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INTRODUCTION ~~~~~,,,,,,~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~,~ 
1.1 BACKGROUND 

~,'i:~~~,~~~ ~ ~~,~~,'-~~N'I~~~~~~~~ 

With funding from the California D partment of Transportation (Caltrans} Active 
Transportation Program Grant Cycle 5, San Bernardino County Department of 
Public Works and project team spent approximately n ne months reviewing 
walking and biking conditions around 21 schools n unincorporated San 
Bernardino. 

Thi Plan follows previous Saf Routes to School (SRTS) efforts under San 
Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) and San Bernardino 
County Department of Public Health The SRTS program has looked at 55 schools 
throughout San Bernardino County at different phases over the past ten ye.ir . 
Th intent of the SRTS program is to help schools and cities address education, 
enforcement, and evaluation needs that will help address safety concerns whil 
encour ging more kids and parents to walk and bike to school 

As part of this SRTS Safety Actron Plan, San Bernardino County evaluated 21 
schools in unincorporated communities throughout the County. This plan 
compliments previous efforts ,md will help to guide strategic improvements 
regarding safety and accessibility of non-motorized transportation networks. 

The 21 schools included in this plan are shown rn Figur 1- and listed below: 

Mentone Elementary 
Redlands East Valley High 
Newmnrk Elementary 
P c1kuma K-8 
Pacific High 
Kimbark Elementary 
Bloomington High 
Slover Mountain High 
Walter Zimmerman Elementary 
Crestmore Elementary 
Ruth 0. Harris Middle 

West Randall Elementary 
Beech Avenu Elementary 
Live Oa~ Elementary 
Sequioa Midd e 
Redwood Elementary 
Dons Dickson Elementary 
Lyle S Brrg s Fundamental 
Mission Elemen ary 
Wrightwood Elementary 
Chaparral High 

1.2 WHAT IS SRTS? 
Safe Routes to Sc 1 ul Is , n,rtional progr m th ll use progI mm, tr( ,md 
infrastructure improv ments to create .:i sc1fer Journey to and from school for 
kids trav ling on foo or by wheels. 

The first federally funded Safe Route to School program was r.reat d 1n 2005 
and has since undergone several legislative and policy transformation . 

SRTS is built on tht:! Six E' valuation, ducatron, ncouragement, engine r rn . 
engagement, nr1 quity. A det 1led description Is listed below: 
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1.3 PREVIOUS SRTS EFFORTS 
San Bernardino County Department of Public Health in partnership with San 
Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTAJ and San Bernard no 
County Superintendent of Schools (SBCSS) administered a Safe R-:>utes ro Schc ol 
Program over the past ten years in an effort to educate and encourage students 
at schools in San Bernardino County to walk and bike to school safely 

The SRTS Program began in 2015 with Phase I including data collection and school 
prioritization. Here, the SRTS team reviewed ex sting County resources, specified 
procedures for performing local walk audits, developed an implementable 
regional framework and identified 55 schools. 

Phase II of the program was conducted in 2017 and included the Regional Safe 
Routes to School Plan. This Plan became a guide for strategic improvements to 
the safety and accessibility of non-motorized transportation networks about San 
Bernardino County schools. 

Phase Ill of the SRTS Program was conducted in 2019 and focused on the San 
Bernardino County Department of Public Health "Bike and Walk San Bernardino". 
Here, education, encouragement, enforcement, and evaluation programs were 
implemented at 25 of the 55 identified priority schools. 

Phase IV which began in 2023 is still in progress but includes implementing 
projects and programs at 33 of the 55 schools. 

San Bernardino County Public Works Departments wishes to compliment these 
efforts by identifying engineering projects at 21 schools located throughout 
unincorporated San Bernardino County 

San Bernardino County's goal is to use this Plan to pursue grant funding for 
prioritized proJects that will benefit multimodal projectc. lnd increase safety for 
walking and biking around schools in unincorporated San Bernardino County. 

"We..envis,on,a complete COLJJ7.I\' tl1,1t capltalizes on ttle:d1versity 
of its .peQple, lts geog, aphy, and i.ts economy'tcrcr:eate_a broad 

range of choices for ltsresldems In how tllcy live..,work,;and,f)lciy ."-
• Rt!ifCJflaf sw_e ko11lt!.S {O Stl1oot/llrJn P#Qse II' 

1.4 HOW TO USE THIS STUDY 
This SRTS Safety A tilm Ptan documenrs the actlonabl mfrastllJCture 
recommendat ons. l. mples of hO\o\ ~tdk~holders can use rhe SRTS Plan to 
identify the content that 1s mosr 1n1purtc nt tc Lhen are cte!>Cr ibecl below: 

Parents/Caregivers can use the SRTS Pia 1 to understcrnd th•• e.,isting tr v ·I 
Pnv1ronment near their stuaem's school. 

School Districts can use the SRT ~ Plan to continue to dev1::lop nrogrt.1ms thdl 
educate and encourage students and parents/caregivers t i.;romote walking 
and biking to school. They c,rn also use the finding in Lht. 'lRT~ Plan to se,~k 
~rant funding for improvements within the ~chool's nght-of-way. 

San Bernardino County Staff can use the SRTS Plan to identify relevant issues 
and opportunitie .. and to prioritize short-term and long-term infrastructure 
improvements. County officials can also use this SRTS Plan to pursue grant 
fundinb opportunities. 

The SRTS Plan is organized into the following five (5) chapters: 

Chapter 1 (Introduction) - The fir· t chapter provides an overview of SRTS and 
summarizes how the plan will help 6u1de future Improvements. 

Chapter 2 (San Bernardino County Today) - This chapter looks al .,an Bernardino 
County as a whole and provides an overview 01 the e ·ist1ng conditions in San 
Bernardino County. 

Chapter 3 (OutPach & Eng,gPment) • Chapter 3 discusses lhe community 
outreach and engagement efforts that were conducted during the SRTS proc ss 
and summarizes feedback ri= eived from the community 

Chapter 4 (lnd1v1dual School Plans) • Chapter 4 serves as the core of this plan 
and presents a mobility assessment for each ::if the 21 schools included in this 
plan. This chapter also defines specific recommendations for infrastructure 
improvements at each location 

Chapter 5 (Implementation) - This chapter discusses next steps .ind identifies 
short-term and long-term infrastructure improvement'". 





SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY TODAY 
~~,~~,~~ ~ ~ ~,,,,~,,,~~,,,~~~,,,~~,~~~~~,,~~~~,,~~ 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 
San Bernardino County Is compromised of approximately 20,068 square 
miles of land area is the larg st county if Californ1c'I by I tal ar a. Th, C unty 
is compromised of diverse landscapes. including mounlaIns de!:.ert nd 
recreational areas. 

Looking at existing conditions throughout the County will provide additional 
context when looking at the unincorporated communities included 1n this Plan. 

2.2 REGIONAL SOCIO-ECONOMIC & 
DEMOGRAPHIC OVERVIEW 
Understanding who lives in San Bernardino County and how much the County 
is projected to grow is important to get sense of the importance of improving 
roadway safety for a continuing growing community with more v hides, bikes, 
and pedestrians. 

Today, San Bernardino County Is horn over 2 million residents who live, 
work. and go to school within its 24 incorporated cities and 65 unincorporated 
communities. The population in San Bernardino County has seen a gradual 
incline over the years. Currently, over 25% of the County's populati 1s under 
the age of 18 and approximately 16% of the County's population are 65 years 
or older. This result indicates that over 40% of the County's rPSidents are 
considered vulnerable road users 

San Bernardino County has a population that is approximately 57% Hispanic, it 
is California's most populous majority-Hispanic County and the econd-largest 
nationwide. 

According to the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2024 
Connect SoCal, the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (RTP/SCS), the population in San Bernardino County is expected to 
increase in population by 440,000 between 2019 and 2050. 

Figure 2.1 Demographic Composition 
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San Bernardino County rurrently has median household income of 
approximately 85,000. Average home prices in San Bernardino County range 
from approximately $500 000 to $999 999 and monthly rents r,inge from 
approximately $1,500 o $1,999 Within the County, there re ov r 730,000 total 
houc;ing units, of which 667,836 were determined to be occupied households. 
According ro CAG Soc I Connects, the numberofhou eholds tn San Bernardino 
County is anticipated to increc1se by 45% between 2019 and 2050. 

2.3 COUNTY MAINTAINED ROADS 
It Is important to remember that this Plan focuse on 21 school locations within 
unincorporated San Bernardino County. Projects recommend •d n this Plan 
are located alon County maintained roads, and will work with c1tI ~ , school 
districts, nd o he1 Jurisdictions to ensure proJects re ornmend d 1n thi Pla1 

accommodate other I egional pl in and pohc1 





OUTREACH AND ENGAGEMENT 

The San Bernardino County SRTS team worked clo:, ly with th1:. ,ch0ol d,stncts 
schools, teachers, parents, and the over.:ill community to address their concerns 
and priorities. School staff and families are experts on how students get to and 
from school, and their input ·s invaluable to creating recommendations that will 
best serve future students. This Plan 1dent1fied a comprehen 1ve outreach .=ind 
engagement approach that provided opportunities tor schools arr, parents, and 
caregivers to learn about the SRTS Safety Action Plan and its goc I . share the r 
concerns about traffic safety around their school and neighborhood, Rncl inforr 1 

the decision-making process and ultimati:: proJect reLomm ndc1t1ons. This 
chapter provide a summary of the outreach conducted during the planning 
process .rnd how feedback wac; ised to inform thr> final SRTS Saf ty Action Plan 

3.1 SCHOOL OBSERVATIONS AND WALK 
AUDITS 
The project teiJm observed school drop-off or pick-up at each of the 21 project 
schools. The purpose of these observations was to under tand school circulation 
pcltt rns. identify barri "rs to walking and biking, a d document unsafe b•~haviors. 

ach s .hool observation was coupled with a walk audit with school stakeholders, 
including parents/caregivers, principals, school staff, and oth rs The purpose 
of the walk audits wc1s to introduce participants to the SRT Safety Action Pl n. 
and to provid opportunitie fo1 th m to give their input n their needs and 
cone rns, preferences. and observations that are b r riers to ,;;afe walking, biking, 
and roll ng to and from school. To ensure participation, each school publici.7ed 
the walk audit through their communication channels (eblast, web page, social 
media, flyers) 

The project team gave participants pens, clipboards, and maps of th ir school 
that included existing cond1t1ons. E ch mup included qu st1on to prompt 
observations and an t1rea for p._:irt1c,pants tc r cord input. All material wer 
provided in both English and Sp n1sh and outre ch wr1 c nduct d 1n both En Ii 11 

and Spanish, as needed. P 1rt1cip nts were invited to communicate v..rbally or 
via the paper map with the deficiencies and safety concern about tr veling o 
r1nd from school. The project team was on hand to document h partic1p,int 
feedback and dialogue with them about potential solutions LO improve active -

transportal1 i conditions along th s,hoPI rr utt-. Th~ reed bad rr{)lll h w ,I~ 
udit heavily informed the infra structure recommenda i ns. Chapter 4 includ "5 

the individual school plan whi,h summanzes specific observations and feedback 
from ach walk audit. 

San Bernardino County Safe Routes to School 

Walk Audit 

Figure 3.1 Walk Audit Flyer Example 



3.2 STUDENT TALLIES AND PARENT SURVEYS 

STUDENT TALLIES 
As part of the outreach for each school, the project team circulated a packet of 
material which included the walk audit flyers, student travel tally sheets, as well 
as instructions on how to administer the travel tally sheet. This tally sheet uses 

the standard "Student Travel Tally" form developed by the National Center for 
SRTS to collect data from students on how there travel to and from school and 
was administered v,a a QR code to an on-line interface. Each school was asked to 
conduct the tally during the week of their schedule audit. 

Overall, over 400 student travel tallies were submitted from across all 21 schools 
and were used to determine how students are traveling to and from school on 
a daily basis. Figure 3.2 shows the different travel modes students took to and 
from school in the morning and in the afternoon. Please note that high schools 
received a separate tally sheet to have students conduct their own tallies instead 
of the teachers conducting the tally. In general, family vehicles are the most 
common mode of transportation among students. Students were also recorded 
walking and taking the school bus. 

PARENT SURVEY 
Parents/guardians' knowledge and attitudes about their student's travel habits, 
including walking and biking to and from school were analyzed from the parent 
surveys collected at the beginning of this project. The survey was an onl1ne 

questionnaire sent to all project schools which was then publicized to all parents/ 
guardians through each individual school's communication channels (eblast, 
web page, social media, flyers). Over 350 surveys were submitted from the 21 
participating schools. The survey asked parents how their student currently 
travels to and from school, the distance their family lives from school, challenges 
associated with walking and biking, and their overall attitudes toward active 
modes of transportation 

The results of the parent surveys are highlighted in each individual school plan 
in Chapter 4. 

Figure 3.2 StudentTravel Mode to and from School 
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As Figure 3.3 shows, most parents shar d that they livt: over two miles Iron, th ir school and is 
a big reason why they do not allow their students to bike and wc1lk to/from school. As shown, 
approximately 28% of parents responded that they live over two miles from their school while 23% 
responded they live within a quarter mile. This identified an ':lpportunity to focus on bikin,, and 
walking infrastructure within a quarter mile of the project schoob Parents also shared a number 
of concerns influencing their decision to allow or not allow their s udent to walk or bike to/from 
chool. Th biggest concern was unsafe intersections and crossings (Figure 3.4). 

Don't know I no lose 

More than 2 miles I Mos de 2 millas 

1-2 miles I 1 milla a 2 millas 

1/2-1 mile I 1/2 milla a 1 milla 

1/4-1/2 mile I 1/4 milla a 1/2 milla 

1/4 mile or less I 114 milla a menos 

How far does your child live from school? 

Figure 3.3 Parent Survey Question - Distance 
30 

What of the following issues affected your decision to allow, or not allow, 
your child to walk or bike from school? 

Distance 
Convenience of Driving 

Violence or crime 

Crossing guards "':'"'.~~~~~~~~~~ 
Time ,. 

Child's before or after-school activities 
Weather 

Safety of intersections and crossings 
Speed of traffic along route 

Adults to walk or bike with 
Sidewalks or pathways 

Amount of traffic along route .__ _________________________ _ 

0 5 10 15 20 
Figure 3.4 Parent Survey Question • Reason 
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INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL PLANS 

Walking, biking, and rolling to and from school 1n unincorporated San Bernardino 
County should be an easy and real option for students to choose However, 
wh n students experience obstacles in their routes. parent"" and student hav 
trouble feeling safe making those trip., to school. Each -ection 1n th,s chapter 
includes a school profile, mobility assessment. existing walking and biking 
conditions, and recommendations. 

Each section in this chapter summarizes the findings of each school. The outhne 
for each individual school plan 1s as follows. 

School Prof1l - This section provides an overview of the chool, how many 
students are enrolled, and demographic composition. 

Student Tallies - As part of the SRTS program, student arrival ano departure 
tally sheets were administered to each school. This section highlights the results 
of the tallies. 

Mobility Assessment - This section summarizes the walk audit that was 
conducted and the results of the online survey that were adm1n1stered to 
parents. 

Cc IEnv,roScreen and Hec1lthv Places Index - Data used included the utilization 
of the Healthy Places Index, a tool developed by the Pul Ii Health Alliance of 
Southern California to spatially depict health outcomes, CalEnviroScreen, 
similar tool developed by the California Office of EnvironmP.ntal Health Hazard 
Assessment to depict communities dffecred by pollution. 

Walking and Biking Conditions - Challenges to walking were evalu.:1ted using 
the Pedestrian Evaluation Score (PES) developed by CR As o 1 ,tes to describe 
the quality of the pedestrian environment. and bicycle Level of traffic Stress 
(L TS), a tool developed by the MinetiJ Transportation Institute to assess and 
describe the given bicycle environment 

p, k-Up '1d ,.)ro Of! A part C thL Mobi ity Ar _;e m nt, the I T J! I 

observed pick-up and drop-off b haviors and docum nte 1 l1~1r findin s 

Saf y Analysis - Colli ions that occurr d between 2019 and 20.. W"'re 
documented around each ">Chool. 

Travel Pattern Analysis• This seaio highlights whe1 e people ce c.ornin and 
going within the school art ndarn.e ooundary. 

R •commendations - Thi section Ii ts h recommended projects (iround 1: c 
school 



4.1 WALTER ZIMMERMAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
11050 Linden Avenue Bloomington, CA 92316 
Colton Joint Unified School District 

Walter Zimmerman Elementary School is located in central Bloomington, 
California on Linden Avenue between Santa Ana Avenue and Jurupa Avenue. 
The school is located approximately 1.0 mile south of Interstate 10 (1-10) and 

approximately 0.5 miles from Kessler Park. The existing land use surrounding 
Walter Zimmerman Elementary School Is primarily residential and industrial 
which is being built around the school. Figure 4.1.1 shows the school area and 
the overall context of the school site. 

N A o--==250--== 

L,.---- ·J 

Figure 4.1 .1 Context Map 

SCHOOL PROFILE 
Walter Zimmerman Elementary School is located within the unincorporated 
community of Bloomington, California and is a part of the Colton Joint Unified 

School District. During the 2023-24 school year, Walter Zimmerman Elementary 
enrollment was approximately 595 students in grades K-6 with a students per 
teacher ratio of 22:1. The demographic composition of the students shown in 
Figure 4.1.2, Is similar to the community as c1 whole, which shows a domin nr 
Hispanic population according to the census estimates. According t th 
California Department of Education, in 2023-24, 32.9 % of the student, WL re 
English learners and 17.7% were English proficient. Additionally, 93.3% of Walter 
Zimmerman Elementary School students received free or reduced-price lunch 
during the 2023-2024 school year which is significantly higher than the state and 
the county. (Figure 4.1.3) 
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Figure 4 1 2 Demographic Composition Figure 4.1.3 Free or Reduced Meals (Compare 
between distrid and county) 

Student Tallies 
The Safe Routes to School Student Arrival and Departure Tally Sheet was 
administered by Walter Zimmerman Elementary School staff from January 28th 
through January 30th, 2025, to better understand what mode{s) students use 
to travel to and from the campus. As displayed in Figure 4.1.4, the vast majority 
of students arrived and departed in a family vehicle (82% average), followed by 
school bus (13% average), carpooling (5% average), and walking (2% average) 
respectively. Walter Zimmerman Elementary School has 3 school buses that drop 
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