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Executive summary 

In Waterloo Region, children aged five to nine are at highest risk of pedestrian-related injuries 

as compared to zero to four and 10-14 years age groups.1 Given this, the Pedestrian Skills 

Program was developed as a behaviourally-based intervention to target elementary school 

children (Grades 3 and 4) to increase knowledge and skills related to being safe pedestrians. 

The program was piloted in two elementary schools in June 2019 to inform feasibility and 

identify any modifications needed in its design before its full implementation in November 2019. 

This report provides details of a process evaluation that was conducted by Region of Waterloo 

Public Health and Emergency Services for the Pedestrian Skills Program Pilot Project, in order 

to assess whether the program is practical to be implemented in other elementary schools 

across Waterloo Region. 

Overview of the program 

The Pedestrian Skills Program was designed to target the following learning objectives:  

 Identify the benefits of walking 

 Identify safety risks associated with being a pedestrian 

 Describe how to walk safely to reduce risks 

 Demonstrate safe pedestrian behaviours when walking 

These objectives were intended to be met through a variety of program components, including 

an introductory classroom discussion facilitated by the teacher, experiential learning in the 

classroom and at the roadside led by trained instructors, follow-up classroom learning by the 

teacher, and parent engagement. 

Over a span of three days, the program planning team piloted the program in two elementary 

schools within the Waterloo Region District School Board. The pilot project was focused solely 

on the experiential learning component of the program. Instructors delivered three classroom 

and three roadside sessions, following a protocol emphasizing key pedestrian safety behaviours 

and skills. 

Methods 

The purpose of this process evaluation was to:  

 Determine if the Pedestrian Skills Program was implemented as planned 

 Determine what needs to continue and what needs to change in order to result in a more 

effective program design 

 Determine if the best possible use of program resources was made 

A range of evaluation methods was employed in order to capture the complexities of the 

program. These evaluation methods were collaboratively developed through a participatory 

process with the program planning team. Quantitative and qualitative methods were used as 

appropriate to analyze the data collected. The different components of the evaluation methods 

included: 

1. Natural field experiment – field notes were taken by the lead evaluator in order to 

track, document, and summarize the inputs, activities and outputs of the pilot program, 
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and describe any other relevant characteristics and/or its context during implementation 

of both the classroom and roadside sessions 

2. Student pre/post hands up assessment – questions covering key concepts were 

asked at the beginning of each classroom session and again at the end of each roadside 

session in order to measure change in the students’ knowledge before and after 

participating in the program 

3. Teacher online feedback – after the pilot program was implemented, questions were 

sent through the school principal to the teachers that participated, in order to gather their 

feedback regarding the effectiveness and quality of the activities that took place 

4. Focus group – after the pilot program was implemented, an in-person discussion with 

the program planning team, facilitated by the lead evaluator, was conducted in order to 

debrief about what went well and did not go well, as well as discuss next steps for 

moving forward in regards to the full program 

5. Administrative data collection – the program leads were consulted both during and 

after implementation of the pilot program to gather data on what resources were used for 

planning and implementation  

Results and Conclusion 

Overall, the Pedestrian Skills Program Pilot Project was implemented as planned at both 

schools, with minor changes along the way to improve effectiveness. A total of 98 students in 

Grades 3 and 4 participated. For the most part, the students, teachers and instructors were all 

engaged and actively participated during the activities. Although the length of the classroom 

sessions was shorter than originally planned, the roadside sessions went according to schedule. 

While the majority of students appeared to be already quite knowledgeable in certain key 

pedestrian safety behaviours/skills (e.g., walk on sidewalks, do not listen to music when 

walking, the importance of being as visible to drivers as possible), they also learned several new 

concepts (e.g., stop-look-listen-think, walk facing traffic when no sidewalks, make eye contact 

with drivers). This evaluation also provided an opportunity for the planning team to consider 

making several small, but important changes to the Pedestrian Skills Program to result in a 

more effective program design that could successfully meet all of the students’ learning 

objectives.  

Through the different data collection methods, the evaluation results suggested that the 

Pedestrian Skills Program is capable of helping elementary school students become safer, more 

confident pedestrians on residential streets in the school neighbourhood along with continued 

practice. The evaluation also revealed some complexities for implementing this type of program. 

As such, the following three recommendations can help guide future implementation: 

1. Continue to provide experiential learning by trained instructors through both classroom 

and roadside sessions that emphasize key pedestrian safety behaviours/skills 

2. Encourage students to actively and regularly practice pedestrian safety outside of the 

experiential learning sessions, through both teacher and parent engagement 

3. Ensure continued evaluation efforts that are incorporated as part of a larger 

comprehensive approach for improving pedestrian safety through multiple school travel 

planning initiatives.
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Introduction 

The Pedestrian Skills Program was specifically designed to prepare children transitioning from 

primary to junior grades (Grades 3 and 4) to safely walk independently to school and other 

destinations in their community. The need for additional pedestrian safety education was 

identified by representatives from a number of children’s safety and road education 

organizations/programs* in Waterloo Region to address concerns related to traffic safety for 

elementary school children. 

In 2017, there were 20 emergency department visits related to pedestrian motor vehicle 

collisions for children aged 0 to 14 in Waterloo Region.1 Fifty per cent of these visits occurred for 

children aged five to nine.1 Children aged five to nine also had one of the highest proportions 

(25 per cent) of hospitalizations related to motor vehicle collisions among pedestrians compared 

to all other age groups.2 Children of this age group are particularly vulnerable to pedestrian 

injuries because of their small physical size and underdeveloped cognitive-perceptual abilities.3 

Because parents often accompany young children when crossing streets, they play an important 

role in moderating children’s risk of pedestrian injury.3 However, research has shown that 

parents do not generally take advantage of teaching opportunities when they are actually 

crossing the road with their children.4 Many parents and caregivers also choose to drive their 

children to school instead of letting them walk independently because they have the perception 

that it is not safe.5,6 Road safety education is considered essential to teach children to interact 

with traffic safely. Various studies have shown that children who walk to school independently 

are also more physically active and meet the physical activity recommendations more often than 

children who are driven to school.7 

The Pedestrian Skills Program was therefore developed as a behaviourally-based intervention 

intended for children who were of an age and developmental stage to potentially walk to and 

from school independently. Research has suggested that such interventions, which provide 

individualized/small-group training, have potential to not just improve child pedestrian safety, but 

also contribute to physical activity and health in children.8–10 In June 2019, this program was 

piloted in two elementary schools in Waterloo Region to inform feasibility and identify any 

modifications needed in its design before full implementation of the program in fall. A process 

evaluation for the pilot program was conducted by the Region of Waterloo Public Health and 

Emergency Services to assess whether the Pedestrian Skills Program is practical to be 

implemented in other elementary schools across Waterloo Region.  

                                            
* Waterloo Region Walking School Bus Program, Cycling Into the Future, Region of Waterloo Public 

Health and Emergency Services, Region of Waterloo Transportation Division, Student Transportation 
Services of Waterloo Region - School Travel Planning, Waterloo Regional Block Parent Program, 
Waterloo Region Children’s Safety Village 
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Overview of the Program 

The following section provides an overview of the Pedestrian Skills Program, including its goal, 

audience, learning objectives and program components.  

Program Goal 

To prepare children to safely walk independently to school and other destinations in their 

community. 

Target Audience 

Primary Audience: Children transitioning from primary to junior grades (Grades 3 and 4) 

Secondary Audience: Parents of children transitioning from primary to junior grades†

Overall Learning Objectives for Students 

Using the Ontario Health and Physical Education Curriculum expectations as a guide,11 learning 

objectives for the program include: 

 Identify the benefits of walking 

 Identify safety risks associated with being a pedestrian 

 Describe how to walk safely to reduce risks for injury 

 Demonstrate safe pedestrian behaviours when walking 

Program Components 

The program is modeled after the modular format of a successful cycling education program, 

Cycling into the Future,12 and includes the following components: 

1. Introductory classroom discussion facilitated by the teacher: To set the tone and 

start to build a collective mindset about the value of walking, teachers will discuss with 

their students the benefits of walking and where they can walk. 

2. Experiential learning led by trained instructors: Hands-on, classroom learning 

activities followed by outdoor learning at roadside (75 minutes each).  

3. Follow-up classroom learning by the teacher: Cross-curricular and integrated 

learning with other subjects to reinforce what students have learned  

4. Parent engagement: Parent communication and instructions to reinforce learning at 

home and foster positive attitudes toward walking and independent mobility. 

5. Evaluation: Collection and analysis of information about the program's activities, 

characteristics, and outcomes in order to improve its effectiveness, and/or to inform 

programming decisions. 

Key Pedestrian Safety Behaviours/Skills 

Through its different components, the program emphasizes teaching students the following 

safety behaviours and skills: 

 Preparing to walk (appropriate clothing/footwear; minimizing distractions) 

 Identifying where to walk  

                                            
† This secondary audience was not a target audience for the pilot program. 
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 Identifying safe places to cross  

 Assessing risks and making safe decisions  

Implementation of the Pilot Program 

The pilot project was focused solely on the experiential learning and evaluation components of 

the Pedestrian Skills Program. In June 2019, the program was piloted with grade three and four 

students in two schools within the Waterloo Region District School Board: School A and B (see 

Table 1).  

Table 1: A summary of the key characteristics of the schools and the neighbourhoods each 

school draws from.13  

School characteristics School A School B 

Type of school Elementary (kindergarten to 
grade eight) 

Elementary (kindergarten to 
grade six) 

Year opened 1998 1885 

Total number of students 575 330 

Neighbourhood characteristics School A School B 

Low income (LICO-BT) individuals 
(%) 

7.1% 10.9% 

Individuals without a high school 
diploma (%) 

2.6% 11.8% 

Lone parents (%) 12.8% 29.8% 

No disposable income (%) 26.7% 34.7% 

School A is a newer and larger school than B, and includes students of higher socioeconomic 

status (SES). On the other hand, School B has more low SES students attending.  

At School A, the program was piloted over two separate days— two classroom sessions 

occurred on the first day and two roadside sessions with the same students occurred two days 

later. At School B, implementation of both the classroom and roadside sessions occurred on the 

same day. For both schools, the school library was used for the classroom learning component. 

Individuals from the program planning team served as the program’s instructors with five 

instructors at each classroom session and five to seven instructors at the roadside sessions. All 

instructors followed a protocol to ensure consistent teaching of key pedestrian safety 

behaviours/skills. 

In the classroom learning session, students participated in four learning activities. A “role-play” 

activity was completed with the large group and involved students identifying how an instructor 

could “fix” safety risks before going out for a walk (e.g., shoes tied, no earbuds, bright clothing, 

etc.). Following this initial activity, the larger group was divided into three smaller groups of 

approximately eight to 15 students to rotate among three stations. Each station activity was 15 

minutes long and led by one instructor. A fourth instructor acted as a timekeeper and assisted 
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with the movement of students from station to station. A fifth instructor acted as a floater to 

provide any additional help when needed. These stations included the following activities: 

 'Flashcard' learning activity – with the use of over-sized flashcards showing photos of 

various street scenes, students learned about where to walk in different situations (e.g., 

no sidewalk, multi-use pathways, driveways, construction, parking lots, etc.) 

 'Tabletop' learning activity – with the use of a large aerial street-view tabletop mat (2D) 

and movable pieces, students learned about how to cross the road at intersections (with 

stop signs and traffic lights) and at roundabouts 

 'Thinking cubes' learning activity – with the use of pedestrian/road infrastructure 

photographs and a number of influences (e.g., weather hazards, sight line hazards, 

group of people, dogs/animals, light conditions, and distractions), students learned how 

to assess risks and make decisions while walking 

As a follow-up to the classroom component, students participated in a roadside learning 

session. During this session, small groups of students applied the concepts learned in the 

classroom activities to real-world situations during one of two pre-determined 800-1,000 metre 

walks (45-50 minutes) in the school neighbourhood. Each route allowed instructors to reinforce 

important concepts for being safe pedestrians at roundabouts, multi-use pathways, mid-block 

crossings, pedestrian crossovers, driveways, light rail crossings, etc. Each of the four smaller 

groups contained approximately eight to 11 students, along with one trained instructor and one 

or two additional adults for supervision purposes (teachers or additional instructors).  

 

Methods 

The overarching aim of this process evaluation was to assess whether the Pedestrian Skills 

Program is practical to be implemented in other elementary schools across Waterloo Region. A 

process evaluation is a type of program evaluation that applies descriptive research methods to 

compare the program being delivered with the program that was originally intended by 

planners.14 Data collected from a process evaluation can provide insights into the strengths and 

weaknesses of a program’s structure and delivery, which ultimately leads to improvements in 

the implementation and effectiveness of the large-scale program.14 Such modifications and 

improvements, in turn, should lead to improved program outcomes and impacts over time. An 

outcome evaluation is one that assesses the effectiveness of a program in producing change.14 

Although the evaluation of the Pedestrian Skills Program was mainly a process evaluation, an 

outcome evaluation measure was used to assess students’ change in knowledge before and 

after participating in the pilot program.  

A range of evaluation methods was employed in order to capture the complexities of this 

program. These evaluation methods were collaboratively developed through a participatory 

process15 with the program planning team. Using a participatory process allowed relevant 

community stakeholders to be actively engaged in developing the evaluation and all phases of 

its implementation. Ultimately, this ensured that the evaluation focused on relevant questions 

that met the needs of the program planning team in order to generate data that will affect and 

improve their work. Table 2 presents an overview of the methods used in this evaluation. 
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Table 2: An outline of the main purposes for this evaluation and the corresponding evaluation 

questions and methodology.  

Purpose of Evaluation Key Evaluation Questions Methodology 

Program fidelity:  
To determine if the program is 
being implemented as planned. 
 

1. How was the program initially 
intended to be implemented? 

2. What actually happens during the 
implementation of the pilot 
program? 

 

 Natural field 
experiment  

 

Program improvement:  
To determine what needs to 
continue and what needs to be 
changed in order to result in a 
more effective program design.  
 

3. Do the program’s activities meet 
the specified students’ learning 
objectives? 

4. What goes well during 
implementation of the pilot 
program and what challenges take 
place (if any)? 

 

 Student pre/post 
hands up 
assessment  

 Teacher online 
feedback  

 Focus group 

Program accountability:  
To determine if the best possible 
use of program resources is being 
made. 
 

5. What resources are needed for 
implementation of the pilot 
program? 

6. Are the used resources adequate 
and if not, how could they be used 
more effectively? 

 

 Administrative data 
collection 

 

1. Natural field experiment 

The first component of the process evaluation involved having observers take field notes 

during the implementation of the pilot program in both schools. Field notes are widely 

used in qualitative research as a means of documenting needed contextual 

information.16 The lead evaluator who was responsible for taking field notes for this 

evaluation was an “outside observer” who was not involved in the initial planning stages 

or actual delivery of the program. The lead evaluator’s notes were complemented with 

additional field notes taken by instructors who acted as floaters during some of the 

classroom and roadside sessions.  

Field notes were taken according to the data collection tools (see Appendix A) in order to 

track, document, and summarize the inputs, activities and outputs of the pilot program, 

and describe any other relevant characteristics and/or its context during both the 

classroom and roadside sessions. These were observations recorded both during and 

directly after the implementation of both sessions. Once recorded, the raw data from all 

of the field notes were transcribed using Microsoft Word, and categorized into different 

themes based on the patterns that were identified. The observations were combined for 

both schools because the notes were very similar. 

2. Student pre/post hands up assessment 

In order to measure students’ knowledge before and after participating in the program, a 

hands up assessment was completed at the beginning of each classroom session and 
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again at the end of each roadside session. The hands up assessment was a type of oral 

formative assessment that involved students raising their hands if they agreed with 

something the instructor said. If they did not agree, students were told to keep their 

hands down. Before beginning, the students were asked to form a large circle facing 

outwards, close their eyes, and leave a space in between each other so they could not 

see or sense when the other students raised their hands. The instructor leading the 

classroom session read 13 different true/false statements (See Appendix B) that 

addressed pedestrian safety behaviours/skills in the following categories: 

 Preparing to walk 

 Assessing risks and making safe decisions 

 Identifying where to walk 

 Practicing pedestrian safety 

The lead evaluator counted and recorded the number of hands raised for each 

statement. Once recorded, Microsoft Excel was used to perform descriptive statistics 

and represent the results as the per cent of students who answered correctly for each 

statement. The results from all three sessions were averaged together using the mean 

value. Corresponding bar graphs were created.  

3. Teacher online feedback 

After implementation of the pilot program was complete in both schools, the 

corresponding principals were emailed questions to send out to the teachers that 

participated. These questions (see Appendix C) focused on gathering the teachers’ 

feedback about how the program went, specifically the effectiveness and quality of the 

activities that took place. There were also questions that asked about the connection of 

the program to Health and Physical Education curriculum expectations. These questions 

were first drafted by the lead evaluator, then reviewed by the program leads before they 

were sent out to the schools. An online survey tool was used to collect the responses. 

4. Focus group  

An in-person discussion, facilitated by the lead evaluator with the program planning 

team, was conducted after implementation of the pilot program was complete. This 

discussion involved debriefing about what went well and did not go well during 

implementation, as well as thinking about next steps on moving forward a launch of the 

full program (see Appendix D). Focus group attendees included a representative(s) from 

Region of Waterloo Public Health and Emergency Services, Cycling Into the Future, 

Waterloo Region Walking School Bus, Region of Waterloo Transportation Division, and 

Student Transportation Services of Waterloo Region. All of the attendees had 

participated as instructors for the pilot program’s classroom and roadside sessions.  

During the focus group, the facilitator recorded the discussion notes on flipchart paper. 

After the discussion was complete, these notes were transcribed and categorized into 

different themes based on the patterns that were identified.  

5. Administrative data collection 
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The last component of the process evaluation involved gathering data on what resources 

were used to both plan and implement the program. Data was obtained in order to 

answer the following set of questions: 

 Finance: How much money was spent in total to run the pilot program and what 

was this money spent on?  

 Time: How many group meetings, personal time, and/or training sessions were 

used prepare for and run the pilot program?  

 People involved: How many and what types of people were involved for 

planning and implementation of the pilot program? 

A list of resources was prepared by the lead evaluator after implementation of the pilot 

program was complete (see Appendix E). This list was then confirmed by consulting the 

program leads.  

Following data collection and analysis, all of the evaluation results were taken into consideration 

to develop recommendations for each of the main program components:  

 Introductory classroom discussion facilitated by the teacher  

 Experiential learning led by trained instructors 

 Follow-up classroom learning by the teacher  

 Parent engagement  

 Evaluation 

 

Results 

The following section provides the results from each of the different components of the 

evaluation.  

Natural field experiment 

In total, 98 students, in Grades 3 and 4, participated in the pilot program. Table 3 below 

provides more details regarding participation in each school.   

Table 3: A breakdown of the participation in both schools.  

 School A School B 

# of student participants in total 57 
(approximately 28 per each 
session) 

41 

Grade(s) All Grade 3 Grade 3 and 4 

# of sessions 2 classroom sessions 
2 roadside sessions 

1 classroom sessions 
1 roadside sessions 

Location of classroom session Library Library 

# of trained instructors present 5 5 

# of teachers present 1-3 5-6* 

# of students in subgroups 8-10 10-15 

*Twice as many teachers/educational assistants were present at School B, likely due to an increased 
number of students with special needs.  
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Table 4 below provides a summary of the key observations (divided into six themes) that were 

made during the implementation of each session during the pilot program. 

Table 4: A summary of the key observations in each session.  

 Classroom sessions Roadside sessions 

Duration of 
session 
 

- Length of each station activity (15 
minutes) as well as the overall 
session was adequate and took 
less time than the expected 75 
minutes 

- Actual time of session:  
- 10 minutes introductions 

and role-play 
- 45 minutes for three 

stations 
- 5 minutes wrap up 
- TOTAL: 60 minutes 

- It took longer than anticipated to 
sign in at the office and set up the 
stations (5 minutes in addition to 
60-minute session time) 

- Length of each walking route (800-
1000m / 45-50 minutes) as well as 
the overall session was adequate 
and took less time than the expected 
75 minutes 

- Actual time of session:  
- 10 minutes introductions and 

assigning students into 
groups 

- 45-50 minutes walk 
- 5 minutes wrap up 
- TOTAL: 60-65 minutes 

- More time was needed before the 
walk (extra 5 minutes) to review key 
concepts (preparing to walk; where 
to walk) in a large-group setting 
when the roadside session wasn’t 
on the same day as the classroom 
session 

 

People involved 
 

- Only one instructor was present 
per station, with one additional 
lead instructor for the large group 
portion who acted as timekeeper, 
and one additional floater 
(however, floater rarely jumped in 
to assist other instructors) 

- Having one or two teachers 
present in the room was helpful to 
set the level of expectations for 
behaviour and intervene when 
needed  

- When groups had more than 10 
students, the assistance of a 
teacher was needed more 
frequently in order to help them 
focus 
 

- One instructor led each sub-group, 
with one or two additional adults 
(teachers and/or extra instructors) 
who were helpful to deal with 
behaviour issues, keep the group 
together, and assist with crossing 
roadways when the group needed to 
be divided into two 

- When groups had more than eight 
students, crossing the road together 
was dangerous, especially at 
roundabouts and busy 
roads/intersections, as it was difficult 
to keep students together  

 

Student 
engagement 
 

- Majority of students were 
engaged (paying attention, 
actively participating, asking 
questions), however, student 
engagement appeared to 
decrease as they approached 
their last (third) station 

- For those students who were 
having difficulty focusing, a 
teacher often had to intervene  

- Students asked many questions 
during and after the walk 

- Many students were easily distracted 
during the route (by signs, nature, 
construction, etc.) and also needed 
to be continuously reminded to 
respect private properties (i.e., not 
walking on the grass)  

- Since students were walking in a 
line during the walk, those at the 



P a g e  | 14 

 

Document Number: 3048884 
Document Author:  SBINDRA Version: 4C 
Document Type: XPE-PE 

 Classroom sessions Roadside sessions 

- It was sometimes too loud to hear 
in each individual station due to a 
smaller/cramped library space  
 

back of the group often could not 
hear the instructor and were less 
attentive 

- Students were often walking all over 
the place; difficult to keep them in 
pairs 
 

Content 
knowledge 
 

- Many students knew a lot more 
than expected (answered the 
instructors’ questions well) 

- All instructors were 
knowledgeable with the content 
and were able to present it in a 
standardized format 

- Concepts and/or questions 
students struggled with: 

- What a multi-use trail is 
- Where to walk when there 

is not a sidewalk 
- When to cross at a 

pedestrian crossover 
- Pedestrian islands and 

crossing a roundabout 
- What to do to make sure 

drivers see you 
- Why walk and not run 
- What to do when there is 

something unexpected (an 
animal, collision, etc.) 
 

- Many examples were found along 
the routes to talk about key 
concepts and help students learn 
important terms (e.g., “mid-block 
crossing”, “pedestrian island”) 

- Although instructors knew the 
material well, information was not 
presented in a standardized manner 
across all subgroups (different 
styles) and not all instructors 
reiterated key messages or asked 
questions constantly along the way 

Use of learning 
resources 
 

- Thinking cube station: Using 
dice to run this station kept 
students engaged and willing to 
participate; however, it also 
resulted in the same cards getting 
picked over and over again 
(removing the dice helped the 
instructor better control which 
cards were picked). Only three 
out of six cards were completed 
during the allotted 15 minutes 
(too much content). 

- Tabletop Station: Many 
comments were made by 
students about how unrealistic 
the tabletop mat was due to 
proportion of moveable pieces to 
the width of the streets. Keeping 
extra pieces off the tabletop mat 
was helpful to not get the 
students distracted. 
 

- Having pre-made maps of the 
walking routes was helpful for the 
instructors  
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Student pre/post hands up assessment 

1. Preparing to walk 

Most students were already knowledgeable in many areas related to preparing to walk 

(see figure 1). However, it appeared that making eye contact with drivers was an area 

where students had the largest knowledge gain.  

Figure 1: Per cent of students who answered correctly for the true/false statements on 

“preparing to walk.”  

 

100%

100%

98%

98%

85%

97%

97%

96%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

When walking, you should MAKE EYE CONTACT
WITH DRIVERS  (true)

When walking, you should ASK FOR HELP WHEN
YOU NEED IT (true)

When walking, you should LISTEN TO MUSIC
(false)

When walking, you should BE AS VISIBLE TO
DRIVERS AS POSSIBLE (true)
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2. Assessing risks and making safe decisions 

Majority of students already knew the importance of stopping and looking when crossing 

the street. However, not as many knew the importance of “listening” and “thinking” (see 

figure 2). The concept of “stop-look-listen-think” was an essential one that was 

emphasized throughout both the classroom and roadside sessions, and by the end of 

the program, 100 per cent of students understood this.  

Figure 2: Per cent of students who answered correctly for the true/false statements on 

“assessing risk and making safe decisions.” 
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3. Identifying where to walk 
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Out of all the key pedestrian safety skills, identifying where to walk was the concept that 

students struggled with the most (see figure 3). Although 100 per cent of students knew 

it was safe to walk on sidewalks before starting the program, only 16 per cent knew it 

was also safe to walk facing the traffic when no sidewalks were present. Several 

students also did not know the danger of walking in bike lanes (14 per cent) or the 

middle of the street (37 per cent). After completing the program, more students were 

better able to identify safer versus dangerous places to walk, with the largest knowledge 

gain around where to walk when there are no sidewalks. 

Figure 3: Per cent of students who answered correctly for the true/false statements on 

“identifying where to walk.” 
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100%

77%

86%

16%

100%
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It is safe to walk IN THE BIKE LANE (false)
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It is safe to walk IN THE MIDDLE OF THE STREET
WHEN THERE ARE NO CARS (false)

Per cent (%) of students who answered correctly
PRE POST

 

4. Practicing pedestrian safety 

Both before and after completing the program, majority of students indicated that they 

need to practice walking safely in their community (see figure 4). This demonstrates that 

in general, most students are aware of the importance of actively and regularly practicing 

safe pedestrian skills.  

Figure 4: Per cent of students who indicated a need for practicing pedestrian safety. 
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PRACTICE 
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POST PRE

Teacher online feedback 

Only one teacher responded with feedback following the program implementation. It is important 

to note that a singular response cannot accurately capture the views and opinions of all the 

teachers that participated in the program. Due to this low response rate, the findings from the 

teacher online feedback are not reported.  
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Focus group 

The facilitated focus group discussion enabled the program planning team to debrief about the 

pilot project in order to discuss how implementation of the pilot went, issues that came up, and 

what changes could be made before implementation of the full program to more schools.  

Prior to the discussion, the group reviewed the program’s key outcomes (students’ learning 

objectives) in order to define what “success” for the program looked like. As a group, it was 

decided that the program would be considered “successful” if students: 

 understand that the decisions they make on the road are complex; and 

 actively and regularly practice the pedestrian skills that they learned.  

After the discussion was complete, all of the planning team members agreed that although they 

were able to achieve success for the pilot project by helping students realize the complexity of 

pedestrian safety, the skills learned from the program should be continuously applied as they 

will take months or even years of practice in order to change behaviours.  

Below is a summary of the main points that were discussed during the focus group (divided into 

two main themes with their corresponding sub-themes).  

a) Overall program logistics 

 Venue: Schools were supportive and happy to have us there. The school 

libraries were a great space for delivering the program as compared to a 

classroom. For future programs, a large space like the school library would be 

ideal. 

 Timing: Timing of each overall session (75 minutes), individual station activity 

(15 minutes) and walking route (45-50 minutes) were appropriate and should be 

continued for future programs. Additional time (approximately five to ten minutes) 

was needed for signing into the schools and setting up, which was not initially 

accounted for. For future programs, it should be discussed with the school 

administration about the appropriate time to arrive. 

 People involved: Having a variety of staff (e.g., instructors, floaters, timekeeper) 

was helpful for successfully running the different sessions. The teachers were 

great at giving instructors the opportunity to lead and teach their students. 

However, they were also able to intervene at certain points to keep the students 

focused or make connections from the program to concepts learned in class. 

 Delivery: For future programs, instructors should continue to: 

- reinforce key pedestrian safety messages and big ideas about the 

importance of walking 

- emphasize the thinking process during all learning activities (stop-look-

listen-think)  

- find opportunities to ask students questions throughout the duration of the 

sessions and have engaging conversations about the content with them  

b) Specific program components 

 Classroom sessions: 
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- Introduction piece (including “role-play” activity) by the lead instructor was 

helpful for setting the tone for the rest of the program. 

- Having teachers prep their students prior to the program helped to keep 

them engaged during this session 

- For future programs, there should be a minimum of four staff members in 

each session (three instructors and one floater) 

- Flashcard station – the content for this station flowed well and was easily 

adaptable to the students’ needs. 

- Tabletop station – students were engaged and able to apply the skills they 

learned from this station to the roadside session. However, several 

students were distracted by how unrealistic the mat was. 

- Thinking cubes station – instructor found it difficult to run the station using 

dice and was also limited in terms of time and the viewpoints presented on 

the photographs. A revised version of this station should be implemented 

for future programs in order to incorporate changes such as removal of the 

dice, decreasing the amount of content being presented, and creating new 

photographs 

 Roadside sessions: 

- This session was flexible based on situations on the road, which led to 

many learning opportunities for the students. 

- Having two different walking routes was helpful to divide up the large group. 

Both walking routes were a good length and had appropriate level of traffic, 

as well as real-life learning at roundabouts. 

- Having ten students was too many for the roadside subgroups. For future 

programs, there should be a threshold for maximum number of students in 

each session so that it is reasonable and manageable for the instructors 

(i.e., maximum of eight students in each subgroup). At certain places during 

the walk (i.e., roundabouts), the groups can also split up to be safer.  

- Students that did not follow instructors in the subgroups made it difficult to 

complete the components of the walk, especially when certain teachers did 

not actively help support student safety. For future programs, there should 

be a minimum of eight adults in each session (one instructor and one to two 

volunteers/teachers per subgroup). It should also be reinforced to 

instructors that it is okay to go back to the school if they do not feel safe 

with the students in their roadside subgroup. 

- Since not all groups came back from the walk at the same time, those 

students that came early were easily distracted. For future programs, a 

game could be developed for students to play to keep them constantly 

engaged.  

- Although having a map of the route was helpful for instructors, for future 

programs, unique features on the maps where the concept of “stop-look-

listen-think” could be reinforced should be marked. Copies of the map 

should also be provided to the school administration. 
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- For future programs, after students complete the program, they could be 

given something to take home with them (e.g., certificate, badge, passport, 

etc.). 

 Evaluation:  

- For future programs, providing a paper test at the end of the roadside 

session to evaluate what the students learned instead may be more 

effective than doing a pre/post hands up assessment. 

- For future programs, testimonials (i.e., qualitative data) could be collected 

from students, teachers, parents, etc. to gather information about what 

people think about the program. 

- Once the full program is implemented, the Planning Team should follow up 

with instructors to ask if they have enough and appropriate tools for running 

both the classroom and roadside sessions. 

Administrative data collection 

Data was obtained regarding the resources (finances, time, and people involved) for planning 

and implementing the Pedestrian Skills Program Pilot Project (see Table 5).  

Table 5: A summary of the resources used. 

Finance Time People 

Learning resources: 

- One tabletop mat with 
pieces (cars, people, 
signs, etc.) 

- Two dice 
- Printed photographs 

and flashcards 
- Printed maps for 

roadside session 
 
Instructor attire: 
- Six reflective safety 

vests (in-kind) 
- 10 whistles (in-kind) 

 
Administrative resources: 
- Clipboards 
- Printed instructor 

booklets 
- Pens for observers 

 

Planning: 
- Monthly two to three hour 

group meetings with the 
planning team over a 12 
month period from June 
2018 to 2019 

- Additional personal time 
for resource/program 
development  

 
Implementation: 
- Three four hour days to 

run a total of three 
classroom and roadside 
sessions in two 
elementary schools 

Planning: 
- 10 planning team members from 

the following organizations:  

 Region of Waterloo Public 
Health and Emergency 
Services (1) 

 Student Transportation 
Services of Waterloo 
Region (3) 

 Region of Waterloo 
Transportation Division (1) 

 Canadian Cancer Society’s 
Walking School Bus 
Program (1) 

 Cycling Into the Future (2) 

 Waterloo Regional Block 
Parent Program (1) 

 Waterloo Region Children’s 
Safety Village (1) 

 
Implementation: 
- Seven planning team members 
- One lead evaluator (Master of 

Public Health Student from 
Region of Waterloo Public Health 
and Emergency Services) 

 



P a g e  | 20 

 

Document Number: 3048884 
Document Author:  SBINDRA Version: 4C 
Document Type: XPE-PE 

Finance Time People 

TOTAL:  
approximately $300 

TOTAL:  
Planning – occurred over a 12-
month period  
Implementation – 12 hours 
 

TOTAL:  
Planning – 11 individuals 
Implementation – eight individuals  
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Discussion and recommendations 

Summary of evaluation results 

Overall, through various data collection methods, the evaluation results suggest that along with 

continued practice, the Pedestrian Skills Program is capable of helping elementary school 

students become safer, more confident pedestrians on residential streets in the school 

community.  

a) Program fidelity: Was the program implemented as planned? 

The Pedestrian Skills Program was originally designed with the goal of preparing 

students transitioning from primary to junior grades to safely walk independently to 

school and other destinations in their community. Although the full program may be 

offered during the months of November to April to take advantage of weather related 

factors, the pilot program was implemented in June. Only the experiential learning and 

evaluation components were implemented for the pilot program; the teacher-led and 

parent engagement components were not. Instead of a classroom, the sessions took 

place in the school libraries. 

The results from the natural field experiment demonstrated that all of the activities in the 

classroom and roadside sessions were implemented as planned, with minor changes 

along the way to improve effectiveness. For the most part, the students, teachers and 

instructors were all engaged and participated actively during the activities. Although both 

of the classroom and roadside sessions were planned to be run for 75 minutes each, 

they only took 60 minutes each due to longer time needed to sign in at the school office 

and set up the stations. The timing for the individual station activities and walking routes 

went according to schedule. There was no difference, in terms of feasibility, whether the 

two sessions were run on the same day or two days apart.  

b) Program improvement: What needs to continue and what needs to be changed in 

order to result in a more effective program design? 

In terms of meeting the specified students’ learning objectives, the results from the 

hands up assessment indicated that although students were already quite 

knowledgeable in certain key pedestrian safety behaviours/skills (e.g., walking on 

sidewalks, not listening to music when walking, the importance of being as visible to 

drivers as possible, asking for help when needed), they also learned several new 

concepts, or expanded their knowledge on some concepts (e.g., stop-look-listen-think, 

walking facing traffic when no sidewalks, making eye contact with drivers). 

Overall, this evaluation provided an opportunity for the planning team to consider making 

several small, but important changes to the Pedestrian Skills Program to result in a more 

effective program design that could successfully meet all of the students’ learning 

objectives.  

From the focus group discussion, changes were recommended for:  
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 the number of people involved – e.g., having a minimum number of instructors 

and additional adults present; having a maximum threshold for number of 

student participants in subgroups (no more than eight students);  

 replacing the pre/post hands up assessment with a written assessment; 

 redesigning the tabletop mat; and 

 revising the Thinking Cubes Station in the classroom session. 

New ideas for the program were also recommended: 

 providing a giveaway for students; 

 collecting testimonials from parents about what they think about the program 

and what their children have learned; and 

 having pedestrian skills-related games incorporated within the program. 

Despite all of these changes, several things were recommended to be kept the same, 

such as: 

 the key pedestrian safety messages that were being taught; 

 structure of the program; and 

 length and type of walking routes. 

c) Program accountability: Was the best possible use of program resources made? 

The main resources that were needed for implementation of the Pedestrian Skills 

Program included learning materials for the different classroom station activities, maps 

for the roadside sessions, and instructor attire. Additional administrative resources 

included clipboards, instructor booklets, and pens (for the observers). In terms of people, 

a team of seven trained instructors was needed to run a total of three classroom and 

three roadside sessions for 98 students (approximately 26-41 students per session). In 

general, these resources were adequate and used effectively to implement the pilot 

program.   

Limitations 

There are some complexities and challenges unique to this program evaluation that are worth 

noting. First, the results and data that were collected during the natural field experiment were 

limited to the scope and perspectives of the observers. Second, the method for the student 

pre/post hands up knowledge assessment is a major limitation. In order to avoid any type of 

bias during this assessment, students were told to close their eyes and stand apart from each 

other while facing outward in a circle. However, not all students followed this— a few students 

had their eyes open and put their hands up according to what they saw their peers doing. 

Therefore, it is conceivable that extraneous factors contributed to the how students responded. 

Another limitation was that there was only one respondent for the teacher feedback questions. 

Due to this, an informed conclusion was could not be made about how the pilot program went, 

from the teachers’ perspective. The lack of response from teachers was likely due to timing as 

the program was implemented during the final month of the school year. Teachers may have 

been too busy with end-of-year responsibilities to respond with their feedback. In addition, since 

many of the key stakeholders during the focus group discussion were directly invested in the 

project, there may have been a positive reporting bias. Lastly, another limitation was the 
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collection of administrative data retrospectively. In particular, it was not feasible to obtain the 

exact number of hours that were spent for planning and developing the program as the data 

collection did not occur as the program was being developed.   
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Recommendations 

The following recommendations are based on the results outlined above. The recommendations 

have been developed according to the original structure of the Pedestrian Skills Program, 

specifically the different components identified in the program overview. The purpose of these 

recommendations are to provide suggested next steps for each program component and help 

guide implementation of the full program to ensure its continued success. 

1. Continue to provide experiential learning by trained instructors through both 

classroom and roadside sessions that emphasize on key pedestrian safety 

behaviours/skills.  

As demonstrated through the evaluation results, the activities that take place during the 

classroom and roadside sessions are practical ways of teaching Grades 3 and 4 

students about pedestrian safety. Although the program planning team felt that it was 

valuable for instructors to continue to deliver activities that emphasize all four areas of 

the key pedestrian safety behaviours/skills (preparing to walk; identifying where to walk; 

identifying safe places to cross; assessing risks and making safe decisions), the results 

from the hands up assessment indicated that they should emphasize more on teaching 

students about identifying where to walk and the concept of “stop-look-listen-think.” 

Instructors should also place emphasis on the following key concepts as these were the 

areas students appeared to struggle with during the pilot program, based on the field 

notes: 

 What is a multi-use trail 

 Where to walk when there is not a sidewalk 

 When to cross at a pedestrian crossover 

 How to use a pedestrian island  

 How to cross at a roundabout 

 What to do to make sure drivers see you 

 Why should we walk and not run 

 What to do when there is something unexpected (animal, blocked sidewalk, etc.) 

In terms of the structure of the program — a classroom learning session followed by a 

roadside session — this should remain consistent across all schools as the skills 

discussed in the classroom were able to be easily applied to the walking routes during 

roadside to reinforce learning. The classroom activities (role-play, flashcard, tabletop, 

and thinking cubes) worked well for the pilot program and are likely to for future 

programs as well, as long as they use appropriate resources that ensure consistent 

student engagement. Although the field notes demonstrated that 60 minutes per session 

was enough to complete the 800 to 1000 metre walking routes and all four of the 

classroom activities, taking into consideration the additional time required for signing into 

the office, set-up and clean-up, it is recommended for each session to remain 75 

minutes long. In the winter, this extra 15 minutes would also be beneficial as children 

may take more time to prepare for the walk due to additional clothing (jackets, hats, 

mittens, etc.) and the same routes may take longer to walk due to weather-related 

factors. To ensure that this program is inclusive for all students, it is also recommended 
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that an alternative to the roadside session be developed for those students who cannot 

participate in the 800 to 1000-metre walk due to accessibility, lack of appropriate winter 

clothing, and/or absence of permission from their parents. More detail regarding specific 

improvements to the program are noted in the ‘Summary of Evaluation Results’ section 

above.  

Prior to implementation, instructors should be provided with sufficient training in order to 

equip them with the relevant skills and knowledge for delivering a successful session. It 

is also recommended for the program to not be implemented in isolation of other 

activities/initiatives – it should be part of a more comprehensive plan to address school 

traffic safety. For example, School Travel Planning (STP) is a process that combines 

Active and Safe Routes to School programming to encourage active and sustainable 

travel modes to and from school.17 As such, the recommended course of action would 

be to first offer the program to those schools already working on STP initiatives. In 

addition to this, the group may want to consider prioritizing low-income neighbourhoods 

as a recent study published by Sick Kids Hospital found that children from poorer areas 

of Ontario are more likely to be hit by drivers of cars than those from wealthier areas.18 

Locally in Waterloo Region, the five-year average rate of motor vehicle collision-related 

emergency department visits (2013-2017) have also been higher among people with 

lower household incomes.1  

2. Encourage students to actively and regularly practice pedestrian safety outside of 

the experiential learning sessions, through both teacher and parent engagement.  

According to the results of the hands up assessment, majority of students indicated that 

they need to practice walking safely in their community. From the focus group 

discussion, planning team members also felt that it was important to ensure that the 

students who participate in this program are exposed to pedestrian safety education 

outside of the experiential learning sessions. This exposure can be accomplished in two 

different ways: teacher and parent engagement. Originally, the program model planned 

to include both of these components however the pilot program focused solely on 

implementing the experiential learning component. Therefore, it is recommended that 

the full program be piloted again (including teacher and parent components), in order to:   

 Enhance teacher engagement in pedestrian safety education by creating 

resources and learning activities they can use in other subject areas  

 Enhance parent engagement in practicing pedestrian safety by developing an 

action-oriented pedestrian skills guide for students to take home  

Although some introductory classroom discussion resources have already been 

developed by the Pedestrian Skills Program Staff, additional follow-up learning activities 

should also be developed. As originally planned, teachers should be encouraged to use 

the introductory discussion to start to build a collective mindset about the value of 

walking with their students and discuss with them the benefits of walking and where they 

can walk. This will not only prepare students and help set the tone for pedestrian safety, 

but also ensure that teachers are more engaged during the experiential sessions. After 

the instructor-led sessions, teachers should also be encouraged to review with their 



P a g e  | 26 

 

Document Number: 3048884 
Document Author:  SBINDRA Version: 4C 
Document Type: XPE-PE 

students the main concepts they learned and to integrate this learning into other subject 

areas. In order to ensure that teachers use these resources, it will be important to have 

consistent communication with the teachers both before and after implementation of the 

program at each school. This is why offering the program to schools already working on 

improving traffic safety in the school neighbourhood is beneficial, as extending the 

learning into follow up learning activities in the classroom is not just part of the 

Pedestrian Skills Program, but is also able to help support the other activities the school 

is working on. 

Once knowledge about pedestrian safety is given, it needs to be complimented with 

frequent and regular practice outside of the classroom.8 Parents have the opportunity to 

practice safe pedestrian behaviours/skills with their children at home. However, it is 

critical to understand that, while parents are significant safety role models for their 

children, most parents overestimate their own child’s knowledge of safe pedestrian 

practices and do not always model correct pedestrian behaviors.4 Therefore, it is 

important for the curriculum to extend beyond the classroom and provide educational 

guidance for parents and caregivers. Pedestrian Skills Program Staff could develop a 

pedestrian skills guide that can be used by children and their parents to extend the 

school-based lessons and practice into the home. These guides would be distributed to 

each student at the end of the experiential learning sessions and contain key concepts 

and further practice options. They could also include information about how to know 

when children are ready to walk alone, tips for teaching children to be safe pedestrians, 

and a walkability tool for the neighbourhood.  

3. Ensure continued evaluation efforts as new components are added or as the 

program evolves.  

This current evaluation focused mainly on assessing the implementation of the 

experiential learning components led by trained instructors for the Pedestrian Skills 

Program. Moving forward, the recommended course of action is to continue a process 

evaluation in order to evaluate any changes that are made to the program. For example, 

once the teacher and parent engagement components are incorporated into the full 

program, it would be beneficial to gather their feedback regarding the resources used. 

Insight about the program’s overall impact could also be obtained through testimonials 

from parents and teachers about what they think about the program and what their 

children/students have learned. An iterative process evaluation will ultimately enable 

program staff to make modifications as needed in order to strengthen the quality of the 

program. 

As indicated in the evaluation results, the program planning team also felt that an 

assessment of student learning should continue being implemented before and after 

each experiential learning component. Therefore, replacing the hands up with a written 

version should be considered in order to ensure that pre/post knowledge data among 

students is collected with limited bias. Conducting a full outcome evaluation for this 

program may not be needed as the research already demonstrates the effectiveness of 

such interventions in increasing children’s pedestrian skills.8–10  
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It is important to note that this program is one part of a broader strategy that aims to 

change pedestrian safety behaviour among children; therefore, it cannot be evaluated in 

isolation. Instead, to ultimately lead to improved pedestrian safety outcomes, it is 

recommended that the data obtained from this program be incorporated into a larger, 

more comprehensive evaluation for all school travel planning initiatives.  

Conclusion 

Overall the Pedestrian Skills Program appears to have stimulated energy and momentum in the 

area of pedestrian safety in Waterloo Region. However, it is important to note that a single 

intervention alone cannot change behaviours but can be used as a tool to start the critical 

learning about pedestrian safety at home with parents— this is fueled by consistent key 

messages both in other classroom subjects as well as across the various road safety programs 

that children participate in. Given this, the strengths of this program are in its experiential 

learning sessions in the classroom and roadside, while areas for growth are identified in teacher 

and parent engagement. As suggested, there are also many opportunities for evaluation efforts 

moving forward to capture the evolution of the Pedestrian Skills Program at different elementary 

schools throughout Waterloo Region. 
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