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Abstract:
Concern about rising obesity among American adults and children combined with efforts to reduce reliance on automobiles and promote compact development patterns have focused attention on walking and biking.  This conversation is taking place at many levels in our country today -- from articles in the popular press on how suburbia may make Americans fat to discussions among academics and policymakers about transportation and land use interactions.  This talk will focus on what we have learned about non-motorized travel in recent years and identify some of the most critical outstanding questions.  The emphasis will be on children, largely because that’s where my expertise lies but also because it serves to highlight many of the issues adults face. 

Trip Patterns

Children’s travel resembles adults in many ways.  Data from the National Household Travel Survey show that those 18 and under make an average of 3.5 trips per day, with over 75% of these trips being in a passenger vehicle.  As a comparison, adults average 4.3 trips per day and make nearly 90% of their trips in passenger vehicles.  Children spend 72 minutes traveling and cover 31 miles each day; adults spend 98 minutes per day to travel 51 miles.  After the auto, the second most common mode is walking, accounting for 12% of trips.  For trips of less than a half mile, walking has a 42% mode share. Bikes do not account for very much of children’s travel.  The overall bike mode share is only 0.8% overall and rising to 2% for trips of less than one mile.

School Travel

Studies of adult travel tend to emphasize the work trip; similarly studies of children’s travel focus on the school trip.  Understanding the school trip is critical for several reasons.  First, it is a regular trip which households plan around and is a major motivator of children’s travel.  For example, 36% of children’s trips from September to May are to or from school.  Next, there has been a dramatic decline in walking to school in the last 30 years.  In 1969, 42% of children walked or biked to school; in 2001, only 13% of children used these modes.  This trend coupled with concern about rising obesity has caused policymakers to fund programs to get children to walk to school.  SAFETEA-LU includes $612 million in funding over the next five years for Safe Routes to Schools (SR2S) Programs and many states, including California, have their own SR2S programs.  
The drop in walking to school has forced researchers to consider what has caused the decline.  Analysis of the data shows that while only 13% of students walk to school overall, large numbers still choose to walk when they live close to school.  For trips under a quarter mile, walking accounts for 79% of trips; under a half-mile 69%; and under a mile, 51%.  Beyond one mile, only 3% walk.  The low overall rates of walking result from the fact that 80% of students live one or more miles from their school.  This finding is critical because it recasts the issue of walking to school from a motivation question – why don’t kids walk to school – to a school location question – why don’t children live near their schools?  This is not to assert that the motivation question is unimportant – it is critical and lies at the heart of most research on travel and the built environment.  But it is important to realize that trip distance is more than a parameter to be controlled for; it is a critical planning variable.  
Several reasons explain why children today live further from their schools, e.g. the rise of charter and magnet schools, suburbanization.  However, one factor has particularly caught the attention of the planning community – school sprawl.  The idea is that state requirements for large school campuses have forced districts to seek land on the edge of communities outside of reasonable walking distances for most students.  However, there is little data on the effects of school siting on the use of non-motorized modes for the school trip.  We are also starting to learn through evaluation of Safe Routes to School programs that infrastructure improvements can make students that live within walking distance of their schools more likely to walk.

Future Research
Research on the relationship between travel and the built environment has given us a much better sense of the factors which influence walking.  However, there are still a large number of holes in our understanding.  These include understanding:

· How household scheduling between parents and children makes it more difficult for both groups to use non-motorized travel,

· How the built environment differentially impacts leisure vs. destination trips,

· How school siting decisions influence walking to school, and

· How social factors, such as neighborhood trust and cohesion, influence travel decisions.
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