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Executive Summary 
 
In September 2005 the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) announced its funding 
of a new program, Safe Routes to School (SRTS).  In January of 2006 the Illinois 
Department of Transportation (IDOT) assigned an interim SRTS Coordinator within its 
Bureau of Design and Environment to begin designing and initiating its SRTS program.  
A permanent SRTS Coordinator was hired in September of 2006.   
 
To date, $48.0 million has been apportioned to the State of Illinois and approximately 
$43 million has been awarded. Approximately $12.4 million of the apportioned funds 
have been obligated. 
 
In May 2011, SRTS program management, along with the coordinator position, 
transferred within IDOT from the Bureau of Design and Environment (BDE) to the 
Bureau of Safety Engineering (BSE).  Immediately following this move the SRTS 
Coordinator accepted a new position and an interim coordinator was appointed.  In June 
2012 the full-time coordinator position was filled by a staff member within BSE. 
 
As a means to review, improve, and highlight Illinois’ efforts with the SRTS program, the 
FHWA Illinois Division Office and IDOT agreed that a review of the program would be of 
benefit.  A Process Review team was established and its observations, 
recommendations, and resolutions are defined in this report. 
 
The Process Review team would like to acknowledge IDOT and the efforts of the first 
permanent SRTS Coordinator, Megan Holt-Swanson, and the Bureau of Design and 
Environment for developing and coordinating the Illinois SRTS initial program 
implementation.  This was an entirely new program for Illinois and many new processes 
had to be defined.  This included the development of an Illinois SRTS website, an on-
line school travel plan and application system, and creation of a selection team for 
project reviews. The coordinator was personally responsible for coordinating the 
processing of the non-infrastructure grant agreements, obligating funds, and project 
reimbursements.  Coordination to incorporate the SRTS infrastructure projects into the 
appropriate fiscal processes was also done with the Bureau of Local Roads and Streets 
(BLRS).   
 
Due to the nature and size of the SRTS program, this review was categorized into five 
manageable and practical areas: 

 Overall Program 
 Application/school travel plan 
 Selection 
 Contracting 
 Project implementation 
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Interviews were conducted with IDOT District personnel and SRTS project awardees in 
Districts one, four, and eight, IDOT Central Office staff in BDE, Bureau of Business 
Services (BOBS), BLRS, and staff from the Chicago Metropolitan Agency on Planning, 
Chicago Department of Transportation, and the Active Transportation Alliance. 
 
From those interviews and reviews of pertinent documentation, 13 observations and 
recommendations were recorded.  In general, the State of Illinois is meeting its 
requirements for management of this program. However, there were several critical 
procedural issues that were identified.  As a result of this audit and the reassigning of 
the program to the IDOT BSE, these issues have been reviewed and many resolved.     
 
It appears IDOT; BSE has made every effort to: 

 Improve communications 
 Streamline procedures 
 Expedite contracting, reimbursements and implementation of projects 
 Move towards effective evaluation of the program. 

 
The SRTS processes are being instituted into the appropriate standard business areas 
throughout the Department.  In addition, processes have been implemented that 
establish management and technical oversight.   
 
All of these improvements will create the best possible environment to allow SRTS 
projects to be implemented and evaluated in a timely manner; therefore, substantially 
improving the ability of primary and middle school students to walk and bicycle to school 
safely. 
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Background 
 

The SRTS is a Federal-aid program of the U.S. Department of Transportation's (DOT) 
FHWA that was launched in September 2005. The Program was created by Section 
1404 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy 
for Users Act (SAFETEA-LU). Nationally, the SRTS program was originally funded at 
$612 million over five Federal fiscal years (FY 2005-2009) and is administered by State 
DOTs.  As a result of extensions to SAFETEA-LU, the program is currently funded at 
approximately $1.1 billion through FY 11 (June 30, 2012).  To date, total funds 
apportioned to Illinois is approximately $48.0 million.   
 
The program provides funds to the States to improve the ability of primary and middle 
school students to walk and bicycle to school safely.  The purposes of the program are 
to: 

 Enable and encourage children, including those with disabilities, to walk and 
bicycle to school; 

 Make bicycling and walking to school a safer and more appealing transportation 
alternative, thereby encouraging a healthy and active lifestyle from an early age;  

 Facilitate the planning, development, and implementation of projects and 
activities that will improve safety and reduce traffic, fuel consumption, and air 
pollution in the vicinity (approximately two miles) of primary and middle schools 
(Grades K-8). 
 

Each State administers its own program and develops its own procedures to solicit and 
select projects for funding.  The program establishes two distinct types of funding 
opportunities: infrastructure projects (engineering improvements) and non-infrastructure 
activities (such as education, enforcement and encouragement programs).  Federal 
SRTS requirements state that at least 10%, but not greater than 30%, of a state’s total 
apportionment fund non-infrastructure projects.  The remainder of the SRTS 
apportionment can fund infrastructure projects. 

The Illinois SRTS law was passed August 8, 2005 (Attachment B1) and requires 
coordination with the Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE) and the Illinois State 
Police (ISP).  This law also requires submittal of a report to the Illinois General 
Assembly (IGA) on March 30 of each year while the program is in existence that lists 
and describes the projects funded. 

On January 24, 2006 IDOT assigned the program to the BDE and named an interim 
coordinator.  A permanent coordinator was named September 1, 2006.   

In order to effectively administer the program, IDOT set forth developing a series of 
web-based tools starting with an Illinois SRTS website, a School Travel Plan and an 



 

 - - 4

 

application.  The Illinois SRTS website provides a general overview of the program with 
links to other information.  Applicants can log in to complete the School Travel Plan and 
their SRTS Application for funding.  It also acts as a means for posting success stories, 
sharing new ideas and includes a question and answer section. 
 
The School Travel Plan (Attachment B2) is a required component of the Illinois SRTS 
application process.  It is a document which outlines a school community’s intentions for 
making travel to and from school more sustainable and safe.  A reference guide to 
assist communities in completing the travel plan was also developed (Attachment B3).  
The intent is for the travel plan to be created through a team-based process that 
identifies the barriers to active transportation and formulates a set of solutions to 
address them.  It is developed in consultation with the community’s stakeholders and 
can address a single school or several schools. 
   
Once the School Travel Plan was completed and approved by IDOT, an application 
could be completed and submitted to IDOT.  The on-line application system was 
designed and implemented to expedite and enhance the submittal process and to allow 
the review and evaluation of projects for scoring purposes.  The Illinois Safe Routes to 
School Program – Funding Application Guidance document (Attachment B4) was also 
developed to explain the program requirements, eligibility, and application process. 
 
There have been three funding cycles since IDOT established the program.  Each 
funding cycle consists of the solicitation of applications, project selection and the award 
of funding.  
 
Funding cycle details: 
 

Cycle Opened Awarded Funds 

1 March 2007 March 2008 $8.3M 

2 September 2008 August 2009 $13.0M 

3 October 2010 January 2012 $21.7M 

  Total: $43.0M 

 
The IDOT established contract language for selected non-infrastructure and 
infrastructure project agreements. The non-infrastructure grant agreements include 
education, encouragement, enforcement, marketing, training, and safety programs.  The 
infrastructure projects include construction of sidewalks, signing, marking, signalization, 
and other constructible improvements.  Since these infrastructure projects are of the 
same nature as typical highway projects, they are processed as construction 
contracts/agreements rather than grants. 
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In July 2009 the Illinois Office of Internal Audit conducted its own review of the Illinois 
SRTS program (Attachment A1), and the final report was submitted to IDOT Secretary 
Gary Hannig on July 14, 2009.  The following are their two material findings and one 
observation, and the corresponding IDOT responses: 
 

 Finding 1: Inadequate Documentation of Costs 
o IDOT Response: IDOT agreed and committed to more closely review all 

billing to ensure adequate documentation is included. 
 Finding 2: IDOT does not have Procedures to Monitor Sub recipients 

o IDOT Response: IDOT agreed and committed to developing a monitoring 
process and to develop procedures for on-site review of selected projects. 

 Observation: SRTS Coordinator’s Salary not paid with SRTS Grant 
o IDOT Response: IDOT disagreed. IDOT chose to exercise the flexibility 

that federal guidance allows payment of the coordinator with state funding, 
thus maximizing their SRTS funding on project related activities. 

 
In May 2011, SRTS program management along with the Coordinator position 
transferred within IDOT from BDE to BSE.  Immediately following this move the SRTS 
Coordinator accepted a new position and an interim coordinator was appointed. In June 
2012 the full-time coordinator position was filled by a staff member within BSE. 
 
Of the $48.0 million apportioned to the State of Illinois, approximately $43 million has 
been awarded and $12.4 million has been obligated.  The remaining funds are being 
used for administrative purposes, such as approved funding adjustments.   Refer to 
Attachment B5 for a summary of project contract details. 
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Purpose and Scope of Review: 
 
Purpose of Review: The purpose of this review was to evaluate the effectiveness and 
general implementation of the SRTS program. This review encompassed the overall 
program including the application, selection, contracting processes, and project 
implementation.   
 
Scope of Review: The general program implementation was reviewed by assessing the 
processes and procedures that were in place for each funding cycle regarding the 
application, selection and contracting of SRTS projects. Interviews were conducted with 
personnel in the IDOT offices of BDE, BOBS, BLRS and Bureau of Information 
Processing (BIP). 
 
Project implementation was evaluated by the review team selecting a sample of SRTS 
infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects that were awarded to applicants within the 
past four years.  Interviews and field reviews were conducted with SRTS project 
personnel from not-for profit, city and county agencies as well as IDOT personnel in 
Districts One, Four and Eight. 

 
 
 
 

Team Members 
 
Mr. Greg Piland             Co-Coordinator FHWA, Safety Specialist 
Ms. Roseanne Nance    Co-Coordinator IDOT, Bureau of Safety Engineering 
Ms. Heidi Liske FHWA, Transportation Engineer 
Mr. Greg Lupton IDOT, Bureau of Local Roads 
Ms. Lauren Niepert FHWA, Fiscal Technician 
Ms. Betsy Tracy FHWA, Transportation Planning Specialist 
Mr. Todd Hill                  Temporary IDOT, Bureau of Design and Environment 
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Observations and Recommendations 
 
 
1. Overall Program 
 
Observation 1a:  The Grant Recovery Act (GRA) was amended February 16, 2011 to 
add Section 4.2, which suspended all “grants” covered by the GRA, unless specifically 
excluded by the General Assembly.  The SRTS non-infrastructure projects are impacted 
because they are considered grants; however infrastructure projects are treated as 
regular construction projects and not impacted by this legislation at this time.  If SRTS 
non-infrastructure projects are not exempted from this legislation, non-infrastructure 
projects will be suspended indefinitely.  Projects that are mid-implementation would also 
be affected by this legislation and the ability to reimburse the recipient would be lost. In 
addition, the federally required non-infrastructure project minimum expenditure of 10% 
of the State’s allocated SRTS program could not be met; therefore, Federal funds would 
be lost.  Legislation to extend the deadline for exemptions from June 30, 2012, to 
January 1, 2013, was signed by the Governor on June 30, 2012. 
   
Recommendation 1a:  In order for continued funding, an exemption for the non-
infrastructure SRTS projects needs to be requested by the Department and approved 
by the General Assembly prior to January 1, 2013.   
 
Resolution 1a:  The Department has submitted a request for an exemption to the 
General Assembly and is awaiting its approval.  The IDOT submitted proposed 
legislation for exemption 
 
 
Observation 1b:  A requirement of the SRTS program is that each project recipient 
completes a Student Travel Tally and Parent Survey prior to and immediately following 
the completion of the SRTS project.  Information acquired from them is required in the 
application process so the baseline tallies and surveys were mostly completed.  
However, there was no verification that the tallies and surveys required after project 
completion were done, nor was there any analysis to verify the effectiveness of projects.   
 
Recommendation 1b:  Verify that any required documentation and submissions have 
been completed.  Analysis should also be conducted to establish effectiveness of 
project countermeasures. 
 
Resolution 1b:  Contact is being made with the National Center for SRTS to determine 
the most efficient method of monitoring and utilizing the data from the Student Travel 
Tallies and Parent Surveys.  This data will be used to measure adherence to the survey 
requirements as well as measure effectiveness of implemented countermeasures.  
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Professional services are being solicited to aid in the identification, development and 
analysis of evaluation methods related specifically to the effectiveness of the 
implemented countermeasures and the overall program. 
 
 
Observation 1c: The SRTS program is open to school districts, not-for-profit agencies 
and other parties not always knowledgeable of State and Federal procedures, 
procurement requirements and basic engineering processes.  This lack of Federal and 
State process knowledge contributes to the quality of applications and increases the risk 
for delays in project implementation and delivery. 
 
There were many comments regarding unfamiliarity with these processes, which often 
resulted in the need for funding or scope changes of selected projects.  It also appears 
that some non-infrastructure grantees were unaware of procurement requirements and 
procedures, such as the requirement for minimum of three bids for certain project 
purchases.  There appeared to be minimal verification of whether appropriate 
procurement processes had been followed or not. 
 
Although it is required that an applicant involves an engineer in the application process, 
it was not always evident this coordination took place and that a reasonably accurate 
engineering review was performed.   
 
Recommendation 1c:  Procedures, procurement requirements, and engineering 
processes should be clearly communicated to applicants and grantees starting with the 
application process and continuing through the project’s completion.  Such information 
must be communicated in an understandable manner that will assist atypical 
stakeholders implement their projects.  Examples of key information packages include 
State/Federal requirements, procurement process, Americans with Disability Act (ADA) 
requirements, Right of Way information, pertinent manuals and policies, typical cost 
summaries and estimating examples.  Furthermore, it must be verified that procurement 
processes are being adhered to. 
 
Resolution 1c:  Recognizing that many applicants are not familiar with or do not fully 
understand the numerous State and Federal requirements and processes, resources 
already available throughout the department are being reviewed for potential use to help 
provide assistance.  Identifying and developing other potential tools, such as estimating 
guidelines, will be developed to assist atypical applicants in defining project 
requirements and costs.  Vital areas of the contract language are now being 
emphasized and communicated very clearly to the grantees, including procurement 
procedures.  Adherence to all elements of the contract language is being monitored 
through project closeout. 
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2. Application Process 
 
The School Travel Plan 
The School Travel Plan is an online document that is a required component of any 
Illinois SRTS application; however, is not actually part of the application itself.  The 
travel plan is required to be completed, submitted to and approved by the SRTS 
Coordinator prior to submitting the actual SRTS application.  The coordinator would 
work with applicants throughout this process.  It appears that all School Travel Plans 
were ultimately approved.   
 
Once the travel plan was approved, the applicant could move forward with their 
application and it seemed that the approved travel plan was no longer a key factor in the 
process.  However, it appears that certain portions of the approved travel plan would 
appear in the scorer’s view during the scoring portion. 
 
Overall, the parties that were interviewed agreed that the SRTS travel plan process 
provides a good mechanism for stakeholder collaboration and kickoff to the program, 
which resulted in many applications for funding.  The review team appreciates the intent 
and spirit of the requirement for a School Travel Plan.  It was evident that this document 
has assisted in improving communications and planning efforts in the communities 
involved in this process.  However, the review team identified some aspects of the 
School Travel Plan as challenges. 
 
 
Observation 2a:  Project applicants interviewed noted that the School Travel Plan was 
cumbersome, time-consuming and difficult to complete, including several technical 
computer-related glitches.  However, once the process was completed it was 
considered a useful exercise that built relationships within the communities involved 
with the program. 
 
Review and approval of the School Travel Plan was done solely by the SRTS 
coordinator and took a substantial amount of the coordinator’s time.  Even though many 
applicants commented that the coordinator did an excellent job and was very helpful 
and responsive, it was a large responsibility for one person.  It was also the first step in 
the process for possible selection for funding.  Utilizing a one-person review affords the 
opportunity for unintentional bias, and a clear separation of duties was not apparent. 
 
The School Travel Plan was not required to be utilized by the reviewers when 
scoring/selecting applications.  No validation existed to verify the school travel plan and 
application were in agreement with each other. 
 
Recommendation 2a:  Eliminate the School Travel Plan and incorporate relevant 
portions of it into the application process.  The intent is that the integrated parts can still 
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be used by an applicant as a general planning tool.  Assessment can be done 
objectively through a transparent computerized application system eliminating the one-
person review process, reducing concern of possible bias, and ensuring a clear 
separation of duties. 
 
Resolution 2a: A review is currently underway to determine how best to incorporate 
vital elements of both the previous School Travel Plan and the SRTS Application into 
one application process.  This process will be supported by the new Grant Management 
System (GMS) and will be developed to present a more cohesive and comprehensive 
picture of the overall plan, as well as individual projects included in that plan. 
 
 
On-line Application 
 
Observation 2b: Generally, the on-line SRTS application process is a good tool that 
has many advantages.  It allows a one-stop shop for completing and submitting the 
information.  However, many people commented it was generally not user-friendly. The 
feedback from applicants included remarks such as downloading and printing are 
difficult, not enough room in the blanks for descriptions, not compatible with all software, 
computer program timed out frequently, and the application takes a long time to fill out. 
 
Recommendation 2b:  Review the current SRTS online application and make efforts to 
streamline.  Make it more user-friendly (intuitive) and reduce duplication with other parts 
of the process.  
 
Resolution 2b:  Design and technical issues communicated about the on-line 
application process have been reviewed and are being addressed as a new on-line 
application process is being developed.  The new process will be more user-friendly and 
streamlined from a technical perspective and will be designed to allow a more intuitive 
experience for the applicant by providing project specific guidance tools and an 
environment to manage their community’s SRTS program. 
 
 
Observation 2c:  The application process does not identify or maintain the relevance 
between projects or the preferred priority of projects within a single application.  As a 
result, the following scenarios were observed: 
 

 An encouragement (non-infrastructure) project was funded, but the associated 
construction (infrastructure) project was not selected. 

 An encouragement (non-infrastructure) project and a construction (infrastructure) 
project were both selected, but construction will not be completed in time for the 
encouragement program participants to utilize it. 
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 Two infrastructure projects were submitted under an application, one for sidewalk 
segments and one for ADA-compliant ramps.  The sidewalk segment project was 
selected and the ramp project was not. 

 An applicant submitted two non-related projects, with only one being selected.  
Since the applicant’s preferred project was not selected, they dropped the 
selected project. 

 
Recommendation 2c:  Revise the application process to account for prioritization and 
sequencing needs.  
 
Resolution 2c:  The revised application process in the new GMS system will be 
developed to allow for prioritization, relevance, and phasing of projects, both 
independently and as they relate to each other. 
 
 
Observation 2d:  Requests for applications for the three funding cycles occurred on 
March 1, 2007, September 29, 2008, and October 1, 2010.  During the applicant 
interviews, the desire for a predictable application and funding cycle was evident. 
 
Recommendation 2d:  Establish a consistent solicitation cycle for application 
submittals. 
 
Resolution 2d:  Proposed timelines have been developed to implement a consistent 
funding cycle schedule and are under review.  Initiation of a future funding cycle is 
dependent upon: 1) the Grants Recovery Act exception (see Section 1a above), and 2) 
the new Federal transportation bill, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act 
(MAP-21) 
 
 
Observation 2e:  Components of the application are useful to multiple people 
throughout a project’s duration.  Currently, access to the application by all parties does 
not exist.  The application needs to be accessible during all stages, including project 
selection, project development, financial authorization, and project close-out. 
 
Recommendation 2e:  Make the application and all other pertinent SRTS program 
documents available to appropriate entities.  
 
Resolution 2e:  An external SharePoint site has been created and all pertinent SRTS 
information is being made available to appropriate staff.  The external site also allows 
for personnel outside of the Department to have access.  Access has been given to all 
of the IDOT Districts, BLRS, Office of Planning and Programming and FHWA. 
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3.  Selection Process: 
 
In the 2007 cycle, 625 infrastructure projects were reviewed by two committees and 417 
non-infrastructure projects were reviewed by one committee.  Each committee was 
comprised of three individuals, and only one or two members were engineers.  Each 
member scored their assigned projects, and the task proved to be quite burdensome for 
the members.  The scoring process was revised for the 2008 funding cycle to include 
committee discussions and a required approval by an additional team comprised of an 
ISBE and an ISP staff member.  It is important to note it appears no engineers 
participated on these review committees.  Projects were then ranked by their average 
score and awarded per available funding. 
 
A similar review structure was utilized for the 2010 funding cycle under the 
implementation of BSE.  This cycle was a hybrid of the process used in the 2008 cycle 
and additional objective scoring measures that were developed by BSE and BIP 
(Attachment 3.1) applied to each project.  These measures were based on specific 
Federal guidelines and incorporated weighted formulas which were developed using 
statistical data for each school from the ISBE reporting site.  For this cycle, the State 
Safety Engineer reviewed all projects that were recommended for approval by the 
review committees. 
 
 
Observation 3:  During the applicant interviews, it was stated the delay between the 
application deadline and award announcement was too long.  
 

Cycle Closed Awarded Duration 

1 June 30, 2007 March 1, 2008 9 months 

2 December 15, 2008 August 5, 2009 7 months 

3 December 15, 2010 January 24, 2012 13 months 

 
In Cycle 3, the timeframe for the award was possibly extended due to the loss of the 
full-time coordinator and the shifting of responsibilities to a different bureau.  Basic 
scoring criteria were provided and were helpful to the review team; however the 
comments from scoring committee members indicated it was time-consuming, too 
subjective, inconsistent, and a burdensome quantity of projects to review.  The review 
processes contributed to the lengthy duration between scoring and project award. 
Additionally, SRTS awards must be approved by the Governor’s office.  As with similar 
programs, this additional approval can create further delay to the announcement of 
awards. 
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Recommendation 3:  The selection process should be accelerated in order to expedite 
and improve project delivery and improve obligation rates.  It is suggested the selection 
process should be completed within six months of the application closing date and the 
announcements be made within the following month.  Look to areas of documenting 
processes, refining the scoring and selection process, utilizing appropriate staff and 
ensuring efficient coordination with the Governor’s office to achieve a six-month 
timeframe. 
 
Resolution 3:  Processes have been defined and are being documented to provide a 
more efficient selection process.  Having clearly defined and documented procedures 
for each step will minimize any confusion of the steps involved.  Application scoring will 
be switched from manual reviews to an automated formula-based system that will 
address objectives and requirements of the Federal and State SRTS guidelines.  After 
each project is scored, they will be reviewed by the IDOT Districts and also ranked by 
the Central Safety Committee.  This will streamline the process and put the reviews in 
the hands of the experts.  The proposed timeline indicates a six-month time period from 
the application closing date to the announcement of awards.  This approach will 
eliminate inconsistency across the program and ensure technical review by appropriate 
personnel. 
 
 
4.  Contracting Process 
 
The IDOT established contract language for selected non-infrastructure and 
infrastructure projects.  The non-infrastructure contracts include education, 
encouragement, enforcement, marketing, training and safety programs.  The 
coordinator was personally responsible for the processing of each individual grant 
document, coordinating with BOBS-Grant Unit, and coordinating the obligation of funds 
and processing invoices with the BLRS’s Preliminary Engineering-Agreements Unit.  
Due to procedural changes within BDE in September 2008, these fiscal responsibilities, 
previously handled by other Units, were then completed by the SRTS coordinator.  
Currently, contracts are processed by BSE in coordination with the BOBS-Grant Unit. 
 
The SRTS infrastructure projects were handled through the appropriate IDOT District 
Offices and the Central Office-BLRS.  These projects include construction of sidewalks, 
signing, marking, signalization, and other constructible improvements.  Since these 
infrastructure projects are of the same nature as typical highway projects, they are 
processed as construction contracts/agreements rather than grants.  At that point of the 
project cycle, BLRS assumed general management and oversight of the infrastructure 
SRTS projects; however, the overall program oversight remained the responsibility of 
the SRTS coordinator. 
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Observation 4a:  Projects awarded were not being monitored for compliance with 
program requirements and contract language.  Compliance examples include: 

 Grantees must enter into an agreement within one year from project award. 
 Non-infrastructure projects are contracted for one year from the execution date 

(date IDOT signs contract). 
 Infrastructure projects are allowed three years to be completed from award. 

 
These timelines were not being monitored and requirements were not enforced.  
Numerous contract date extensions were necessary to allow the grantee to complete 
their projects and many projects will not be completed within the respective timeframes 
required by contract. . 
 
Recommendation 4a:  Awarded infrastructure and non-infrastructures projects should 
be monitored for compliance with established program requirements, contract language, 
and deadlines.   
 
Resolution 4a:  Expedited administrative and tracking processes now in place will 
eliminate past difficulties in meeting these requirements.  Pro-active communication with 
the applicants and enforcement of proper contract language will be key practices to help 
keep projects on schedule.  Quarterly reports are now being required of all projects and 
will be monitored to ensure that the project is moving forward.  If a project isn’t moving 
forward, identify what resolutions can be implemented to get it underway.   The past 
SRTS practices have been reviewed by BSE and revised to improve efficiency, tracking 
and documentation.  Specific inherent responsibilities have been identified across IDOT 
and relevant duties dispersed to those areas of responsibility.  Specific project issues 
are being tracked and addressed to provide a timely resolution.  
 
 
Observation 4b:  Infrastructure project joint agreements are taking three months or 
more to process by the IDOT Central Office.   
 
Recommendation 4b:  Reduce processing time once agreements reach Central Office 
to no more than one month.  
 
Resolution 4b:  Discussion with BLRS to see what can be done and refer to the 
observations and recommendations of the 2012 process review “IDOT’s Agreement 
Processing and Phase 1 Approval Process for Local Projects”.  A process Review is on-
going”. 
 
 
5.  Project Implementation 
 



 

 - - 15

 

Observation 5a:  Numerous comments were made regarding the lack of flexibility from 
IDOT to consider/allow changes in project scope and budget.  Numerous projects 
changes were needed because of lack of proper planning, experience with Federal 
requirements and/or lack of basic engineering knowledge.  This occasionally results in, 
for example, improper design of ADA improvements, illogical termini, or minimal 
consideration of safety attributes, such as a grass buffer between the roadway and 
sidewalk.  In a few instances, such issues have resulted in the withdrawal of projects. 
  
Recommendation 5a:  Require review of infrastructure projects at District Coordination 
Meetings and implement a process to allow scope and funding changes that 
incorporates approvals/denials through IDOT BSE with concurrence from FHWA.  

 
Resolution 5a:  Infrastructure projects are now required to be reviewed at district 
coordination meetings attended by the grantee, district personnel, and FHWA 
personnel.  Processes are also now in place to allow a grantee to request a change in 
scope or funding through the district.  These processes take into account Federal and 
State objectives and guidelines as well as funding availability.  Concurrence from both 
the District and FHWA engineers is required prior to final approval by the State Safety 
Engineer. 
 
 
Observation 5b:  Federal regulations require that 10% of all SRTS awarded must be 
non-infrastructure projects.  Projects awarded to date are still below the 10% threshold.   
 
Recommendation 5b:  Efforts should be taken to consistently achieve and maintain the 
10% requirement for the non-infrastructure projects to effectively use all apportioned 
funds. Since these funds do not lapse, this recommendation is merely a reminder to the 
State that it cannot spend more than 90% of its SRTS funds on infrastructure projects. 
  
Resolution 5b:  BSE is implementing a process by which appropriated funds may be 
tracked on a project-by-project basis to allow monitoring of awarded and expended 
funds.  This will help to continue to meet the 10% non-infrastructure threshold. 
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Appendices 
 
 

Attachment A1 
 

Illinois Office of Internal Audit 
Safe Routes to School Audit Report 

 
 

For copy, contact Federal Highways (217) 492-4645 
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Attachment B1 – Illinois SRTS Law 
 
 
Public Act 094-0493 
  
HB0744 Enrolled LRB094 07462 NHT 37625 b
 

    AN ACT concerning school students.  
  
    Be it enacted by the People of the State of Illinois,  
represented in the General Assembly:  
  
    Section 5. The Department of Transportation Law of the  
Civil Administrative Code is amended by adding Section 2705-317  
as follows: 
  
    (20 ILCS 2705/2705-317 new)  
    Sec. 2705-317. Safe Routes to School Construction Program. 
    (a) Upon enactment of a federal transportation bill with a  
dedicated fund available to states for safe routes to schools,  
the Department, in cooperation with the State Board of  
Education and the Department of State Police, shall establish  
and administer a Safe Routes to School Construction Program for  
the construction of bicycle and pedestrian safety and  
traffic-calming projects using the federal Safe Routes to  
Schools Program funds. 
    (b) The Department shall make construction grants  
available to local governmental agencies under the Safe Routes  
to School Construction Program based on the results of a  
statewide competition that requires submission of Safe Routes  
to School proposals for funding and that rates those proposals  
on all of the following factors:  
        (1) Demonstrated needs of the grant applicant.  
        (2) Potential of the proposal for reducing child  
    injuries and fatalities.  
        (3) Potential of the proposal for encouraging  
    increased walking and bicycling among students.  
        (4) Identification of safety hazards.  
        (5) Identification of current and potential walking  
    and bicycling routes to school.  
        (6) Consultation and support for projects by  
    school-based associations, local traffic engineers, local  

    elected officials, law enforcement agencies, and school  
    officials.  
        (7) Proximity to parks and other recreational  
    facilities.  
    With respect to the use of federal Safe Routes to Schools  
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Program funds, prior to the award of a construction grant or  
the use of those funds for a Safe Routes to School project  
encompassing a highway, the Department shall consult with and  
obtain approval from the Department of State Police and the  
highway authority with jurisdiction to ensure that the Safe  
Routes to School proposal is consistent with a statewide  
pedestrian safety statistical analysis.  
    (c) On March 30, 2006 and each March 30th thereafter, the  
Department shall submit a report to the General Assembly  
listing and describing the projects funded under the Safe  
Routes to School Construction Program.  
    (d) The Department shall study the effectiveness of the  
Safe Routes to School Construction Program, with particular  
emphasis on the Program's effectiveness in reducing traffic  
accidents and its contribution to improving safety and reducing  
the number of child injuries and fatalities in the vicinity of  
a Safe Routes to School project. The Department shall submit a  
report to the General Assembly on or before December 31, 2006  
regarding the results of the study.  
    (e) The Department, the State Board of Education, and the  
Department of State Police may adopt any rules necessary to  
implement this Section.  
  
    Section 99. Effective date. This Act takes effect upon  
becoming law. 

 
Effective Date: 8/8/2005 
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Attachment B2 – School Travel Plan 
 
 

For copy, contact Federal Highways (217) 492-4645 
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Attachment B3 – Travel Plan Reference Guide 
& 

Illinois School Travel Plan Worksheet 
 
 

For copy, contact Federal Highways (217) 492-4645 
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Attachment B4 – Funding Application Guidance 
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Attachment B5 – SRTS Project Status 
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Attachment B6 – Scoring Measures 
 
 
Safe Routes to School – Scoring Analysis  
 
In the effort to define the best means to enable the first round of scoring to be an 
objective, automatic score, the team evaluated the Federal and State laws and 
guidelines and the criteria necessary to calculate a score.  Discussions are continuing 
on the points to award for various sections and additional criteria may be defined as we 
refine the requirements for the process.  Points will be awarded based on a variety of 
criteria: 
The 5 E’s – applicants will receive points for developing a comprehensive approach that 
addresses multiple E’s.  Points will be awarded up to a maximum to be determined by 
the Administrator. 
Hazards and Barriers – applications will include safety hazards and barriers that are 
defined in the Federal and State law as being eligible for programs funds.  Applicants 
will select the hazard(s)/barrier(s) appropriate to the situation.  Corresponding counter 
measures will display and the applicant will select the counter measures to include in 
their overall plan. They will need to make decisions regarding how to fund the counter 
measures and which ones to submit for funding in the current funding cycle.   
Involvement of the Community – applicants will be asked to document the 
involvement of the community (including school associations, local traffic engineers, 
local police, city and school officials).   
Inclusion in a larger Safety Plan – applicants will be asked if the SRTS plan is part of 
a larger, comprehensive safety plan and if it is, provide information on that plan.   
Program Accessible to Diverse Participants – to ensure that the program is 
accessible, various criteria will be evaluated.  First, applications are segregated into 
Urban and Rural according to state guidelines.  This ensures that like applicants are 
being evaluated together.  School enrollment data will be downloaded into the database 
from the Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE) to ensure the consistency of the data. 
Economically Challenged: 
 The number of low income students is available from ISBE.  This number is then 
calculated as a percentage of the overall enrollment for the school.  Points will be 
awarded based on the percentage.  The range for awarding the points needs to be 
defined. 
Physically Challenged: 
 The number of students with disabilities is available from ISBE.  This number is 
then calculated as a percentage of the overall enrollment for the school.  Points will be 
awarded based on the percentage.  The range for awarding the points needs to be 
defined. 
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Maximize Impact of the Funds 
 
One of the goals is to support programs that maximize the effect and impact of using 
the funds. 
Multiple Schools: 
The team is considering awarding points if the plan impacts more than one school thus 
gaining a greater impact for the funds. 
Benefit: 
Federal and State Guidelines include the potential for improvement and the potential for 
impact as factors to consider.  Potential for Improvement determines the potential for 
increasing the number of students who walk or bike to school.  Potential for Impact 
determines the potential for making it safer for the students who currently walk or bike to 
school.  Both calculations are based on looking at the number of students who currently 
walk or bike and the number of students who live within walking or biking distance of the 
school.  Both calculations will have a maximum number of points available that the 
Administrator will define.   
 Potential for Improvement – as an example use 20 points as the maximum   
(1-(number of students who walk + number of students who bike) / (number of students 
who live less than 1.5 miles from school)) * 20 
 Example:  students who walk = 115    students who bike = 41 
        Students within 1.5 miles of school = 425 
 Calculation = (1-(115 + 41)/425) * 20 = 12.66 rounded would be 13 points to 
award 
 Potential for Impact – as an example use 25 points as the maximum 
(number of students who walk + number of students who bike) / (number of students 
who live less than 1.5 miles from school)) * 25 
 Example:  students who walk = 115    students who bike = 41 
        Students within 1.5 miles of school = 425 
 Calculation = (115 + 41)/425) * 25 = 9.18 rounded would be 9 points to award 
Potential for Reducing Child Injuries and Fatalities: 
The team is working on the calculation for awarding points in this category.  The 
information to be used in the crash will be extracted from the Safety Data Mart and will 
involve the number of people in crashes within a 2 mile radius of the selected school(s).  
The calculation will be based on the enrollment of the selected schools and will include 
weighted factors for the number of children involved in the crash as a passenger, 
pedestrian or bicyclist.  An additional weighting will be added if the children was fatally 
injured.  The calculation will be compared against an average for child pedestrian crash 
rates to determine if extra points should be awarded. 
Proximity of Parks: 
Two points will be awarded if the school is within a 2 mile radius of a park or public 
recreation facility.   
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Current and Potential Routes: 
Points will be awarded if the team has identified potential walking and biking routes and 
has planned to share them with the community.  The expectation is that the route 
information will be uploaded to the site to allow review. 
 
Scoring Round 1: 
 
The above criteria will be used to calculate scores for the submitted counter measures.  
The system will separate the counter measures by Infrastructure and Non-Infrastructure 
and Urban and Rural.  Within those categories, the counter measures will be sorted 
based on the Round 1 score.  Using the award amounts defined by the Administrator for 
each category, the system will be able to indicate which counter measures would 
receive funding if the rankings do not change.  This will provide the information to be 
sent to the next step in the evaluation process for final review, ranking and award. 
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Flow Charts 
 

Proposed Overall Process for Safe Routes to School Program 
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Report prepared by: 
 

The Federal Highway Administration, Illinois Division and  
The Illinois Department of Transportation  

 

 


