerns inform the planning process of a project that improves
a main corridor in their community. In another community, the local Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee
has partnered with the police department to promote pedestrian safety through an education campaign
that bring awareness of the need for safe crossings to both pedestrians and drivers.

“We are learning from each
other and we avoid replicating
work.”

i

Blue Lake CPBST, 2017 North Shore CPBST, 2017
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Goal 3: Increase walking and cycling in communities

« Process Objective: At each workshop, facilitators and participants identify barriers to walking and
bicycling in the community

« Process Objective: At each workshop, facilitators and participants develop solutions to barriers
limiting walking and bicycling

«  Process Objective: Upon follow-up, community partners have attained funding for solutions to
barriers limiting walking and bicycling

Because measuring objective changes in behavior takes longer than a single year, we were unable to
measure whether walking and biking actually increased after the workshops. However, we were able to
assess the steps taken toward this goal by measuring the effects of the workshop on the participants’
abilities to identify barriers to walking (Figure 5). Before the workshop, survey respondents identified lack of
street lighting as the most significant barrier to walking, followed by car traffic, lack of crosswalks, sidewalks
in poor condition, and danger from crime. While most people’s perceptions of these barriers did not change,
the proportion of people who thought that lack of crosswalks was a significant barrier to walking increased
from 65% before the workshop to 77% afterward. This change may be due to crosswalks and pedestrian
signals being a central focus of the training presentation, and participants often identified crossings as an
area of concern during the walking audit.

Other barriers to walking were identified at the workshops, including lack of funding for potential safety
solutions and a reliance on county and state governments for support. Workshop participants mentioned

a lack of funding for law enforcement, new infrastructure and maintenance of existing infrastructure,
programming and events, as being significant issues. Although facilitators did not explicitly address
financial constraints in all workshops, many of the workshops served as important elements in communities’
applications for a variety of types of funding, including active transportation grants, and affordable

housing grants. Additionally, many rural communities reported institutional barriers to addressing safety
concerns, including relying on county and state agencies to implement local changes or addressing regional
transportation issues to influence local safety.

Palermo CPBST, 2017
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« Process Objective: At each workshop, participants identify local pedestrian and bicycle safety issues

« Process Objective: At each workshop, facilitators inform participants about local safety concerns and
best practices to addressing issues

At the beginning of each training session, participants were asked to rate the safey of the workshop area
for pedestrians. The median response was that it was neither safe nor dangerous, and 38% reported feeling
“Somewhat safe” or “Very safe” About one third responded that it was somewhat dangerous for walking,
while 11% believed it was very dangerous to walk in the workshop area.

Most respondents did not believe that the workshop area was safe enough for a child walking alone. By the
end of the workshop, a higher number of participants concluded that the workshop area was not safe for
children walking alone (46% vs 54%).

In the surveys, workshop participants reported their perceptions of factors related to pedestrian safety
(Figure 6). They strongly agreed that traffic enforcement, special events and group activities, and slower
driving improved their perceptions of safety. Based on survey findings, the workshop mainly seemed to
influence participants’ perceptions of the social aspects that affect safety. Before the workshop, 62% of
respondents agreed that special events such as street fairs improved safety perceptions, increasing to 75%
after the workshop. After the workshop, more participants thought neighborhood groups would make them
feel safer (an increase from 65% to 76%).

Increasing perception of safety is important for encouraging people to walk more; however, it is important
to not confuse perceptions of safety with objectively-measured safety.

Sanger CPBST, 2017
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« Process Objective: At each workshop, facilitators and participants identify local pedestrian and
bicycle safety concerns

« Process Objective: At each workshop, facilitators and participants develop solutions to local
pedestrian and bicycle safety issues

« Process Objective: Upon long-term follow-up, community partners have applied for funding to
implement solutions to safety issues

« Outcome Objective: Upon long-term follow-up, at least one safety countermeasure was implemented
in the community after the workshop

At each workshop, facilitators and participants identified local pedestrian and bicycle safety concerns.
Workshops were successful in generating ideas for safety solutions. The facilitation team documented
ideas and potential solutions generated during the brainstorming activities held throughout the training,
distributing them to the planning committees and publishing them online in a summary report.

When discussing the lack of basic infrastructure, workshop participants did not know the timeframe and
steps necessary to make these changes, including who to contact in government agencies and how to
acquire funding.

Stakeholder interviews, conducted 6-9 months after the workshop, provided some reports of early success.
Many communities were taking steps to implement safety measures, including applying for funding for
safety improvements and hosting community safety events.

Although the CPBST workshops have an overall aim of improving pedestrian and bicycle safety, this goal is
very difficult to achieve or evaluate in the short term. Planning processes to install infrastructure often take
years to implement. Collision data are not available for analysis for at least one year following data collection,
and even then, trends take several years to identify because of the relatively infrequent occurrence of serious
collisions. Therefore, whether the program achieves its overall aim must be evaluated at a later time.

Although the CPBST workshops have an overall aim of improving pedestrian and bicycle safety, this goal
is very difficult to achieve or evaluate in the short term. Planning processes to install infrastructure often

North Shore CPBST, 2017
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take years to implement. Collision data are not available to analyze for at least one year following data

collection, and even then, trends take several years to identify because of the relatively infrequent
occurrence of serious collisions. Therefore, whether the program achieves this outcome must be evaluated
at a later time. At the time the planning committee interviews took place, one community reported
successfully implementing a short-term demonstration of a curb bulb-out and an enhanced crosswalk.

A rural community in Northern California successfully installed crosswalks and speed humps in several
locations and is determining costs and funding sources for flashing beacons. Another community reported
a current project to install flashing beacons, and pavement markings adjacent to a school to improve
pedestrian and bicycle safety.

Lessons Learned

The team learned several valuable lessons about conducting evaluations of community-based programs:

« The survey should be shortened. The survey should be shortened. Depending on the communities
in which the workshops were conducted, the pre-workshop survey took anywhere from 10-30
minutes. This meant that the team received more surveys from participants who were working in
the transportation safety sector, and fewer from community residents. Part of this was due to the
fact that the team wanted to be able to use the information for academic research, resulting in a
more extensive survey and survey procedures. See Appendix F for a shorter version of the evaluation
survey.

«  When collecting observations, the evaluation team noticed that some workshop partners and
participants were apprehensive about an observer taking notes during the workshop. In the future,
the team would make sure partners and participants are clear about and comfortable with the
evaluation procedures before the workshops.

« Flexibility in the evaluation plan is important. The evaluation team had planned to conduct follow-up
surveys with participants six to nine months after the workshops. However, the team determined that
there would likely be a very low response rate due to the inability to reach community participants.
Instead, the team decided to conduct interviews with a representative from the workshop planning
committee from each community. This allowed the team to acquire information about any safety
improvements that had been completed or were in progress.

North Shore CPBST, 2017
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Recommendations for Program Improvement

Based on the findings, the evaluation team recommended the following changes be made to the CPBST
program:

During the planning meetings and workshops, partnership development and networking activities
should be emphasized as an important part of the workshop structure.

With the planning committee, workshop facilitators should develop target numbers of workshop
participants for each workshop (for example, 30 community members, 5 city agency staff, 1 school
district representative, 1 police representative, etc.), and then develop outreach plans accordingly.

Workshop facilitators should provide additional support and guidance for outreach to
ensure representative attendance at workshops.

A library of extra slides or resources should be available for situations in which participants bring up
barriers to walking and bicycling that are not covered in the presentation.

In presentations, the timeframe and steps needed to make infrastructure changes should be
explained.

The program should continue to support planning around pilot projects since potential tools for
improving safety may not require substantial funds.

The program should continue to introduce communities to the value of implementing changes to
the built environment.

The program should discuss opportunities for communities to seek funding for safety projects.

Ponoma CPBST, 2017
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Appendix A: Gaining Consent

Suggested Intro Script

My name is and I’'m a [position] at SafeTREC. As part of today’s community pedestrian and bicycle safety
training workshop, we are conducting an evaluation of how well the program builds community capacity to advocate for
safety, and how it affects your perceptions of safety for walking and bicycling. We’re doing this for research purposes so
we can share our results with others who are interested in developing similar programs.

The evaluation consists of two parts: an observation of the workshop and a set of surveys. For the observation, we are
going to take notes on how the group participates and works together during the workshop. You won’t have to do any-
thing except your normal participation during the workshop, and we won’t identify anyone by name when we write up
the results.

We'll also ask you to take two surveys—both of which are in your folder. As soon I'm done, I'll ask you to take the survey
labeled #1, which asks about your daily travel, your perceptions of safety, and some information about yourself. It should
take about 10 minutes to fill out. At the end of the workshop, I'll ask you to take survey #2. It has similar questions but
should only take about 5 minutes to fill out. If you leave early, please fill it out at home using the website we provide
you. You can skip any question on the survey if you’d prefer not to answer it.

If you’re willing to participate, please sign the consent form we gave you and return it to me. The form also has more
details about this evaluation.
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University of California at Berkeley
Consent to Participate in Research

Evaluating a Community Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Training Program (Pre-workshop)

Introduction and Purpose

Our names are Jesus Barajas and Kate Beck. We are researchers working with Jill Cooper and Offer Grembek,
Co-Directors of the Safe Transportation Research and Education Center (SafeTREC) at the University of Cali-
fornia, Berkeley. We would like to invite you to take part in our research study, which concerns how a commu-
nity safety training program affects safety and your perceptions of safety for walking.

Procedures

If you agree to participate in our research, we will ask you to complete the attached survey. The survey will in-
volve questions about your daily travel, your experiences walking, barriers preventing you from walking more,
and questions about you and your household. The survey should take about 10 minutes to complete.

We will also ask you to complete two follow-up surveys: one at the end of today’s workshop and one about six
months from now.

Benefits

There is no direct benefit to you from taking part in this study. We hope that the information gained from the
study will help public agencies and communities learn how a community safety training program enables them
to improve pedestrian safety.

Risks/Discomforts

Some of the research questions may make you uncomfortable or upset. You are free to decline to answer any
questions you don’t wish to, or to stop participating at any time. As with all research, there is a chance that con-
fidentiality could be compromised; however, we are taking precautions to minimize this risk.

Confidentiality

Your study data will remain confidential. If results of this study are published or presented, individual names
and other personally identifiable information will not be used.

To minimize the risks to confidentiality, only members of the research team will have access to the study data.
We will enter the data on a secure, password-protected database. We will keep paper copies of the survey in a
locked cabinet for error-checking purposes, then destroy them at the end of the study.
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When the research is completed, we may save the data for use in future research done by myself or others. We
will retain these records indefinitely after the study is over. The same measures described above will be taken to
protect confidentiality of this study data.

Compensation

To thank you for participating in this study, we will enter you in a drawing for one of five $10 gift cards after
you have returned all three surveys. We will conduct the drawing six months after all of this year’s workshops
have been completed.

Rights

Participation in research is completely voluntary. You are free to decline to take part in the project. You can
decline to answer any questions and are free to stop taking part in the project at any time. Whether or not you
choose to participate, to answer any particular question, or continue participating in the project, there will be no
penalty to you or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.

Questions

If you have any questions about this research, please feel free to contact us. You can reach Jesus at 925-338-
9740 or jmbarajas@berkeley.edu.

If you have any questions about your rights or treatment as a research participant in this study, please contact
the University of California at Berkeley’s Committee for Protection of Human Subjects at 510-642-7461, or
e-mail subjects@berkeley.edu.

If you agree to take part in the research, please keep a copy of this page for future reference. By returning
this survey, we understand that to mean you have consented to participating in this research.
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University of California at Berkeley

Consent to Participate in Research

Evaluating a Community Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Training Program (Post-workshop)

Introduction and Purpose

Our names are Jesus Barajas and Kate Beck. We are researchers working with Jill Cooper and Offer Grembek,
Co-Directors of the Safe Transportation Research and Education Center (SafeTREC) at the University of Cali-
fornia, Berkeley. We would like to invite you to take part in our research study, which concerns how a commu-
nity safety training program affects safety and your perceptions of safety for walking.

Procedures

If you agree to participate in our research, we will ask you to complete the attached survey. The survey will
involve questions about your experiences walking and barriers preventing you from walking more. The survey
should take about 10 minutes to complete.

We will also ask you to complete one additional follow-up survey about six months from now using your pre-
ferred method of contact we requested from you at the beginning of today’s workshop. We can email you, call
you, or mail you the follow-up survey.

Benefits

There is no direct benefit to you from taking part in this study. We hope that the information gained from the
study will help public agencies and communities learn how a community safety training program enables them
to improve pedestrian safety.

Risks/Discomforts

Some of the research questions may make you uncomfortable or upset. You are free to decline to answer any
questions you don’t wish to, or to stop participating at any time. As with all research, there is a chance that con-
fidentiality could be compromised; however, we are taking precautions to minimize this risk.

Confidentiality

Your study data will be handled as confidentially as possible. If results of this study are published or presented,
individual names and other personally identifiable information will not be used.

To minimize the risks to confidentiality, only members of the research team will have access to the study data.
If you complete this survey in person, we will enter the data in a secure, password-protected database. We will
keep paper copies of the survey in a locked cabinet for error-checking purposes, then destroy them at the end

of the study. If you complete this survey online, you will be entering your data in a secure, password-protected
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database.

When the research is completed, we may save the data for use in future research done by ourselves or others.
We will retain these records indefinitely after the study is over. The same measures described above will be tak-
en to protect confidentiality of this study data.

Compensation

To thank you for participating in this study, we will enter you in a drawing for one of five $10 gift cards after
you have returned all three surveys. We will conduct the drawing six months after all of this year’s workshops
have been completed.

Rights

Participation in research is completely voluntary. You are free to decline to take part in the project. You can
decline to answer any questions and are free to stop taking part in the project at any time. Whether or not you
choose to participate, to answer any particular question, or continue participating in the project, there will be no
penalty to you or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.

Questions

If you have any questions about this research, please feel free to contact us. You can reach Jesus at 925-338-
9740 or yjmbarajas@berkeley.edu.

If you have any questions about your rights or treatment as a research participant in this study, please contact
the University of California at Berkeley’s Committee for Protection of Human Subjects at 510-642-7461, or
e-mail subjects@berkeley.edu.

If you agree to take part in the research, please keep a copy of this page for future reference. By returning
this survey, we understand that to mean you have consented to participating in this research.
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Universidad de California Berkeley

Consentimiento para participar en la investigacion

Evaluando el taller comunitario de seguridad peatonal y ciclista (antes del taller)

Introduccion y el proposito

Nuestros nombres son Jesus Barajas y Kate Beck. Somos investigadores bajo la supervision de Jill Cooper y Of-
fer Grembek, codirectores del Centro de Investigacion y Educacion para el Transporte Seguro de la Universidad
de California, Berkeley. Nos gustaria invitarlos a ser parte de nuestra investigacion en la que intentamos entend-
er como los entrenamientos comunitarios afectan la seguridad y sus percepciones de la seguridad peatonal.

Procedimiento

Si acepta ser parte de nuestra investigacion, le pediremos que llene el cuestionario adjunto. El cuestionario hace
preguntas acerca de su recorrido diario, obstaculos que le impidan que camine mas, y preguntas acerca de usted
y su vivienda. El cuestionario le tomara alrededor de 10 minutos.

También le pediremos que llene dos cuestionarios adicionales: uno al final del taller de hoy y otro dentro de seis
meses.

Beneficios

No hay beneficios directos para los participantes. Pero parte de la meta de esta investigacion es obtener infor-
macion que ayudara a las agencias publicas y a las comunidades aprender como un programa de entrenamiento
dirigido a la seguridad pueden mejorar la seguridad peatonal.

Riesgos / Incomodidades

Algunas preguntas le pueden incomodar o molestar. En cualquier momento, usted tiene la libertad de omitir las
preguntas que desee o puede decidir terminar su participacion. Como en cualquier otra investigacion, corre el
riesgo de violacion de confidencialidad; sin embargo, tomaremos todas las precauciones posibles para minimi-
zar este riesgo.

Confidencialidad

Su informacidn sera manejada con mayor confidencialidad. Si los resultados de este estudio son publicados o
presentados, se excluirdn nombres o informacion que identifique a la persona.

Para reducir los riesgos de violacion de confidencialidad, tnicamente miembros de la investigacion tendran
acceso a los datos de este formulario. Los archivos electronicos seran almacenados en formato encriptado que
requiere contrasefia. Los datos escritos seran almacenados en un gabinete bajo llave con el proposito de conser-
var pruebas de errores, al final de la investigacion seran destruidos.
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Cuando la investigacion llegue a su fin, hay una posibilidad que conservemos los datos para usarlos en inves-
tigaciones futuras que seran llevadas a cabo por mi u otros. Retendremos los datos indefinidamente al final de
la investigacion. Las mismas medidas que se mencionaron anteriormente se llevaran a cabo para proteger la
confidencialidad de esta investigacion.

Compensacion

Como agradecimiento por su tiempo, tendra la oportunidad de ganar una de cinco tarjetas de regalo de $10
después de haber completado el tltimo cuestionario. La rifa se llevara a cabo seis meses después del tltimo
taller de seguridad de este afio.

Derechos
Su participacion en esta investigacion es completamente voluntaria.

Tiene el derecho de negarse a participar en el proyecto. Puede omitir cualquier pregunta y puede decidir no ser
parte del proyecto en cualquier momento. No habra ninguna sancion a usted o perdida a los beneficios que de
otra forma tiene derecho a reclamar.

Preguntas

Si tiene preguntas o dudas acerca de esta investigacion, se puede poner en contacto con Jesus al nimero 925-
338-9740 o a la direccion de correo electronico jmbarajas@berkeley.edu.

Si tiene preguntas o dudas acerca de sus derechos o del tratamiento como sujeto, puede contactar la oficina
del Comité para la Proteccion de Sujetos Humanos de la Universidad de California, Berkeley al ntimero
510-642-7461 o al correo electronico subjects@berkeley.edu.

Si desea participar en la investigacion, por favor guarde una copia de esta pagina para referencia. Al
completar y regresar el cuestionario, entendemos que ha consentido a participar en esta investigacion.
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Universidad de California Berkeley
Consentimiento para participar en la investigacion

Evaluando el taller comunitario de seguridad peatonal y ciclista (después del taller)

Introduccion y el proposito

Nuestros nombres son Jesus Barajas y Kate Beck. Somos investigadores bajo la supervision de Jill Cooper y Of-
fer Grembek, codirectores del Centro de Investigacion y Educacion para el Transporte Seguro de la Universidad
de California, Berkeley. Nos gustaria invitarlos a ser parte de nuestra investigacion en la que intentamos entend-
er como los entrenamientos comunitarios afectan la seguridad y sus percepciones de la seguridad peatonal.

Procedimiento

Si acepta ser parte de nuestra investigacion, le pediremos que llene el cuestionario adjunto. El cuestionario hace
preguntas acerca de su recorrido diario, obstaculos que le impidan que camine mas, y preguntas acerca de usted
y su vivienda. El cuestionario le tomara alrededor de 10 minutos.

También le pediremos que llene un cuestionario adicional en seis meses. Usaremos la informacion de contac-
to que prefiere que nos dio al principio del taller. Podemos enviarle el cuestionario por correo electronico, por
teléfono, o por correo postal.

Beneficios

No hay beneficios directos para los participantes. Pero parte de la meta de esta investigacion es obtener infor-
macion que ayudara a las agencias publicas y a las comunidades aprender como un programa de entrenamiento
dirigido a la seguridad pueden mejorar la seguridad peatonal.

Riesgos / Incomodidades

Algunas preguntas le pueden incomodar o molestar. En cualquier momento, usted tiene la libertad de omitir las
preguntas que desee o puede decidir terminar su participacion. Como en cualquier otra investigacion, corre el
riesgo de violacion de confidencialidad; sin embargo, tomaremos todas las precauciones posibles para minimi-
zar este riesgo.

Confidencialidad

Su informacidn sera manejada con mayor confidencialidad. Si los resultados de este estudio son publicados o
presentados, se excluirdn nombres o informacion que identifique a la persona.

Para reducir los riesgos de violacion de confidencialidad, inicamente miembros de la investigacion tendran
acceso a los datos de este formulario. Los archivos electronicos seran almacenados en formato encriptado que
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requiere contrasefia. Los datos escritos seran almacenados en un gabinete bajo llave con el proposito de

conservar pruebas de errores, al final de la investigacion seran destruidos.

Cuando la investigacion llegue a su fin, hay una posibilidad que conservemos los datos para usarlos en inves-
tigaciones futuras que seran llevadas a cabo por mi u otros. Retendremos los datos indefinidamente al final de
la investigacion. Las mismas medidas que se mencionaron anteriormente se llevaran a cabo para proteger la
confidencialidad de esta investigacion.

Compensacion

Como agradecimiento por su tiempo, tendra la oportunidad de ganar una de cinco tarjetas de regalo de $10
después de haber completado el tltimo cuestionario. La rifa se llevara a cabo seis meses después del tltimo
taller de seguridad de este afio.

Derechos
Su participacion en esta investigacion es completamente voluntaria.

Tiene el derecho de negarse a participar en el proyecto. Puede omitir cualquier pregunta y puede decidir no ser
parte del proyecto en cualquier momento. No habra ninguna sancion a usted o perdida a los beneficios que de
otra forma tiene derecho a reclamar.

Preguntas

Si tiene preguntas o dudas acerca de esta investigacion, se puede poner en contacto con Jesus al nimero 925-
338-9740 o a la direccion de correo electronico jmbarajas@berkeley.edu.

Si tiene preguntas o dudas acerca de sus derechos o del tratamiento como sujeto, puede contactar la oficina
del Comité para la Proteccion de Sujetos Humanos de la Universidad de California, Berkeley al ntimero
510-642-7461 o al correo electronico subjects@berkeley.edu.

Si desea participar en la investigacion, por favor guarde una copia de esta pagina para referencia. Al
completar y regresar el cuestionario, entendemos que ha consentido a participar en esta investigacion.



Appendix B: Surveys

Community Pedestrian and Bicyde Safety Survey (#1)

Thank you for aqreeinyg 1o take this suneey! Your arrueers will help ressarchers at LC Berkeley's Safe
Transporiation Ressanch and BEducahion Center provide feedback: 1o decision malkeers about top saiely
ESUES i your cormamanlty and understand how rommunily safely traang programes B this one
affert wallann and bhiryring. Your paaticipation in this survey is compiately voluniany, you mnay skip
any queshion you do not wish D asser, and you may stop taking the surwey at amy e

Section A: Aboast your daily tresel

1. ‘What mode of transporiabon do you waually use o go o work or o nn errands?
Setect omy one.

O Draang or nding in a o

0O Wallang [if vou saenied waallong, go o gueston 4]

O Bioyding

0 Talang the bus or train

O Some other mode of transportabion

4. Have you thought abmat walking o woik or o un emands n the last 6 months?
O ¥es

O No

3. How likely are you i walk to work or 1o un emrands at least once in the next & months?

O Mot lkely
O Somewhat Ekeky

O Very kely

Far ihe fplwing questions, weige 11 i o oed naf woee fiaf mode or roved o Bl porpose. Wien we
refer o welicng ™ i Ui srwy: we meon wialkisg or oefiing orooed esieg on aecchive molalify aid Kee
o wheaslichar or meolorizes] whoeeiohar.

— 4. [hmng the last 7 days, how many days did you:

a 'Walk for at keast 10 minutes at a time? L days
b. Bicyde for at least 10 minutes at a time? _ dawys
. Ruein acar, efther as a driver or passenger?  _  days
d. Take the bus or frain? _ dmm

1 Plerree cordrue o the nexd poge 2
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MNow think abmut the travel you did ONLY in ARCTown. Dunng the last 7 days, how many
days did yon walk for at least 10 mnutes at a fme?
— days {0 skip ko quesiion 7

Durnng the last 7 days, how many days did you walk for the following reasrrs in
ABCTown?

Work, school, or dayane days
Soaal, recreabonal, or religrns seraces days
Shopping, emands, or meaks day=s
Exermise ays

Section & Wallang expesiences

How sale or dangerous does ABCTown generally feel when you are walling during the
day?

Vay dangernrs
Somewhat danpemous
Metther safe nor dangerous

| A N Ry
SRR T EL e

Vexy safe

ODoooan

m|

| don't wak in ARCTowm

Z Pleerr conttrese 1o The next poge -



How strangly do you agree or disagree with the folowing statements about wallang in
ABCTown?

Sieengly  Tonewwibtl  Mallwragrer  Senenid  Birougly
dagre degrer  wirdiire o

1]

ar

ABChwm & safe eninugh so that |
winild b=t a 10-year-old dhald walk O O O O O
anound the bindk in the daytme.

There i= so much tafhc along the
strects that it makes it difthcult or | O O O O
unpHeasant o walk

Most divers go at speeds that make
me feel ursafe while walking. O H O - H

Croswalies help me fed safe
crosang busy sreets in ABCnamn

Theer —ers rerlem e e
Iy == = = =1 l.lﬂlllﬂq'.'l

aailable most places | want towalke o o = - H
Sudewalics or patinways are in good

condibon ad free from obstades 0 O O O O
ke cars, trash, and uhiity poles.

Sirects m ABC Town are well Bt at
night.

= ANWT_ _ RN P——
II'I: LIIITI: MAE W ADL OV MBsEs

me fed unsafe while wallang durmg O O O O O
the day.

The aime rale m ABCTown makes

me fed ursafe while walking at 0 O O O O
night.

| ke how 1 idevthily what makes

condibons unsafe for people who 0 O O O O
walk

Trafhic enforcemenst makes me fedd
safer when I'm walking. O o = = H

Neaghborhood groups make me feel
safer when ' walking. H O - = H

3 Plevrr confirese in the next poge 2



Sweiply  Bovwvelvil  Molviragrer  Emnasiet  Drowsly
e R BN e ad

mﬂpmdmrlsikrsheethls
fety for waking. O O (| O O

n Leaningil:n.rtsi'etyfnruﬂ:ilg

hedps me fed Bke | an speak up B O O O O O

mprovemnents m ABC Town

Sedion C: Rarriers to walking

9. o what extend does eadh of the followsng bamers imit you from wallang in ABChren?

Fomebwilil [ Eonunriont Kb lignifiamet
mumm [ = T T

"t L]
o il

a Bad weather O O O O O
b. Canger from ar iralfic N n m ' n
. Canger from amne O O O O O
d MNeeding to mmy bulky objects 0 n| [ | n|
e Needing to travel with dldren or

other people A I N I I
f.  Haang physml trouble or geting

tired when | walk - = - - =
g Work school, stores and other

places are oo far for me o walk to H H N = H
h Lack of sdewalks or pathways O O O O O
L Sidewalics or patinways are in pomr

coincibon H H N = H
} Lack of crosswalk= or pedesinan

crosang Sgnals A I N I I
k Lack of sireet bghiing 0 n| m | n|
L Hmang nobody o wak with 0 n| [ | n|
m. Siray dogs or unattended anmals 0 n| ] 0 n|

4 Plevre confirvse in the next poge 2



Section D: About you

Please answer the foliowing questions about yourself,. Al guestions ane opltioral, and you may dhoose
o skipy By quieshicn you wishe
10. Do you have acoess o a wiwlang car, van, trudk, o moioroyde that you can wee as etther
a drver or a passenger? (BEochude tans)
O Ye<
O No

11. Whidch rategones best desanbe you? Choose o that opply:

Wieie

Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish

Black or Alncan Amencan

A=an

Amencan Indian or Aleska Natve

Matrve Hawsaian or Qther Pache Islander
Some mther race, ethnicilty, or ongm

ODoOoQooOo0oQ

12 What is the highest edurabion level you completed 7
O Less than high schood
O High school, GED, or equivalent
O Some college or Assoaate's degree
O Rachen’s degrees
O Graduate or professonal school

13. Have vou ever attended a aty, nesghborbood or community mesting m ABCTown?

O Yes
O Mo

3 Pleyrr contirese In the next poge 2
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14. Which rategovny best desanbes your relabonship to ABC Town? Choose ol that opply:
| Ine= hexe
| work m gowernment, such as aly counal, aty manager, planney, or Callrans
| work m public safety, such as the police depariment, fire depastment, or EMT Saft

| rum or work n a non-prdit or advocacy organzabon
| tm or wawk In a lo@l business

| work for or vohandeer for a local school
| work at another type of busness or organzahon
Deariher

DoOO0O0O00n

15. How many years have you been Iving or working m ABCTown? _ years
16. What 1= your genader?

T17. How many people Ive in your household, nchuding yourself? _ penple
18 How many chikdren under the age of 18 hve myour household? =~ chikdnen
18. In what oty and /1P code & your home?

0. What 1= your home addness or the nearest aoss sireets to your home?

Z1. EXCLUDING meome from mommales, what was the appocamate fdal combined inacome
of all wowking adults in your household bt year?

[0 $0-$4.909

O $5000-%14,999

O $15000-%24.999
O $25000-%49999
O $50.000-%74,99%
O $75000-$99999
O $100.000-%1499599
O $150,000-%199,959
O $200,000 or more

Survey ICx «Survey 1D
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Encuesta sobre seguridad de peatones y bicidetas en la comunidad (#1)

iGracias por aceptar esta encuesta! Sus respuestas ayudaran a los investigadores del Centro de
Investigacion y Educacion para el Transporte Seguro de la Universidad de Berkeley a propordonar
informacion sobre los problemas de sequridad en su comunidad y nos ayudan a entender como los
programas de seguridad comunitaria como ésta, afectan andar en bicicleta v caminar. Su
participacion en esta encuesta es completamente voluntaria. Puede omitir cualguier pregunta gue no
quiera responder, v puede dejar de tomar [a encuesta en cualquier momento,

Secaon A: Sobre su vine dianio

1. ;Que medio de transporte usa habitualmente para ir al trabajo o para hacer recados?

Selerrinne salo Lo,

i B e T T e R R

O Conduar o montar en un auto

O Caminar {5 selecciono caminar, pase a la pregunta 4.]
O Bicicleta

O Tomar el autobuds o el tren

O OCtro tipo de transporte

4A. ;Ha pensado en caminar al frabajo o hacer recados en los dlimos & meses?

O S
O No

3. ;Qué tan probable es que camine para ir al trabajo o hacer recados al menos una vez en
los proximos & meses?

O Mo es probable

O Algo probable
O Muy probable

Para las siguientes preguntas, escriba “07 si no usd ese modo o vigjd con ese propasito. Cuando nos
referimaos @ “caminar” en esta encuesta, gueremos decir camingr o moverse usando una ayuda de
movilidad como una silla de ruedas o una silla de ruedas motorizoda,

— 4, Duranie los Ghimos 1 dias, jasntos dias

a Caming por lo menos 10 minutos a la vez?

b. Anduvo en bicicleta por lo menos 10 minutos a la vez?

. ;Monto en un auto, ya sea como conductor o como pasajero?
. Tomo el autobds o el tren

A

1 Por fver conftresor en Bn sappente pipno 2



2. Ahora pense en @ wape que hiose SOHAMENTE en OQaldand. Durante kos Shimos 7 dias,
Foudntos dias ramind duranie al menos ) minuizs a b vez?
dixs [N waar o &y pregursn 7]
b. Durante los dlomos 7 dias, jcuantos dias ha caminado por las siguientes razones en
Oakland?
8. Trabajo, escuela o guarderia dias
h Eventos sociales, recreativos o religiosos dias
. Compras, recados o comidas diax
i Eercico diax
Secoin B Expexiencies cuando camina
T, ;Qué tan seguro o peligroso se siente Cakland cuando camina durante el dia?
O Muy peligroso
O Algo peligroso
O Niseguro ni peligroso
O Algo seguro
O Muy seguro
O No wajo en Dakiand
B. ;Qué tan de acuerdo o en desacuerdo esta usted con las siguientes frases acerca de
caminar en Oakland?
Muy en Algo en Hi de acuerdo Algo My
desscuerdo dessouerdo mi en de scusrdo de sruerdo
desacuerdo
a Oaklandeslo
suficentemente sequro
para permitir que un nifo O (| O O O
de 10 anos pasee por la
cuadra durante el dia.
b. Hay tanto trafico a lo largo
de las calles que hace difiall n| 0 O 0 |
o desagradable caminar.
. La mayoria de los
conductores van a
velocidades gque me hacen n| 0 0 0 0
sentir inseguro cuando
CAMING.

Z Por fovar confirwnr en & sigeneme pogma 2
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Muy &=n
desscuerdo

Algo en Hi de acuerdo Algo Muy
desscuerdo ni &m de stuerdo de souerdo

desacuerdo

b Las cruces peatonales me

ayudan a sentirme seguro
cruzando las calles
congestionadas en
Cakland.

Hay banguetas o caminos
disponibles la mayoria de
los lugares que quiero
CAMmInar.

Las banguetas o vias estan
en buenas condiciones y
libres de obstaculos como
automowviles, basura y
postes de electnadad.

Las calles de Ozkland estan
bien iluminadas por la
noche.

La delincuencia en Oakland
me hace sentir insequro

cuando camino durante el
dia.

La delincuencia en Oakland
me hace sentir inseguro
cuando caming por la
noche.

Se como identificar las
condiciones gue no son
Seguras para caminar.

Los agentes de trafico me
hacen sentir sequro
cuando estoy caminando.

Los grupos de mi vecindad
me hacen sentir mas
seguro cuando estoy
caminandao.

3 Por fovar contirwor en b sugenemie poging >
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Muy &=n Algo en Hi de acuerdo Algo Muy
desscuerdo desscuerdo ni &m de stuerdo de souerdo
desacuerdo
m. Eventos especales como
las fenas de calle, como
i i 1 1 1
[ [ [ [ [

esta mejoran la segundad
para caminar.

Aprender sobre la

sequndad peatonal me

ayuda a sentirme que O O O O O
puedo vocalizar para el

mejoramiento en Cakland.

Secran C: Obstaculos cuando camina

9. ;Enqué medida le ha imiado rada obstaouko uando amina en Oakdand?
Mo es Algo Mi Algo Tan
significativo en insignificante significative significative  significativo
absoluto ] e
insignificante impide
a Mal dma O O O O O
b. Pelgm dd trihco de mtomdanles O O O O O
c. Peligro del cnmen O O O O O
d Neceadad de agar obyetos
pesadas (H O (H O O
e  Nereadad de wiagr con nihos o
: (H O (H O O
f.  Tener problemas fiskos o
AIMarse ruando camina A H A I I
g Himbap, escuela, bendas, y
otmos hagares son demasado O O O O O
s para poder cammar
h Falia de bangquetas y caminos O O O O O
L Las banquetas o raminos estan
en mal estado H H H H H
} Fala de guces peatonakes o
seviakes de auce de pealnnes = = = = =

4 Por fover contirwir en k1 sigenemie pogmn
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Mo es Algao Mi Algo Tan
significativo en insignificante significative significative  significativoe

absoluto i que me
insignificante imp_in:lc
k. Falta de huces de calle r n n n n
L Notenera nadie con guien
CIminar O (H | (M| (H | (H |
m. Peros callejaos o animakes
O O O O O

desatendi dos

Seccion [k Informacon sobre usted

Por favor conbesie Las sipuenies precquantas acerra de ushed. Todas s prequnlas son opoonales y
puede ormitir auslcuier prequnia que desee.

10. ; iene acceso a un vehiouo, rameonels, camion, o motoodeta funoonal que puede usar
romo conducky o pasaen? [Eoduyendo un el

(1]
O Mo

11. ;Cudles cateqorias mepor ko describen? Sefeonions lodos s que opliron.

O Bann

O Hispano, latno, o espanol
O Negmo o alncano anencan

0 Asati

O Indo amencno o Natvo de Alaska
O Nathvo de HawaEi o Nabvo de ofra sha del Paclhom

O {ra raza, etmcodad u ongen

12. 70udl es A mayor nivel de eduraann que reabio o completo?

| m— .

L ITR S L. N G % NN B PR L

O Graduado de escuda seamdama, GED, o diploma equinalenie
O Algin nvel de univeradad o tihdo asocado

O Tiulo de keenaatua

m1 r

L Escudia graduada o escudia profesional

13. zAlguna vz atendis una junta de la audad o de la commamnidad en Oaldand?

(]
O Mo

2 Por fovar confirwor en b suaenemie pagon
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14. ;Cudl categoria mejor describe s relaain a Oaldand? Selernan® indos ks mitrgorios gue

apiiqusen.

O Vivo aqu.

O Trabao bap A sedor gubemamental, tal como consepo Traicpal, admene shador
munsopal, organzadon, o con Callrans

O Trabao en ka sequnidad pabla, &l como el departamento de la polda, d
depatamenio de bombemns, o cuapo de tEmicos ambulantes.

O Maneio o trabajo en una onmganizaoon sn aumo de oo u omganzanon que aboga
por los derechos.

O Soydurho de un negooo i@l o irabago en un negooo ol

O Trabao en ot bpo de negoon u organEanon. (Par fover dearihea):

15. ;Cuantos anos ha vido o abajado en Oakdand? __ anes
16. ;Cudl es s género?

T4, zCuanias personas viven en su vaenda, moduyendo usied? _  powyas
18 uantos neios menors de 18 Fios vven en 0 =1’ s

19. ;Cudl es la cnadad y cdigo postal de su readenaa?

0. ;Cudl es s direcodn o calies de mersecon mas cercanas 3 U asal

21. EXCLUYENDO los irgr::ms de s inql.iims, aproumadamente j;oasl fue & ingreso amaal

[ [ N [N e o ____ 1 _=_ ______1_"
mmmmummm I'l.l_.]-l:ll nmwm.

0 $0-%4.900

O $5000-%14999

O $15,000-%24,999
O $25,000-%$49,999
O $50,000-%$74999
O $75,000-$99.999
O $100.000-5149959
O $150.000-5199959
O $200,000 o0 mas

Survey IC-




Commumnity Pedestrian and Bicpde Safely Survey (#2)

Thank you for agreeing 1o teiae this survey! Your answers will help researchers abt LK Bevkedey'™s Salke
Transparialion Research and Bducation Cenber prowicke feedback o decsion malkiers about top saliedy
issues N your mmmunity and undersiand how communily saliety aining programs Bke this one
affect walking and bicyding. Your partidpation n this suney B compleiely voluntary, you may skip
Ty queshiom you do e wish 1o answey, and you may sinp taking the survey 3t any time.

If you l=it parly, plestse sulank this sureey oniine at hltpdhik v/ HoreneFresioneSuney within three
days of this wordshap.,

How shrongly do you agqree of disagree with the following stalrments abowut wallkang m
ARC Ewam?

Fngly  Sownwhet  Filrgres  Someehst  Teeegly
diagred e e e i)

f.

ABCTown 15 safe enough so that |
would let a -year-old chid walk ' O O O O
amoand the blodk in the daytane.

There 1= so mmuch trafhc along the
streets that it makes it difficult or O O O O O

[ [y By Y
LN UL L LW .

Most drvers go at speeds that
make me feel unsafe while waking. T O O O L

Crosswalks help me feel ale
rossriy busy sireets m ABCTown, L H H N L

Thare are adewalks or pathways
available most places | want o O n| n| [ O
wall

Sidewn s or pathway= ae in good
pondibon and free from obsiades O O O O O

lke mars, trash, and ublily poles.

Streets in ARCTown are wel it at
right. O O O O O

The cmme rate in ABCTown make=
me fed ursale while walkng 0 n| n| ] 0
channg the day.
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Tangly  Tembwivil  Phlvrageer  Eeasit  Bireuly
e i W e e
L The ame aie n ABCTown makes
me feed unsafe while wallang at O O O O O
night.
} | lnow how o denbily what makes
condibons unsale for people who n| n| 0 0 n|
walle
kL Traffic enforceanant makes me fed
safer when 'm walking O O O O O
L Naghborhood groups make me
fieel safer when P walking. O O O L O
m. Speaal pvents ke sireet fans
improve salety for walking. O O | O O
n |Learmng about safety for walkng
hdps mefed ke | mnspeak up e n| 0 0 n|
mprovemnents m ABCTown
2. To whai exirni does each of the foliowng bamers imit you from wallang in ABCHown ?
Mt Tomwwieil  Balr  Feaeid o sgnienst
dhpilomet ot Dokt signifenit oI At g
L) wr koo
e e kg
a Bad weather O O | O O
b. Danger from car trafhc O O O O O
¢ Danger from amne O O O O O
d. Needing to mamy bulky objects O O O O O
e Needing to travel with dhildren or
other people O O O L O
f.  Haang physimal trouble or getting
tired when | walk = = - O O
g Work, school, skores, and miher
places are oo far for me o walk to O O O L O
h Ladk of sdewaks or pathways n| n| 0 0 n|
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Mt Tomebwivtl  Malr  Eenachat Ko danilion
Aot ot balgeilianmt  dedfomit g A g
L war ]
it Wil
L Sidevealles or patinasys are in poor
concibon O O O L O
} Lok of crosswalk= or pedesinan
s g sSgnals O O O u O
k Ladk of street kghting 0 0 | n 0
L  Haang nobody o wak with O O O O O
m. Siray dogs or unattended anmals O O O O O

Survey IDx «Survey D
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Encuesta sobre seguridad de peatones y bicidetas en la comunidad (#2)

iGracias por aceptar esta encuesta! Sus respuestas ayudaran a los investigadores del Centro de
Investigacion v Educacion para el Transporte Seguro de |a Universidad de Berkeley a proporcionar
informacion a los tomadores de decisiones sobre los principales problemas de seguridad en su
comunidad y entender como los programas de capacitacion de seguridad comunitaria como éste
afectan a caminar y andar en bicicleta, Su participacion en esta encuesta es completamente
voluntaria, Puede omitir cualguier pregunia que no quiera responder, v puede dejar de tomar la
encuesia en cualguier momenio,

5i salio terprano, por favor llene esta encuesta en la paging web http://bithy/OaklandCPEST no mas
tarde de tres dias después del taller.

1. ;Qué tan de acuerdo o en desacuerdo esta usted con las siguientes afirmacones acerca
de caminar en Oakland?

Mury en Algo en Hi de acwerdo Algo Muy
desscuerdo desscuerdo mi eni de scusrdo de scuerdo
desacuerdo
a Oakland es ko
suficientemente seguro
para permitir que un nino n| n| | m |
de 10 anos pasee por la
cuadra durante el dia,
b. Hay tanto trafico a lo largo
de las calles que hace difiall n| n| 0 ] |
o desagradable caminar,
c. La mayona de los
conductores van a
veloadades que me hacen n n ' m n
sentir iInseguro mientras
caminar.
el Las cruces peatonales me
ayuda a senftirse seguro
cruzando calles muy H H = H H
concurndas en Oakland.
e Hay aceras o caminos
disponiblecs la mayoria de
(1 (1 O O O

los lugares gque quiero
caminar.



Muy &=n
desscuerdo

Algo en
desscuerdo

Hi de acwerdo
ni &m
desacuerdo

P

Las aceras o vias estan en
buenas condiciones y libres
de obstaculos como
automowviles, basura y
polos de servicio plblico.

Las calles de Qakland estan
bien iluminadas por la
noche.

El indice de delincuencia en
Oakland me hace sentir
Inseguro mientras camina
durante el dia.

El indice de delincuencia en
Oakiand me hace sentir
nseguro al caminar por la
noche.

5é como identificar lo que
hace que las condiciones
no sean sequras para las
[personas que caminan.

Agentes de trafico me hace
sentir seguro cuando estoy
caminando.

Los grupos de mi vecindad

- -
| 55T ey o
Pl Pl | M D BRI DI

seguro cuando estoy
caminando.

Eventos espeaales como
fenas de la calle mejoran la
segundad para caminar,
Aprender acerca de la
segundad para caminar me
ayuda a sentir que puedo
hablar para el
mejoramiento en Cakland.

Algo Muy
de stuerdo de souerdo

O O
O O
(| O
(| O
O O
(| O
(| O
(| O
(| O
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2. 7En cqué medida cada una de las squientes bameras le imprde caminar en Oakdand?

Mo s Algo Mii Algo Tamn
significativo en insignificante significative significative  significativo
absoluto o r|| que me
a Mal dma O O O O O
b. Pelgmo dd trafico de smutormdles 0 n| 0 n| n|
. Pelgmo dd anmen 0 n| 0 n| n|
d. Neceadad de transportar objetos
(H O (H O O
pesados
e Neceadad de wagr con nihos u
olras personds O O O O O
£ Tener problemas fiskos o
Amame cuando camino = = = O O
g Eltmbap, esouela, bendas, y
obos hagares son demasado O O O O O
s para poder cammar
h Falia de aceras y cannos 0 0 0 n| n|
L Las aceras o camres estan en
mal estado = = = O O
j Fela de oucs peslonsi=o
seviales de auce de peslones O O O O O
L Folia de huces de calle 0 n| 0 n| n|
L Motenera nade oon queen
caIrminar a O a O O
m. Permos callejeros o animakes
desatendidos O O O O O
Survey 10
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Post-survey email template

Send this email to participants who did not complete the post-workshop survey within 24 hours of the workshop being
complete.

Subject: PLEASE COMPLETE: (Community name) CPBST Survey
Content:

Hi ,

Thank you for participating in our evaluation of the CPBST workshop.

Please complete the follow-up survey using the link below. When asked for your survey code, please use the code XXX.

(enter survey bit.ly link).

Thank you so much for your time,

(Sign name)
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Appendix C: Workshop Observation

The first cycle of analysis consisted primarily of descriptive coding using a pre-generated codebook, after which we de-
veloped themes or categories based on common codes across the workshops. Guiding questions (shown below) and the
pre-generated codebook were developed as a way of collecting information to measure the outcomes outlined in Table
1. Two evaluation team members participated in the first workshop as a pilot test to develop consistent observation
procedures and to revise the common protocol for observing and coding. A single evaluation team member attended
subsequent workshops and coded his or her observations, then discussed the analysis with the larger evaluation team.

Oakland CPBST Workshop Observation Guiding Questions

Pre-Workshop Observations
+ Date:
+ Site:
« How many people are attending the workshop?
o Adults:
o Children:
o Total:

«  Which groups/agencies/organizations do attendees represent?

Presentation
- How many attendees participated in the presentation (eg. ask questions, offer comments, etc)?
« Provide examples of ways in which attendees participated:
« List the topics that attendees seem MOST interested in during the presentation:
« List the topics that attendees seem LEAST interested in during the presentation:
« How longis the presentation? Does the presentation run within the scheduled timeframe?

« Observations: Equity and Empowerment & Evaluation

« Observations: Break out session 1

« Observations: Engineering & Enforcement

« Observations: Break out session 2

« Observations: Education & Encouragement
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Observations: Q & A

Walking/Biking Audit

« How many attendees chose to go on the walking/biking audits?
How many attendees are there per walking/biking group?
During the audit, how many attendees asked questions or provided comments?

« Are participants familiar with the audit site? Have they been to the site before?
What level of participation was there from each group/agency/organization?
What issues were identified by the audit facilitator?

«  What issues were identified by the attendees?
What were the reactions to issues identified?

How long is the audit (in time and distance)? Does the audit run within the scheduled timeframe?

Partnership Building/Planning Workshop
How many attendees chose to participate in the planning workshop?
« How many groups did attendees divide into?

Did attendees from the same groups/agencies/organizations work together during the workshop
or interact with attendees from other groups?

During the workshop, how many attendees asked questions or provided comments?
«  What level of participation was there from each group/agency/organization?

What issues were identified by the workshop facilitator?

What issues were identified by the attendees?
«  What were the reactions to issues identified?

What were the most important issues discussed (top 3 or 4)?

What were issues that did not make it into the community’s plan of action?
*take photos/record ideas generated during the workshop
Post Workshop Observations

What went well during the workshop?

What could be improved upon during the workshop?
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«  Who were key informants at the workshop? Which groups/agencies/organizations were they

from?
- Did any group/agency/organization stand out in anyway?
« How many people stayed throughout the whole workshop? How many people left early?
- Did attendees from one group/agency/organization participate more than others?
- Did attendees stay after the workshop to talk with one another or the facilitators?

- Did attendees make plans to meet again after the workshop?

Researcher’s Role
«  Whatrole did you play during the workshop?
«  How many times did you provide input into the workshop? What did this input concern?
«  Which would you categorize yourself as during the workshop?

o Peripheral member researcher: interact with attendees enough to establish an insider iden-
tity without participating in activities that constitute the core of group membership

o Active member researcher: more involved in central activities, assumes responsibility that
advances the group without fully committing to member values and goal

o Complete member researcher: already member of the group or become completely convert-
ed to genuine membership of the group during the research



Appendix D: Interview Questions and

Procedure
Comammity:

Dale of workshop:

Thank you for agreann ta pardicipale in 8 teephone imerview. By name iz <INSERT NANE>. |
arm conducting this menview an behall of SafeTREC ta evalugie how the Cammunily Pedesirian
and Hicycle Safety Training Workzhop we held pn in <COMBANITY> on <DIATE> with
CalWak= hes mpacied your commmumly.

You should have received an emal that contained an overview of The iopics thaet | would e o
1alk to you st ioday. The ntarview should take no more than AN mirnuiex 12 it okasy §Fl
ke nobes while we 1alk? Da you have sy Questionz before we beqgin?
Quentions
I. Fisl, can you tslk bricfly abmat what you hoped ta get out of the woaleshopn?
II. Inyour opminn, what were The 3 msjor recommendationz or qosls that came out of the
workshop?
Recommendationfizoal 1:
Recommendaltionfzoal 2=
Recommeendationfzoal -
. Dxd you meet with aiher group to apechically folow up an these goala ? [IF yex “Tel me

maove shoin thoze meeings?" "Who ard you meef with 7™ “What were the mecings
ahnrd?
e |

Y. Tel me sbout zame of the indiatives rdated ta wslking and bicyding aafcty that your
coimmunily has worked on since the CPAST woikshap. [Try 1o ask sbout each of the

below calegoies.]
Frompis ¥ needen:
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Can you el me 8 Miie more aboud el ?™

Can you ek abouf sanyfhing yoor commursly has done relsted o <FOPIC 7"
they been rwohked ™™

Can you be more specic shout <lessons leamed, specic sccompiistmments,
Chealenpe s InTicrs:s 7~

Medis or comanumity outresch
Sacal media, news arfickez or communily newslettors

- .

FPrompied

Commmily projpams
Safely PSAR, imomatn incomxraied into imliic anrocemantfed ucation program
Zumba n the park

| [ ———— R . S
[ Rl Ir=1) - W= LT LF]

Police afiicers on bilkez, ooasing quanis,

infresimche® improvenents
Flezha bescors, ooezamks, yidd markings, new traffic zignsls, lighting, redar speed
BIgNTR

Linprompied

Prompied
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V.

Vi.

VL
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Graanis anwd Tuswdingg
ATP grant, donations from busnexses T programsfinim

Overall, what from the CPHST wank=shop has heliped your aspani-siion moad ?

Are there any fubse plans you'd like ta Lalk aboul™

Ame there any 2pediic pariners that you would recommend | talk ta?

Conclusion + Thanks
| hene st 8 few mare questions thet would help uz mpove our workzhops, T you hawe the

tme.

WiIL.

XL

Would you be imeresied n additional CPBST or other tranngs for your commuonidy'? iF

- ____ p—, )
x

ﬁl
:
:
E
!
El'
:
B

If thiz type of projed were expanded o other communidies, what should be nduded n
raaning and arieniation aessicons i best prepane the communiies for such an endeavar™

i | hawe any folow quesions, would i be okay o give you B quick phane el or emsal’?

Dl you heve any ather questions for me?

Thank you for your me!
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Appendix E: Full Goal/Objective Table

Objective | Measurement tool

"

Process Objective 1.1: At each workshop, participants receive | Observation: “facilitation”, “community data needs,
community-specific information and resources to address guiding questions
safety issues

Process Objective 1.2: At each workshop, facilitators and par- | Observation: “safety issues,” guiding questions
ticipants identify local pedestrian and bicycle safety issues

Outcome Objective 1.1: After completing the work- | Post-workshop survey Q8j
shop and upon follow-up, participants report an increase in
theirability toidentify unsafe walkingandbicycling conditions

Outcome Objective 1.2: After completing the work- | Post-workshop survey Q8n
shop and upon follow-up, participants report an increase in
their ability speak up for improvements in their community

Process Objective 2.1: Each workshop planning committee | Observations: “CPBST partners”
hasrepresentativesfromlocal government, non-profitgroups,
residential organizations and local schools

Process Objective 2.2: The planning committee conducts out- | Not measured
reach about the workshop to a variety of community groups

Process Objective 2.3: Outreach is conducted in languages | Not measured
and on platforms that target a variety of community stake-
holders and members

Process Objective 2.4: Barriers to participation in the work- | Not measured
shops are lowered

Process Objective 2.5: Representatives from a cross-section | Pre-workshop survey Q13, 14; Observation: guiding
of community groups attend the workshop questions

Process Objective 2.6: During the breakout sessions, walking | Not measured
auditandplanningsessions,participantsrepresentingdifferent
community stakeholders discuss safety issues and solutions
with one another

Process Objective 2.7: At the end of each workshop, partici- | Not measured
pants make plans to meet again to discuss safety issues

Outcome Objective 2.1: Upon follow-up, community stake- | Interviews
holders report partnering with one another to address local
pedestrian/bicycle safety issues

Process Objective 3.1: At each workshop, facilitators and Post-workshop survey Q9
participants identify barriers to walking and bicycling in the
community

Process Objective 3.2: At each workshop, facilitators and Observation: “solutions”
participantsdevelop solutionsto barrierslimitingwalkingand
bicycling

Process Objective 3.3: Upon follow-up, community partners | Interviews
haveattainedfundingforsolutionstobarrierslimiting walking
and bicycling




Process Objective 3.4: Upon follow-up, community partners
have implemented solutions to barriers limiting walking and
bicycling

Not measured

Outcome Objective 3.1: Upon follow-up, participants report
reduced barriers to walking

Not measured

Outcome Objective 3.2: Upon follow-up, participants report
increases in the number of days they have walked

Process Objective 4.1: At each workshop, participants identify
local pedestrian and bicycle safety issues

Not measured

Pre-workshop survey Q7, Q8

Process Objective 4.2: At each workshop, facilitators inform
participants about local safety issues and best practices to
addressing issues

Observation: guiding questions

Outcome Objective 4.1: After completing the workshop and
upon follow-up, participants report improved perceptions of
safety

Not measured

Outcome Objective 4.2: Upon six-month follow-up, partici-
pants report improved perceptions of safety

Process Objective 5.1: At each workshop, facilitators and par-
ticipants identify local pedestrian and bicycle safety issues

Not measured

Observations: “safety issues,” guiding questions

Process Objective 5.2: At each workshop, facilitators and
participants develop solutions to local pedestrian and bicycle
safety issues

Observations: “solutions”

one safety countermeasure was implemented in the commu-
nity after the workshop

Process Objective 5.3: Upon long-term follow-up, community | Interviews
partners have applied for funding to implement solutions to

safety issues

Outcome Objective 5.1: Upon long-term follow-up, at least | Interviews
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Appendix F: Short Surveys

CPRST Site Db
CPBST Workshop Evaluation
Your foodbhork & pyifeod e our bnm i pree thol = as mecling ees ey modks W seaH ppeenme ke iF o

cull tebe B e mnrkes o shae your opnons wbh us o ee con senee you beller Pleace rehams e foem o tee
organizer it the end of e wovishop. Thasl yom

1. As & el of ixdey's sewkshop [check of thal apply)
O 1 mel people of nry comemanity thet am ireesied in betiering fhe safely of bicyeishs and perdeshians.
O 1 mel professinmals in my communiy et se working iowsards hetiering fhe safely of pedeshrions and hioyclsts
O 1 hewe B belter undersiardding an how 0 make walking ssher in nmy Cemmuntly.
O 1 hewe 8 belter understarding of how i male bicycling safer in My communiy.

2. Please rale your eved aof salsiactr with Hhe Eollowing:

_ Meither . WA
Sy, Lol et

A Chverall workshop O u O O O O
B. Overall workshop facilitation ] O ] ] (1] O
O Walile Asssment O O O O O O
D. Walk/bike assessment ] ] O ] [] O
f‘.:mm O u O O O u
F. Ped/Bike Safety Presentation = ] O 0 M ]
. BEs Ackvily O O O O a O
H. CPBST info packet ] O O o [] 1

d. Leaming sbout pedesirian srdfor bcyclisl safely helps me fesl liee | con spesk up for Bopcle
mprevenenis Thal can be made n my communidy.

|

Ehonghy Sreremict Nrilthey agree Sornewicot Shnngly
=g disapee nor e agree e
O O O O O
4. | ko how o denlify e cordilions that conbilarke o e unssale condiions for Boyclisls and pedlesinians.
Shongly Sl Neithey agres Somewisl Shongly
== disapmree nor e ages e

O
O
O
O
O
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5  Whal wes the most sehul parl of nday's wearkshop n you? [check olf af apealy

[0 walknbie serccment [J Presmiaion an Evaluation

O Presenision on Equiy 8 Commundy O a8 Ackvily
Emprwerment [J Painer CheckIn

[ Preseniaion on Enginessing O Opparinity in Network

O Preseniaion on Edursiion
O Pressnision on Enfiomement

] Presenisiion on Encouragement

O oker

8. Thnk of he bes] pacices that you leamed aboul Bt nday's sarkshop. What methods, inels or siraiegies would
help make you feel safer when walking or bildng i your communly?

7. Whal did you lie mosl sbhoutl this worieshop?

8 How an this sexkshop be mpoved?

8 Paricipant Demogmephc informakon {check o Bl apaliy]

Gender Age Frimary anpeape
D Nae O p-15 O English
0O Femae O 1816 O Spanish
0O Oher O - O Oher
D Dechine o shale O 358
M™ ass
O Decire n siaie
Race/Ethmicily Relaionslip to CPEST sile Murnber of transporiation saleby
[ctveck ol ¥l opgniy) (chedk alf el apnly) winishops previossly sttended
D Biack oo African Amasican O I kehes O O b lrmms oo
D Lefno or Hspanic O 1 goio scinal here O 1-5 warisshaops
DO Asimn O 1 ok in gevemment 0O 5+ mricshaps
D Malive Hessssn or Pacilic O 1 work in public safely
Istancer O 1work st 2 non-prokd
O Whie O | owrvenrk in 6 Incad business
0O MNalve Amevican or Nalive O Other
Alnckan
0O Muliracial
0O Oher:
0O Decline in shele Bedardey GeETEIC : ﬁ"

LTI B

Thank yaa for parvcipeaing i By 's CPEST workshep!
Fundieg for ihis projec] e proviced by 2 grant o e Callaria OiMce of Tl Sally ecugh the Naliossl Higiweay Tk Salehy Adreiniciraion



CPHST Sl Dhabe:

Evaluacion del taller CPBST

Sirs comeniarirs son fudamental y nos aywion asegrar e nueshn equipo alcance las necesidades de su commniaiad
Agradeceriamos. s omard unes minudes para darmos su opinin, para poder servirle meor. Por o sslnegue scla scouecia
a & mpasiraion de eslre ey Gracias
1. Como eailiuio del taller de hoy [macpe odes Bs e gue splian}

[0 Conoei s personas de mi comunidad que achin interesadne en mejonr B segurilad de los ciclistes y peaiones.

O Conoci s pmiesinales e mi comunitsd que estian inkeresades en mejomr B segurided de ks cclisias

peahres,
0 Tenpe un mejer ernendimienin de =ima hacer que Caminar SeE. miss Segum e mi comunided.
[J Tenpo un mejor endendimienin de mima hacer que andar 8 bicickebs sen mis segorn Bnmil comunidad.

2 Porisvor indique & nivel de salsfaccdn sobre o siguienie

Feeriemenie Inpoco U pocn Feeriemenie Mo
m&m.mmﬂﬁhﬂﬂ slicfeche  salsfechn  applicable

a

O

O O

A H aleren general

B. El asesoramiento general del
tallar

. Resumen e B pvaluason de B
—— . ——

O. Evaluacion de la viabilidad de

peatones y ciclistas

E. Aclividnd allema de B

evakrasn e B vebilod de

peaihnes, y cdiches

F. Presentacion de |as 8E's sobre J

la seguridad de peatones v ciclista

G. Activiied de las BEs

O O 0 0O 0 O
O OO0 0O 000

H. Paguete de informacion sobre
el taller CPBSET

O OO0 a0o0aaoad
O 0O 0 0O 0 0O O
O 0O 0O 0 0 O O
OO0 0 0 0 0 0O

[ [

3. Aprender cnbe i segurilad peainnal o cicisln me mpuis 8 voesioor mis apiniones snbe s meoEmienkes que se
pueden hares i mi comnials] saobe s segeriial pesknal y crclichs

Fuerizraenis #n Lin poea en Ni en acuerdn lin pocx Fuerissenis
deaurin desar o o desanuio =n acustlo = acuerdo
D | o O O O
4 55 como identifcer les condiciones gue contribuyen B la nsegunidad de s cicistes y pesiones
Faeriesnenie Lin poco Ni en acuerdin Iln poen Fusiemesls
deaurin =n deaceedo o desanuio £n auedn =N acuerdo
D | O a O O
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5. Que parke del taller de hay fue mis il pam ushat? [macps kxlos b e que apliquen)
[ Le eveluacin de o vishildod [J Lo presriecsién sphre spoyndinimn

penionalriiin O Ln pesenbacién sohre evakorciin
[ La pre=senincidn sobwe Ia igueidad ¥ e T TR
L) LB acfiviad GFs
' - dela ' O La adiviial domle hahamos con o A
. B} . o COmpEnET
La pre=pnincon sobwe I8 ingen
U ' e 0 Laoporiunided de estebiecer onexiones de nedes
O La preseninciin sobre pducacion soriakes
U La pre=pninciin sobre splcacion O ok

8. Persa en ndes s megoes prsctices que aprendsie &n & ialler de oy Cusles misodos, hemmientes o eshalegiac
e syudarin & senfide mas sequnds cusndn camines o wses tu bcicdein &n y comunided?

T, G e gusin mas ded telles?

8 Comose pusds meper eshe tolley?

9. Informecan demograion ded paticipanie [mamue odes Bs eses que aplican}

Lt Exlad Lesgua principal
DO Melng O D15 O ingles
O Femenm O i8-ie O Espand
0O O O -3 0O e
0O Mepase o decir O 3584
O a5+
o O MNegars s decr
Raza/Einiculed (marge Relacitn con o siic de CPAST  Mimenn de fallers= en seguridad
Erkve e opezanest que (o indas le apoones: g de ansporte que atemli
onigen) - i) previaments
O Megm o &fim ameiam D Yo vivo aqui O 0 halleresfmncn hatia
O Lefrn o hispana [ Yovoys b eomeln amd semiis
D Asialico D Yo ksbio can el gobiema O 15 taleres
D Nativo de Hawai o de les D Yo kmbsio en Lo seguridad O 5+ talleres
iEEp-:'im miblica
Biamm - PR
0O Yo rebojo en uns arganacin
0O nbgena Ameicnm o i Fisess che haer
imligens de alnska - .
D Mutfrac () ‘fnsq‘:l;nﬂmln_pmm
O Negar adecir

AR R
jErrcias por participar en & Biisr comemslarm para la sequrabnl de peafores y cioleslrs (UPBST) !
Lo e b e iy vienen de i bevs de b Dices de Sempeidad de Tl de Calinia por parke o B Admisichariin Naceal Para B

[ N N
CECRLLE W | ROEELLF W B N TN





