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ABSTRACT

Context: Despite evidence supporting the role of the built environment in promoting physical activity, there is limited
guidance on how to implement recommended built environment changes at the local level.

Objectives: The objective of this project was to develop a compilation of implementation strategies that hold promise for
aiding communities in implementing built environment changes that support active transportation and leisure-time physical
activity, titled “Expert Consensus for Local Implementation of Physical Activity Policy, Systems, and Environment
(ECLIPPSE).”

Design: A modified Delphi Technique using 3 web-based survey rounds was conducted from 2024 to 2025.

Setting: A multidisciplinary national expert panel was recruited to participate in this online panel.

Participants: The panel consisted of 23 professionals with expertise in the implementation of built environment changes to
support physical activity at the local level.

Main Outcome Measure: The Round 1 and 2 surveys utilized a rating process to establish a compilation of potentially
promising strategies for aiding communities in implementing physical activity-supportive built environment changes. The
Round 3 survey involved rating these strategies on potential feasibility and impact and endorsing the final compilation.
Results: Fifty-five strategies emerged in 2 broad domains. The first domain, “Get Ready,” included 4 categories: (1)
Partnerships and collaboration (5 strategies); (2) staffing (5 strategies); (3) training and education (4 strategies), and (4)
interactive assistance (2 strategies). The second domain, “Take Action,” included 6 categories: (1) Data and community
informed prioritization (6 strategies); (2) evaluative (8 strategies); (3) community awareness and demand (8 strategies); (4)
engagement with decision-making processes (5 strategies); (5) funding (7 strategies); and (6) pilots or demonstration
projects (5 strategies). The final compilation was endorsed by 95% of respondents.

Conclusions: The ECLIPPSE strategies can be used to aid implementation of built environment changes at the local level to
support physical activity.
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Physical activity is critical for preventing chronic
diseases,’ promoting positive mental health® and
reducing health care costs." However, the majority
of Americans do not meet recommended levels of
physical activity.> Physical activity can be achieved
through both leisure-time physical activity and active
transportation® via walking, biking, and use of mobi-
lity devices.*’

Physical activity can be promoted when the built
environment supports safe and accessible opportu-
nities to be active.” The Community Preventive
Services Task Force recommends built environment
interventions that combine transportation interven-
tions to improve pedestrian or bicycle transportation
systems with land use and environmental design
interventions to increase physical activity for all
Americans.® Example transportation interventions
include street connectivity, street design/traffic calm-
ing/traffic control devices, pedestrian infrastructure,
bicycle roadway infrastructure, multi-use pathway/
trail infrastructure and public transit infrastructure
and access. Example land use and environmental
design interventions include mixed-use development,
increased residential density, proximity to destina-
tions, parks, and recreational facilities access and
green infrastructure.®’

Implementing built environment changes requires
a policy, systems, and environment (PSE) approach.
Built environment decision-making typically happens
under the jurisdiction of the local government, which
decides how and where to invest local, state, and federal
resources and dis/approve private investments.® Several
evidence-informed policies (eg, complete streets, pedes-
trian-oriented zoning) and plans (eg, mobility, long-
range transportation) can lead to activity-supportive
built environment changes.”'° State- (eg, bicycle-pedes-
trian plans) and federal-level (eg, funding, policy gui-
dance) initiatives influence local decision-making.
However, adopting a policy or plan does not automa-
tically mean that it will be implemented as intended."’
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Critical knowledge gaps remain regarding how to
implement these policies and plans to achieve built
environment changes supportive of physical activity.

Implementing built environment changes requires
influencing systems responsible for local decision-mak-
ing. Based on an adapted version of the Interactive
Systems Framework (ISF),'* we propose 3 interactive
systems specific to the built environment at the local
level that can influence implementation (Figure 1). (1)
The inside system has decision-making authority
within local government for transportation and land
use and typically includes departments such as plan-
ning, public works, and parks. Public health depart-
ments, while not the ultimate decision-maker, can play
a role as the entity with a health focus."*"* (2) The
outside + system consists primarily of non-government
entities such as community-based organizations, advo-
cacy groups, Cooperative Extension agents, and citizen
advisors. Government representatives may or may not
participate. This system focuses on increasing engage-
ment of the community in built environment efforts
and ensuring community needs are considered.”*"'” (3)
The implementation support system focuses on build-
ing capacity and providing resources for the inside and
outside + systems. Members of this system are typically
not part of the day-to-day work (e.g. state health
departments, national funders, consultants). Their
involvement can be time-limited and funding-depen-
dent. Members of each of these systems will differ
across communities, but the core responsibilities
remain similar.

Successful implementation of physical activity-
supportive built environment changes can entail
use of strategies that support the inside and out-
side + systems to fulfill their implementation roles.
Implementation strategies are “specific methods or
techniques used to promote the adoption, implemen-
tation, and sustained use of an evidence-based inter-
vention or policy within a real-world setting.”'® The
Expert Recommendations for Implementing Change
(ERIC) project established a compilation of promis-
ing implementation strategies, originally for the
health care setting, that serves as a standardized tax-
onomy for research and common reporting and
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Inside System focuses on changing practices and culture of decision
making within the local government and affecting specific projects

Macro
Policy

Outside+ System focuses on increasing understanding and engagement
among non-governmental partners and the community-at-large

Impl. tation Support System focuses on building awareness and
capacity and providing resources for inside and outside+ systems

Evidence

FIGURE 1 Interactive Systems Framework for Built Environment Change, adapted from the Interactive Systems Framework.'?

comparison across projects.'®?° Efforts have been made
to adapt the ERIC strategies to non-health care
settings,'® including the Implementation Strategies
Applied in Communities (ISAC) compilation.?"**
A growing body of literature is evaluating and establish-
ing the utility of a range of implementation strategies.
However, most of this research has focused on strate-
gies supporting the implementation of interventions
aimed at individuals, particularly in health care or allied
service settings.”> While the ISAC compilation does
include strategies applicable to the PSE interventions
broadly, it was not designed specifically for the built
environment.'”

Identifying effective implementation strategies that
support systems can facilitate built environment
changes that promote physical activity.®'*** However,
there has been no systematic attempt to enumerate,
define or evaluate implementation strategies specific to
this context. The purpose of this study was to develop
a compilation of implementation strategies, titled

Round 1 (n=23)

Ratings of initial 65 strategies on perceived promise.

Round 2 (n=21)

Review of 21 strategies not endorsed in Round 1 and indication of
whether the strategies should be retained.

Round 3 (n=21)

Ratings of final 55 strategies on perceived feasibility and impact and
endorsement of the final set of strategies.

FIGURE 2 Summary of 3 Modified Delphi Rounds, ECLIPPSE.

Expert Consensus for Local Implementation of
Physical Activity Policy Systems and Environment
(ECLIPPSE), that hold promise for aiding communities
in implementing built environment changes that sup-
port active transportation and leisure-time physical
activity.

Methods
Study overview

This project used a modified Delphi method*>** to
capture input from a sample of experts in implementa-
tion of built environment changes supportive of physi-
cal activity from across the US. This approach, also
used in the development of the ERIC compilation,'®
was selected because it allows for a group of experts to
achieve consensus on a complex topic. To develop the
strategies, the research team developed an initial set of
possible strategies and then sought iterative input from
the expert panel over 3 rounds. Each round was con-
ducted using an online Qualtrics survey. After each
round, results were summarized; Round 1 and 2 results
informed the development of the subsequent round’s
survey. The project was conducted and reported in
accordance with the Conducting and Reporting of
Delphi Studies checklist (see Supplemental Digital
Content Table A, available at: http:/links.lww.com/
JPHMP/B546).7

Initial strategy development

The initial set of strategies was developed by the
project team, each of whom has relevant expertise in
built environment, land use, and/or transportation
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approaches and physical activity. First, the 73 strate-
gies included in the ERIC compilation,'® were each
reviewed to determine relevance for supporting built
environment changes. Strategies that were deemed to
have conceptual overlap with each other were conso-
lidated into single items (eg, identify early adopters,
visit other sites, shadow experts merged into learn
from other communities). The retained strategies
were then reviewed for needed adaptations. Two
types of adaptations were made: major adaptations
involved substantive changes (and sometimes title
changes) as well as wording changes for relevance to
the built environment (eg, use mass media changed to
conduct community outreach campaigns to promote
awareness and acceptance), while minor adaptations
entailed only wording changes for relevance (eg,
obtain and use patients/consumers and family feed-
back changed to obtain and use community feed-
back). Second, the research team developed
additional strategies relevant for supporting built
environment changes (eg, support quick builds).
These were informed by strategies suggested by the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC),'°
the American Planning Association®® and the project
team’s research and practice-based experience. The
initial set of strategies was developed by 3 members
of the team (S.C.L., K.V.G., J.F.C.). These strategies
were discussed and modified with input from 4 other
team members (C.G.A., M.F., C.K.P., S.].S).

The initial set included 65 strategies. Of these, 40
strategies were adapted from ERIC (30 from indivi-
dual ERIC strategies, 10 consolidated from 20 differ-
ent ERIC strategies), and 25 new strategies were
developed. Strategies were organized into 2 concep-
tual domains with 10 total categories. To define cate-
gories, we first reviewed a categorization of the ERIC
strategies.'” Six of 9 ERIC categories were deemed
appropriate and adapted, and 4 new categories were
created.

The first domain, titled “Get Ready”, included 4
categories of strategies: (1) Partnerships/collabora-
tions, (2) staffing, (3) training and education, and
(4) interactive assistance. The second domain, titled
“Take Action”, included 6 categories of strategies: (1)
Data and community-informed prioritization strate-
gies, (2) evaluative strategies, (3) community aware-
ness and demand, (4) engagement with decision-
making processes, (5) funding strategies and (6)
small pilots or demonstration projects.

Participants

A multidisciplinary panel with experience related to
implementation of built environment changes at the
local level from a range of geographic areas across the

Built Environment Implementation Strategies to Promote Physical Activity

US and disciplines was invited. They were identified
by the project team and funder (CDC) and included
advisors to and recipients of the CDC’s Division of
Nutrition, Physical Activity and Obesity’s State
Physical Activity and Nutrition, High Obesity
Program and Racial and Ethnic Approaches to
Community Health initiatives** and members of the
Physical Activity Policy Research and Evaluation
Network.?

Recruitment and retention

Email invitations were sent to each selected expert.
The invitation described the project goal and
participation requirements, which entailed completion
of the 3 surveys over a 5 to 6-month period.
Participants were offered a $100 incentive for complet-
ing all 3 rounds.

The invitation included a link to complete the
Round 1 survey. For Rounds 2 and 3, an email invita-
tion, which reminded participants of the project’s
purpose and described the goal of the round, was
sent with a link to complete that round’s survey.
A similar reminder schedule was implemented at
each round, with 4 weekly reminders following the
initial invitation. Round 1 was completed from June
to July 2024. Round 2 was completed from
September to October 2024. Round 3 was completed
from December 2024 to January 2025.

A sample size of 10 to 12 experts is recommended
when the sample is homogenous.?**! Because sought
a sample with experience across a range of settings
(eg, urban-rural, region), we aimed to enroll approxi-
mately 20 experts. We thus invited 25 individuals to
account for non-response. Twenty-three of the 25
invitees agreed and completed the Round 1 survey
(92.0%). Twenty-one (91.3% retention rate) and 21
(91.3% retention rate) completed the Round 2 and
Round 3 surveys, respectively (not the same unique
participants in Rounds 2 and 3)(Figure 2).

Modified Delphi method
Round 1

Participants were asked about their professional posi-
tion and experience. Participants were then asked to
rate each of the 65 strategies on the extent to which it is
promising to aid communities in implementing built
environment changes that support active transporta-
tion and leisure-time physical activity. Ratings were
done on a 4-point scale ranging from not at all (4) to
extremely promising (1). The survey also asked parti-
cipants whether they believed the strategy was most
appropriate for the inside system only, outside + system
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only, or both systems. Strategies that at least 80% of
respondents rated as extremely or quite promising
were retained from Round 1, based on a criterion
used in another physical activity-focused modified
Delphi study.’* In Round 1 participants were also
invited to list additional strategies, but none were
suggested.

Round 2

Participants were first informed of the criterion for
automatically retaining strategies from Round 1
(80% agreement). They were then asked to review
the strategies for which less than 80% of Round 1
respondents rated the given strategy as extremely or
quite promising. Respondents had the opportunity to
indicate if they believed each strategy should be
retained, and if so, to describe their reasoning.
Strategies were retained if at least 1/3 of Round 2
respondents endorsed retaining the strategy. This cri-
terion was selected because most of these strategies (8
of 11) were in the “Get Ready” domain and respon-
dents’ comments indicated that they were founda-
tional or important components of a larger set of
strategies. A confirmatory factor analysis of the
Round 1 ratings was conducted for retained strategies
according to category using the principal factor
method in Stata/MP 18.0.

Round 3

Participants were presented with the final set of stra-
tegies by domain and category. Respondents were
asked to rate each strategy on 2 dimensions: feasibil-
ity and potential impact; each rating was based on
a 4-point Likert scale ranging from not at all (4) to
extremely (1). Respondents were then asked whether
they endorsed the final set. Mean feasibility and
impact ratings for each strategy were calculated and
then plotted against each other.

Results

Expert panel description

Table 1 describes the expert panel. More than half
were government employees (52.2%), worked in pub-
lic health (56.5%), and at the local level (52.2%).

Modified Delphi results
Round 1

Of the initial 65 strategies, 44 were rated as extremely
or quite promising by at least 80% of respondents in
the Round 1 survey. Table 2 describes the strategies
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TABLE 1
ECLIPPSE Expert Panel Member Characteristics (N = 23)
Expert Panel Member Characteristics %
Professional role
Government official or employee 52.2%
Practitioner 21.7%
Advocate/consultant 26.1%
Primary discipline
Public health 56.5%
Planning 21.7%
Parks and recreation 4.4%
Government/politics 4.4%
Multidisciplinary 13.0%
Level
Local 52.2%
State 34.8%
Regional/MPO 8.7%
Multiple levels 4.4%
Communities of focus
Racial and ethnic minority groups 95.7%
Low socioeconomic status 95.7%
Persons with disabilities 73.9%
Rural 65.2%
Urban 82.6%
Region
Northeast 26.1%
Midwest 13.0%
South 26.1%
West 34.8%

and presents the results of Round 1 ratings. At least
half of the respondents indicated that each of the
65 strategies was appropriate for both the inside
and outside + systems. Details are presented in
Supplemental Digital Content Table B, available at:
http://links.lww.com/JPHMP/B547. Based on these
results, the decision was made not to ask respondents
to report on strategies according to system in subse-
quent rounds.

Round 2

Twenty-one of the initial 65 strategies did not achieve
the 80% threshold in Round 1 and were included in
the Round 2 survey. In Round 2, 11 of these 21
strategies (52%) were endorsed by at least 33% of
respondents as strategies that should be retained.
Thus, a total of 55 strategies (44 from Round 1, 11
added back in after Round 2) were retained. These 55
strategies included 32 strategies adapted from ERIC
(24 from individual ERIC strategies, 8 consolidated
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TABLE 2

Definitions of ECLIPPSE Strategies Endorsed by Expert Panel by Domain and Category With Round 1 (N = 23) and 2
(N = 21) Results

Round 1 % Rating  Round 2 % Indicating
Extremely or Quite  Strategy Should Be
Promising Retained®

Domain: Get Ready
Category: Partnerships/Collaborations

91. Build a multi-sector collaborative approach: Develop and sustain a formal collaborative 95.2% =
group that builds from local resources and relationships, includes multi-sector
representatives and is responsible for overseeing the community-wide activities related
to promoting policy and built environment changes and holding members accountable;
include sub-groups to lead specific topic areas and/or initiatives as necessary.

92. Develop academic partnerships: Partner with a university or academic unit for the 57.1% 38.1%
purpose of bringing evaluation and research skills to the collaboration.
f3. Educate and build relationships with decision-makers: Cultivate ongoing relationships 100.0% -

with decision-makers from different departments/disciplines/boards (eg, planning,
transportation, public works, economic development, parks and recreation, conservation/
natural resources); Build their knowledge about how their work affects the built
environment and active travel opportunities, including potential unintended
consequences, and engage with them about specific facilities, policies, and practices.

4. Obtain formal commitments: Obtain written commitments from key partners that state 42.9% 42.9%
what resources they bring and what activities they will engage in to implement policy and
built environment changes supporting active transportation and leisure-time physical
activity.
°5. Promote network weaving: Identify and build on existing high-quality working 71.4% 57.1%
relationships and networks and make connections among groups/individuals within and
outside the community and local government, etc. to promote information sharing,
collaborative problem-solving, and a shared vision/goal related to changing the built
environment (such as but not limited to Vision Zero/safety, social justice, environmental
justice, health equity, economic revitalization, affordable housing, and environmental
sustainability work groups).

®e|Jse a formal facilitation process: Use a process of interactive problem solving and support 70.0% 23.8%
to help build consensus on community priorities and opportunities for collaborative
activities to promote built environment changes supporting active transportation and
leisure-time physical activity.

Category: Staffing

6. Recruit, designate and train for leadership: Recruit, designate, and train individuals, 90.0% -
including those with non-public health backgrounds (planning, public works) and on
elected and appointed boards (eg, city council, planning, and zoning boards), to lead built
environment change efforts in their sphere of influence in support of active transportation
and leisure-time physical activity.

¢7. Revise professional roles: Shift and revise roles among professionals to focus on policies 61.9% 33.3%
and built environment for active transportation and leisure-time physical activity and
relevant collaboration.

°8. Identify and prepare champions: ldentify and prepare individuals who dedicate 90.5% -
themselves to supporting, marketing, and driving efforts to implement policy and built
environment changes supporting active transportation and leisure-time physical activity
to overcome indifference or resistance to these efforts.

9. Funding for dedicated staffing: Allocate funding to specifically support new positions or 90.5% -
individuals in existing positions to focus on built environment and active transportation/
leisure-time physical activity related activities, including supporting cross-sector
activities.

410. Create dedicated teams: Create teams with members from different disciplines/ 90.5% -
departments and with different skills; develop and support teams and give them protected
time.

Category: Training and education
(continues)
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TABLE 2

Definitions of ECLIPPSE Strategies Endorsed by Expert Panel by Domain and Category With Round 1 (N = 23) and 2
(N = 21) Results (Continued)

Round 1 % Rating  Round 2 % Indicating
Extremely or Quite  Strategy Should Be

Promising Retained®
¢11. Conduct educational activities: Hold educational activities for partners to educate them 711.4% 47.6%
about topics such as the influence of zoning, permitting, and community design on
physical activity, co-benefits of improving community design, policies that promote
community design that supports physical activity, and the importance of data-driven and
community-informed decision-making.
412. Conduct ongoing training: Plan for and conduct ongoing training of partners and staff at 68.4% 33.3%
various stages of the planning and implementation process.
413. Learn from other communities: Establish opportunities to learn from similar communities 94.7% -

that have successfully implemented relevant community design initiatives, including
inviting experts and visiting other sites.

"4. Professional development: Pursue professional development opportunities (eg, 68.4% 42.9%
continuing education, conferences, professional certification activities, etc.) for agency
and consultant professionals that focus on relevant topics, such as zoning, permitting,
safety, and multi-modal transportation.

¢Create a learning collaborative: Foster a collaborative learning environment among 66.7% 14.3%
partners to improve the capacity to participate in activities supporting built environment
changes for active transportation and leisure-time physical activity.

fCreate online learning communities: Create an online portal for partners to share and 47.4% 23.8%
access resources, such as webinars, tools, and evidence-based interventions/
approaches to encourage co-learning

dDevelop/adapt and distribute educational materials: Develop new and/or adapt existing 36.8% 19.0%
manuals, toolkits and other supporting materials in ways that make it easier for partners
and others to learn about and participate in efforts to support built environment changes;
distribute materials to appropriate audiences using tailored methods (in person, mail,
electronically).

°Develop an implementation glossary: Develop and distribute a list of terms related to the 26.3% 23.8%
built environment, active transportation and leisure-time physical activity, and associated
policy/systems/environmental approaches and potential co-benefits (such as economic
vibrancy, environmental sustainability, and social justice).

®Use train-the-trainer strategies: Train designated partners to train others in approaches 63.2% 28.6%
that contribute to built environment change efforts in support of active transportation and
leisure-time physical activity.

®Model approaches and behavior: Have experts and community leaders model behaviors 44.4% 4.8%
supportive of built environment change efforts supporting active transportation and
leisure-time physical activity

Category: Interactive assistance

¢15. Use centralized technical assistance: Use centralized systems, for example from state 81.0% -
or national sources, to provide technical assistance on localized approaches to building
partnerships and capacity and identifying opportunities for built environment changes
supporting active transportation and leisure-time physical activity.

¢16. Use local technical assistance: Identify and utilize local experts to deliver technical 71.4% 57.1%
assistance on localized approaches to building partnerships and capacity and identifying
opportunities that support built environment changes supporting active transportation
and leisure-time physical activity.

dUse an implementation advisor/consultant: Seek guidance from external experts on 65.0% 4.8%
implementation to support local activities, including development of localized approaches
to building partnerships and capacity and identifying opportunities, policies, and
practices that support built environment changes supporting active transportation and
leisure-time physical activity.

(continues)
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TABLE 2

Definitions of ECLIPPSE Strategies Endorsed by Expert Panel by Domain and Category With Round 1 (N = 23) and 2
(N = 21) Results (Continued)

Round 1 % Rating  Round 2 % Indicating
Extremely or Quite  Strategy Should Be
Promising Retained®

Domain: Take action
Category: Data and community-informed prioritization strategies

¢17. Conduct local needs assessment: Identify physical activity assets, needs and barriers to 95.0% -
change in the local community (eg, organizational policies/plans) and related co-benefits
of community importance (eg, economic activity, housing affordability, benefits to
underserved populations).

f18. Collect data about local infrastructure conditions and policy/practice: Conduct walk and 100.0% -
roll audits with community members to document built environment conditions in specific
locations and identify opportunities for improvements. Use a systematic process to
explore and document local policies and practices and opportunities for public input.

¢19. Capture and share partner’s local knowledge and experiences: Identify and leverage 85.0% -
local partners’ existing/prior knowledge, experiences, challenges, and successes in
implementing built environment-related changes to inform future activities.

¢20. Conduct local consensus discussions: Include partners in discussions to determine 85.0% -
priority topics, places, etc. related to built environment changes supporting active
transportation and leisure-time physical activity.

f21. Conduct community listening/learning activities: Conduct listening and learning sessions 84.2% -
with the community-at-large, including community members and groups, to learn about
their needs and wishes with regards to built environment changes supporting active
transportation and leisure-time physical activity.

°22. Assess community readiness and identify barriers and facilitators: Assess community 80.0% -
readiness for implementing built environment-related changes supporting active
transportation and leisure-time physical activity as well as for identifying barriers and
facilitators to implementing built environment changes in the community.

Category: Evaluative strategies

©423. Develop a data/equity dashboard: Develop and maintain a neighborhood/community- 75.0% 42.9%
level data equity dashboard for use in prioritizing and implementing built environment
projects.

¢24. Develop a formal implementation blueprint: Develop a formal built environment 81.0% -

implementation plan supporting active transportation and leisure-time physical activity or
blueprint for a specified time period thatincludes all implementation goals and strategies.
The plan should include: (1) aims/purpose of implementation, (2) scope of built
environment changes (where), (3) timeframe/milestones for implementation, and (4)
performance measures. The implementation blueprint/plan should be updated regularly.

©25. Obtain and use community feedback: Develop strategies, such as community forums/ 85.7% -
listening sessions, to obtain and increase broad/diverse/inclusive community feedback
on built environment change plans and progress in support of active transportation and
leisure-time physical activity.
926. Conduct monitoring and improvement activities: Develop systems for monitoring 85.7% -
implementation of planned/ongoing built environment changes supporting active
transportation and leisure-time physical activity, ensuring the quality of implementation
efforts, and continuously improving efforts, as needed, based on evaluation results.
Ensure that data are routinely evaluated for continuous quality improvement, assessing
impact on equity and identification of unintended consequences.

f27. Identify, collect, and analyze relevant outcome data: Identify available data sources and/ 100.0% -
or collect primary data on relevant physical activity (eg, walking, biking, and transit use
rates, rates of PA, reductions in sedentary behavior), health conditions (eg, diabetes,
obesity), transportation exposure and safety (eg, pedestrian/bicyclist counts, vehicle
speeds and yielding behaviors, crashes, fatalities, and injuries) and co-benefits
(economic activity, property values) over time; analyze and monitor changes over time,
especially in response to built environment changes supporting active transportation and
leisure-time physical activity.

(continues)




Month/Month 2025 * Volume 00, Number 0 www.JPHMP.com 9

TABLE 2

Definitions of ECLIPPSE Strategies Endorsed by Expert Panel by Domain and Category With Round 1 (N = 23) and 2
(N = 21) Results (Continued)

Round 1 % Rating  Round 2 % Indicating
Extremely or Quite  Strategy Should Be
Promising Retained®

¢28. Facilitate relay of relevant data: Provide relevant outcome data and other metrics 95.0% -
related to decision-makers and partners to use in monitoring, evaluating, and modifying
policies, practices, and implementation efforts.

29. Modify performance metrics: Work with decision-makers to change state and/or local 80.0% -
performance metrics related to transportation, land use and other relevant project criteria
to incorporate active transportation and leisure-time physical activity, social/
environmental justice, community participation, and related measures.

f30. Integrate into local strategic planning efforts: Leverage existing community needs 95.0% -
assessment/health improvement planning projects and other plans such as Community
Health Needs Assessments, Community Health Improvement Plans, Health Impact
Assessments, Environmental Impact Assessments, etc. as well as non-health planning
such as community and economic development, climate action, housing, open space and
conservation, transportation, and comprehensive planning. Include evaluation metrics
and monitor progress.

Use evaluation experts: Engage experts in the evaluation process to guide the evaluation 73.7% 14.3%
planning, data collection, and to provide feedback on evaluation data/results.

Category: Community awareness and demand

f31. Establish appropriate framing for the community: Identify and consider political and 90.5% -
cultural context to inform most useful framing of the benefits of policy and built
environment changes for a specific community, such as safety, transportation choice,
economic vibrancy, and community and individual health, etc.

¢32. Conduct community outreach campaigns to promote awareness and acceptance: Use 81.0% -
paid, earned and social media to reach large numbers of people to spread the word about,
increase support for, and reduce resistance to new policies/plans and proposed policy
(eg, zoning, affordable housing) and built environment changes.

¢33. Conduct educational outreach activities to promote awareness and acceptance: Hold 85.0% -
formal events in the community to provide education about the built environment, co-
benefits of built environment changes and related local opportunities.

¢34. Build relationships with community/neighborhood groups: Engage community members 90.0% -
and neighborhood groups early in the process using in-person and digital strategies to
cultivate ongoing relationships and build mutual understanding of the built environment
improvements for active transportation and leisure-time physical activity that intersect
with and can support issues important to them.

¢35. Build understanding with local opinion leaders: Cultivate relationships with individuals 90.0% -
identified as opinion leaders or influential within the community and increase their
awareness of the importance of and opportunities to improve both land use decisions and
transportation infrastructure as a means to foster community support.

¢36. Prepare community members to be active participants: Prepare community members to 80.0% -
actively engage in data collection (pedestrian/bicycle counts and delays, vehicle speeds
and behaviors, user intercept surveys, etc.) and decision-making about their community’s
built environment by building skills and confidence to ask questions, share findings, and
interact with decision-makers and other community members, with emphasis on routine
practices, guidelines, policies, and evidence.

¢37. Promote use of built environment changes supporting active transportation and leisure- 80.0% =
time physical activity: Develop strategies to encourage community use of new or
improved built environment facilities for active transportation and leisure-time physical
activity.
f38. Celebrate and promote successes: Highlight opening and/or increased use of new or 90.0% -
improved built environment facilities for active transportation and leisure-time physical
activity.
Category: Engagement with decision-making processes
(continues)
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TABLE 2

Definitions of ECLIPPSE Strategies Endorsed by Expert Panel by Domain and Category With Round 1 (N = 23) and 2
(N = 21) Results (Continued)

Round 1 % Rating  Round 2 % Indicating
Extremely or Quite  Strategy Should Be
Promising Retained®

f39. Create tailored materials and talking points for activated community members: Develop 66.7% 38.1%
and share tailored materials about specific local built environment issues, such as
a facility, policy, or practice change, that community members can use in speaking up.

f40. Create local stories/testimonials to share with decision-makers: Develop and/or support 90.5% -
storytelling by community members about the value to them of policies and built
environment improvements that increase active travel and leisure-time physical activity
opportunities.

¢41. Include public health/community representatives on local transportation and/or land 100.0% -
use boards: Recruit and prepare representatives who have a public health or community
lens to serve on city/county boards with mandates important for the built environment and
active travel.

f42. Participate in public forums about policies and projects: Monitor opportunities and 71.4% 42.9%
foster participation of community members in official and informal forums about policies
and projects that impact the built environment and active travel/physical activity
opportunities.

f43. Participate in policy or project proposal development: Monitor opportunities and foster 90.5% -
participation of community members in development of policy (such as Comprehensive
Plans and zoning ordinances) or project proposals that will impact the built environment
and active travel/physical activity opportunities.

Category: Funding strategies

¢44. Access new funding: Access new funding that supports implementation by providing 90.5% -
personnel or materials for demonstrations/pilots.
¢45. Fund partners: Identify funding sources to support participation of community and other 85.7% -

non-governmental partners in activities that support built environment changes
supporting active transportation and leisure-time physical activity.

f46. Provide support in identifying and applying for permanent infrastructure funding 90.0% -
opportunities: Engage with local agencies to leverage local, regional, state and federal
sources of infrastructure funds to support implementation efforts.

f47. Shift local funding mechanisms to support built environment infrastructure that supports 85.0% =
active transportation and leisure-time physical activity: Provide input and foster public
input on allocation and expenditure of funds from routine maintenance funds, annual
budgets, capital improvement budgets, grant applications, and bond programs to increase
active transportation options.

f48. Change use of state transportation funding: Engage with local transportation/public 100.0% -
works agency to incorporate active transportation improvements into all routine road
maintenance/resurfacing projects.

°49. Alter incentive/allowance structures: Work with local agencies to modify their 80.0% -
performance measures to include engagement in cross-department activities that
support creation of equitable accessibility to everyday destinations including parks and/
or active transportation routes, such as scoring criteria for Transportation Improvement

Plans.

"50. Develop an equitable process: Establish a transparent process that prioritizes equitable 84.2% -
distribution of funds across communities.

fProvide input on development of public-private financing arrangements: Provide input and 60.0% 28.6%

foster public input to ensure agreements support built environment changes that promote
active transportation and leisure-time physical activity.

Category: Small pilots or demonstration projects

51. Support pilots or demonstrations of pedestrian/bicycle facilities and traffic calming: 95.2% -
Lead or assist with short-term, low-cost, temporary roadway projects that pilot potential
long-term design solutions to improve walking, bicycling, transit, and public spaces.

(continues)




Month/Month 2025 * Volume 00, Number 0

TABLE 2
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Definitions of ECLIPPSE Strategies Endorsed by Expert Panel by Domain and Category With Round 1 (N = 23) and 2

(N = 21) Results (Continued)

Round 1 % Rating  Round 2 % Indicating
Extremely or Quite  Strategy Should Be

Promising Retained®

52. Support pop-up projects/designs, creative placemaking: Lead or assist in reimagining

100.0% -

existing destinations and creating new destinations by temporarily or permanently
transforming public space to meet one or more community goals, such as safer streets
and increased opportunities for social interaction, through use of temporary

infrastructure, art installations, and events.

53. Support community events: Lead or assist in creating temporary destinations that bring

81.0% =

people together in public spaces to highlight community assets, including regular,
ongoing events, and specialty events (such as performance spaces, food truck courts,

pop-up retail, etc.).

"54. Invest in streetscape/vacant lot greening: Lead or assist in greening vacant lots and

other temporary spaces.

55. Support quick builds: Assist with low to moderate-cost interim capital infrastructure

90.5% -

95.2% =

projects that can be installed quickly to make pedestrian, bicycle, transit and/or traffic
safety improvements and adjusted over time in response to community input and
evaluation results, utilizing tools such as (but not limited to) paint, signs, curbing, flexible

delineators, planters and similar materials.

20nly asked of strategies for which less than 80% of respondents rated as extremely or quite promising in Round 1. Only kept strategies in this column that received

endorsement by at least one-third of Round 2 respondents.

bStrategies in italics and with no numbers are not included in the final ECLIPPSE compendium.
“Moved from Data and Community Informed Prioritization Strategies category to Evaluative Strategies category based upon Round 2 factor analysis results.

Combination of more than 1 ERIC strategy.
Adapted from an individual ERIC strategy.
"Newly developed item.

from 20 different ERIC strategies) and 23 new strate-
gies. Table 2 lists the final 55 strategies with the
Round 1 and Round 2 ratings.

As shown in Supplemental Digital Content Table
C, available at: http:/links.lww.com/JPHMP/B548,
eigenvalues from the confirmatory factor analysis
were generally consistent with single-factor models
across all 10 categories. Factor loadings were at least
0.28 for all but 2 strategies (“support for applying for
infrastructure funding” and “facilitate relay of rele-
vant data”), suggesting consistency in how strategies
were rated within categories. One strategy, “data/
equity dashboard,” was originally categorized under
Data and Community Informed Prioritization
Strategies but was recategorized under Evaluative
Strategies based on the initial factor analysis results
(0.41 versus -0.18).

Round 3

Of the 55 strategies, 45 were rated above the midpoint
for both feasibility and impact. Mean feasibility ratings
ranged from 1.5 (learn from other communities, cele-
brate and promote successes) to 3.1 (alter incentive/

allowance structures, change use of state transportation
funding) and mean impact ratings ranged from 1.2
(create dedicated teams, allocate funds for dedicated
staffing) to 2.3 (develop academic partnerships). Plots
of mean feasibility rankings by mean impact ratings for
the individual strategies are presented for each of the 10
categories in Figure 3. Twenty of 21 (95%) Round 3
respondents endorsed the final ECLIPPSE compilation.
The 1 person who did not endorse commented that
many of the strategies were too focused on the public
health role rather than other government departments.

Discussion and Conclusion

Guided by an adapted version of the ISF,'* ECLIPPSE
provides a compilation of promising strategies to sup-
port the local systems responsible for implementing
built environment changes that promote physical
activity. Through this expert panel methodology, 55
strategies emerged within 2 overarching domains and
10 categories.

While ERIC'® provided a reasonable starting point,
substantial changes were required to fit the context of
this project. Seven of the 10 ECLIPPSE categories
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FIGURE 3 Plots of Mean Feasibility by Impact Ratings for ECLIPPSE
Strategies, Within Category and Domain

were adapted from 6 ERIC categories (ERIC category
Use Evaluative and Iterative Strategies was separated

Built Environment Implementation Strategies to Promote Physical Activity

into Data and Community Informed Priorities and
Evaluative Strategies in ECLIPPSE). Within these
ECLIPPSE categories, adaptations were needed. For
example, within the funding category, 2 strategies
entailed a minor modification from ERIC (access
new funding, alter incentive/allowance structures), 1
was a major modification (fund and contract for the
clinical innovation changed to fund partners), and 4
strategies were newly developed (eg, change use of
state transportation funding). Six ERIC funding-
related strategies were not included (eg, make billing
easier). Engagement with decision-making is a newly
developed category that reflects unique aspects of
how built environment changes occur at the local
level. Pilot and Demonstration Projects are a single
strategy in ERIC. These were identified as critical to
obtaining buy-in by one of the co-authors who pro-
vides technical assistance to communities of built
environment change (MF) and thus established as its
own category with 5 distinct strategies. Overall, 23
ERIC strategies were deemed irrelevant for ECLIPPSE
(eg, remind clinicians, use capitated payments) and
thus not included.

Like ECLIPPSE, other efforts adapted the ERIC
strategies to specific contexts (eg, schools,
community),?"*? underscoring the need for practical
guidance to inform implementation research and
practice in specific settings. The ISAC adaptation
included strategies for community settings that can
be applied to multi-level evidence-based interventions
targeting different behaviors. For example, ISAC
includes 3 strategies around community engagement
that relate to obtaining and acting upon community
priorities. ECLIPPSE extends these concepts to the
built environment change context by including speci-
fic strategies for obtaining such information within
the Community and Data-driven Priorities category
and creating a new category, Increase Community
Awareness and Demand, with strategies specific to
the built environment and local jurisdictional deci-
sion-making.

Context-specific implementation strategies limit
comparisons of the utility of specific strategies across
different contexts. However, general strategies may
be less useful in practice, particularly among those
who are not familiar with implementation science or
for whom standardization across this scientific disci-
pline is not a primary concern. Relying on standar-
dized strategies (and definitions) also poses challenges
for contexts that are newer to implementation science
and its established approaches. Of the 16 strategies in
the “Get Ready” domain, 13 (81.25%) were adapted
from ERIC and 3 (18.75%) were newly developed. In
contrast, of the 39 strategies in the “Take Action”
domain, 19 (48.7%) were adapted from ERIC and 20
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(51.3%) were newly developed. This could imply that
while more foundational strategies (eg, training, tech-
nical assistance) are common across contexts, there
are important strategies that would go undocumented
in the absence of context-specific guidance.

Feasibility and impact ratings identified important
considerations for practice. In general, impact was
rated higher than feasibility. However, there were
differences across categories and individual strategies.
Within the “Get Ready” domain, a few strategies
stood out as having high feasibility and impact rat-
ings, including build a multi-sector collaborative
approach, educate and build relationships with deci-
sion-makers, and learn from other communities.
These may be high-yield approaches, particularly for
communities that are just beginning this work.

Within “Take Action,” most strategies were rated
as having moderately high (above the midpoint) fea-
sibility and impact. In the Community Context and
Prioritization category, all strategies were above the
midpoint for feasibility and impact, with little varia-
bility. All Evaluative Strategies were rated as moder-
ately impactful, yet all but 1 was just above the
midpoint for feasibility and 1 was below it, likely
due to the resources required to support implementa-
tion. There was variability in the Create Community
Awareness and Demand category, with building rela-
tionships with community or neighborhood groups
rated as most impactful and celebrating and promot-
ing successes most feasible. With respect to
Engagement with Decision-Making Processes, com-
munity members serving on local boards were rated
as most impactful, while creating testimonials and
creating talking points for engaged community mem-
bers were most feasible. Notably, strategies in the
Funding category had high impact but low feasibility
ratings. These strategies may be more appropriate for
communities with greater community and decision-
maker buy-in, track records, and resources.
Regarding Small Pilots and Demonstration Projects,
projects for pedestrian and bicycle facilities and traffic
calming stood out as having both high impact and
feasibility.

ECLIPPSE is not prescriptive. Rather, it provides
communities with a range of options, or combina-
tions of options, to select from based on their local
context, readiness, and capacity. It also recognizes
that change takes time and incremental actions are
often necessary before large-scale built environment
improvements are accomplished. Specific strategies
will likely have greater utility depending upon where
communities are in the maturity of their work. Some
strategies may be best implemented with guidance
from an external support system. For example, local
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Implications for Policy & Practice

m ECLIPPSE includes strategies that communities can use in
their efforts to implement built environment changes that
promote physical activity.

m Strategies can be used by communities at various stages
of experience and readiness and a range of resources.

m Evaluation of these strategies is needed to guide their
utility in practice.

technical assistance and training could support fund-
ing strategies or pilot and demonstration projects.

The ECLIPPSE strategies are supported by different
degrees of scientific evidence. Few studies have speci-
fically tested implementation strategies for built envir-
onment changes.’>** Several strategies have evidence
to support their use from other contexts,”® while
some—especially the newly developed strategies—
are supported only by practice-based experience.***
There is growing recognition of the value of practice-
based evidence, particularly in policy-related areas
and in those that require timely action.> ECLIPPSE
provides a basis for future research on how to support
implementation of built environment changes.

Practically speaking, however, built environment
work is happening in practice and communities are
in immediate need of guidance. ECLIPPSE provides
reasonable evidence and practice-informed guidance.
Users of ECLIPPSE are encouraged to document their
use of strategies, incorporate rigorous evaluation,
and share products, results, and lessons learned.
Proctor’s implementation outcome taxonomy,>®
which includes measures such as acceptability, fide-
lity, penetration, and costs, provides a useful evalua-
tion framework.

Future research and evaluation activities should
increase understanding of the utility of the strategies
in specific contexts. Examples include utility by com-
munity experience, capacity, track record, and deci-
sion-maker buy-in, differences across urban,
suburban, and rural settings, appropriateness for
inside and outside + systems, and whether an external
support system is necessary for a given strategy com-
pared to a community doing it on its own.

Study strengths include the expert panel methodol-
ogy and the systematic adaptation of an existing ISF'?
and implementation strategy compilation (ERIC)."®
Although consistent with guidance for Delphi
methods,>>* the sample size and general approach
did not allow assessment of which strategies are most
appropriate for specific community contexts, nor
which combinations of strategies may be appropriate.
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The Midwest region had lower representation on the
panel. The quantitative survey did not assess why
specific strategies were rated low or high on feasibility
and impact.

ECLIPPSE provides a compilation from which

communities can select strategies to support the
implementation of built environment changes that
promote physical activity. Future research and eva-
luation activities are necessary to build the evidence
base for these strategies in practice.

References

1

. Piercy KL, Troiano RP. Physical activity guidelines for Americans

from the US Department of Health and Human Services. Circ
Cardiovasc Qual Outcomes. 2018;11(11):e005263. doi:10.1161/
CIRCOUTCOMES.118.005263.

. Firth J, Solmi M, Wootton RE, et al. A meta-review of “lifestyle

psychiatry”: the role of exercise, smoking, diet and sleep in the
prevention and treatment of mental disorders. World Psychiatry.
2020;19(3):360-380. doi:10.1002/wps.20773.

. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Physical activity

guidelines for Americans. Updated August 25, 2021. Accessed
May 6, 2025, https://health.gov/our-work/nutrition-physical-activ
ity/physical-activity-guidelines

. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Physical Activity

Guidelines for Americans 2nd edition. Accessed May 6, 2025,
https://health.gov/sites/default/files/2019-09/Physical_Activity_
Guidelines_2nd_edition.pdf

. Hansmann KJ, Grabow M, McAndrews C. Health equity and active

transportation: a scoping review of active transportation interven-
tions and their impacts on health equity. J Transp Health.
2022;25:101346. doi:10.1016/j.jth.2022.101346.

. The Community Guide to Preventive Services. Physical activity:

built environment approaches combining transportation systems
interventions with land use and environmental design. Accessed
May 6, 2025. https://www.thecommunityguide.org/findings/physi
cal-activity-built-environment-approaches.html

. Young DR, Cradock AL, Eyler AA, et al. Creating built environments

that expand active transportation and active living across the
United States: a policy statement from the American Heart
Association. Circulation. 2020;142(11):e167-e183. doi:10.1161/
¢ir.0000000000000878.

. U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration,

Federal Transit Administration. A guide to transportation
decisionmaking. May 6, 2025. https://www.planning.dot.gov/docu
ments/Guide_to_Transportation_Decisionmaking_Report.pdf

. Webber BJ, Whitfield GP, Moore LV, et al. Physical activity-friendly

policies and community design features in the US, 2014 and 2021.
Prev Chronic Dis. 2023;20:E72. doi:10.5888/pcd20.220397.

. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Strategies for physical

activity through community design. Updated January 10, 2023:
Accessed. May 6, 2025. https://www.cdc.gov/physical-activity/
php/strategies/increasing-physical-activity-through-community-
design-prevention-strategies.htmI?CDC_AAref_Val=https://www.
cdc.gov/physicalactivity/community-strategies/activity-friendly-
routes-to-everyday-destinations.html

. Chriqui JF, Asada Y, Smith NR, Kroll-Desrosiers A, Lemon SC.

Advancing the science of policy implementation: a call to action
for the implementation science field. Trans/ Behav Med. 2023;13
(11):820-825. doi:10.1093/tbm/ibad034.

. Wandersman A, Duffy J, Flaspohler P, et al. Bridging the gap

between prevention research and practice: the interactive systems
framework for dissemination and implementation. Am J Community
Psychol. 2008;41(3-4):171-181. doi:10.1007/s10464-008-9174-z.

. Sreedhara M, Goins KV, Aytur SA, et al. Qualitative exploration of

cross-sector perspectives on the contributions of local health
departments in land use and transportation policy. Prev Chronic
Dis. 2017;14:E118. doi:10.5888/pcd14.170226.

Built Environment Implementation Strategies to Promote Physical Activity

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

. Sansone CSJ, Chriqui JF. Public health engagement in complete

streets initiatives: examples and lessons learned. May 6, 2025.
https://apps.sph.uic.edu/webdocs/pdf/CompleteStreetsReport_
508v4sm.pdf

. Lemon SC, Goins KV, Sreedhara M, et al. Developing core capabil-

ities for local health departments to engage in land use and trans-
portation decision making for active transportation. J Public Health
Manag Pract Sep/Oct. 2019;25(5):464-471. doi:10.1097/phh.
0000000000000948.

. Serrano N, Realmuto L, Graff KA, et al. Healthy community design,

anti-displacement, and equity strategies in the USA: a scoping
review. J Urban Health. 2023;100(1):151-180. doi:10.1007/
$11524-022-00698-4.

. Litt JS, Reed HL, Tabak RG, et al. Active living collaboratives in the

United States: understanding characteristics, activities, and
achievement of environmental and policy change. Prev Chronic
Dis. 2013;10:E19. doi:10.5888/pcd10.120162.

. Powell BJ, Waltz TJ, Chinman MJ, et al. A refined compilation

of implementation strategies: results from the Expert
Recommendations for Implementing Change (ERIC) project.
Implement Sci. 2015;10(1):21. doi:10.1186/s13012-015-0209-1.

. Waltz TJ, Powell BJ, Matthieu MM, et al. Use of concept mapping

to characterize relationships among implementation strategies
and assess their feasibility and importance: results from the
Expert Recommendations for Implementing Change (ERIC)
study. Implement Sci. 2015;10(1):109. doi:10.1186/s13012-015-
0295-0.

Proctor EK, Powell BJ, McMillen JC. Implementation strategies:
recommendations for specifying and reporting. /Implement Sci.
2013;8(1):139. doi:10.1186/1748-5908-8-139.

Cook CR, Lyon AR, Locke J, Waltz T, Powell BJ. Adapting
a compilation of implementation strategies to advance
school-based implementation research and practice. Prev Sci.
2019;20(6):914-935. doi:10.1007/s11121-019-01017-1.

Balis LE, Houghtaling B, Clausen W, et al. Advancing implementa-
tion science in community settings: the Implementation Strategies
Applied in Communities (ISAC) compilation. Int J Behav Nutr Phys
Act. 2024;21(1):132. doi:10.1186/s12966-024-01685-5.

Ashcraft LE, Goodrich DE, Hero J, et al. A systematic review of
experimentally tested implementation strategies across health and
human service settings: evidence from 2010-2022. Implement Sci.
2024;19(1):43. doi:10.1186/s13012-024-01369-5.

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Physical Activity and
Obesity, DNPAO State and Local Funding. Accessed May 6, 2025.
https://www.cdc.gov/dnpao-state-local-programs/php/funding-by-
state/index.html

Fink A, Kosecoff J, Chassin M, Brook RH. Consensus methods:
characteristics and guidelines for use. Am J Public Health. 1984,74
(9):979-983. doi:10.2105/ajph.74.9.979.

Hsu -C-C, Sandford BA. The Delphi technigue: making sense of
consensus. Pract Assess Res Eval. 2007;12(1).

Junger S, Payne SA, Brine J, Radbruch L, Brearley SG. Guidance on
Conducting and REporting DElphi Studies (CREDES) in palliative
care: recommendations based on a methodological systematic
review. Palliat Med. 2017;31(8):684-706. doi:10.1177/02692163
17690685.

American Planning Association. Everyday destinations. May 6,
2025. https://www.planning.org/research/everyday-destinations/
Lemon SC, Goins KV, Ussery EN, Rose KM, Chriqui JF. Building
evidence, building community: the Physical Activity Policy
Research and Evaluation Network (PAPREN). J Healthy Eat Act
Living. 2021;1(4):177-180.

Stewart D, Gibson-Smith K, MacLure K, et al. A modified Delphi
study to determine the level of consensus across the European
Union on the structures, processes and desired outcomes of the
management of polypharmacy in older people. PLoS One. 2017;12
(11):e0188348. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0188348.

Keeney S, Hasson F, McKenna H. The Delphi Technique in Nursing
and Health Research. Oxford, UK: Wiley-Blackwell; 2011.

Ortega FB, Zhang K, Cadenas-Sanchez C, et al. The Youth Fitness
International Test (YFIT) battery for monitoring and surveillance
among children and adolescents: a modified Delphi consensus


https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCOUTCOMES.118.005263
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCOUTCOMES.118.005263
https://doi.org/10.1002/wps.20773
https://health.gov/our-work/nutrition-physical-activity/physical-activity-guidelines
https://health.gov/our-work/nutrition-physical-activity/physical-activity-guidelines
https://health.gov/sites/default/files/2019-09/Physical_Activity_Guidelines_2nd_edition.pdf
https://health.gov/sites/default/files/2019-09/Physical_Activity_Guidelines_2nd_edition.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jth.2022.101346
https://www.thecommunityguide.org/findings/physical-activity-built-environment-approaches.html
https://www.thecommunityguide.org/findings/physical-activity-built-environment-approaches.html
https://doi.org/10.1161/cir.0000000000000878
https://doi.org/10.1161/cir.0000000000000878
https://www.planning.dot.gov/documents/Guide_to_Transportation_Decisionmaking_Report.pdf
https://www.planning.dot.gov/documents/Guide_to_Transportation_Decisionmaking_Report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.5888/pcd20.220397
https://www.cdc.gov/physical-activity/php/strategies/increasing-physical-activity-through-community-design-prevention-strategies.html?CDC_AAref_Val=https://www.cdc.gov/physicalactivity/community-strategies/activity-friendly-routes-to-everyday-destinations.html
https://www.cdc.gov/physical-activity/php/strategies/increasing-physical-activity-through-community-design-prevention-strategies.html?CDC_AAref_Val=https://www.cdc.gov/physicalactivity/community-strategies/activity-friendly-routes-to-everyday-destinations.html
https://www.cdc.gov/physical-activity/php/strategies/increasing-physical-activity-through-community-design-prevention-strategies.html?CDC_AAref_Val=https://www.cdc.gov/physicalactivity/community-strategies/activity-friendly-routes-to-everyday-destinations.html
https://www.cdc.gov/physical-activity/php/strategies/increasing-physical-activity-through-community-design-prevention-strategies.html?CDC_AAref_Val=https://www.cdc.gov/physicalactivity/community-strategies/activity-friendly-routes-to-everyday-destinations.html
https://www.cdc.gov/physical-activity/php/strategies/increasing-physical-activity-through-community-design-prevention-strategies.html?CDC_AAref_Val=https://www.cdc.gov/physicalactivity/community-strategies/activity-friendly-routes-to-everyday-destinations.html
https://doi.org/10.1093/tbm/ibad034
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-008-9174-z
https://doi.org/10.5888/pcd14.170226
https://apps.sph.uic.edu/webdocs/pdf/CompleteStreetsReport_508v4sm.pdf
https://apps.sph.uic.edu/webdocs/pdf/CompleteStreetsReport_508v4sm.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1097/phh.0000000000000948
https://doi.org/10.1097/phh.0000000000000948
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11524-022-00698-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11524-022-00698-4
https://doi.org/10.5888/pcd10.120162
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-015-0209-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-015-0295-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-015-0295-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-8-139
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-019-01017-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12966-024-01685-5
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-024-01369-5
https://www.cdc.gov/dnpao-state-local-programs/php/funding-by-state/index.html
https://www.cdc.gov/dnpao-state-local-programs/php/funding-by-state/index.html
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.74.9.979
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269216317690685
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269216317690685
https://www.planning.org/research/everyday-destinations/
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0188348

Month/Month 2025 * Volume 00, Number 0

33.

34.

project with 169 experts from 50 countries and territories. J Sport
Health Sci. 2024;101012. doi:10.1016/j.jshs.2024.101012.
Botchwey N, OConnell LK, Bryan K, Ricks T. Youth advocacy
programs: lessons from YEAH! Adult leaders evaluation study.
J Healthy Eat Act Living. 2021;1(2):51-62. doi:10.5195/jyd.
2015.408.

Balis LE, Vincent J. Implementation strategies to support built
environment approaches in community settings. Health Promot
Pract. 2023;24(3):502-513. doi:10.1177/15248399221081835.

35.

36.

www.JPHMP.com 15

Kumanyika SK, Parker L, Sim LJ, eds. Institute of Medicine (US)
Committee on an evidence Framework for obesity prevention deci-
sion making. In: Bridging the Evidence Gap in Obesity Prevention:
A Framework to Inform Decision Making. National Academies Press
(US); 2010

Proctor E, Silmere H, Raghavan R, et al. Outcomes for implemen-
tation research: conceptual distinctions, measurement challenges,
and research agenda. Adm Policy Ment Health. 2011,38(2):65-76.
doi:10.1007/s10488-010-0319-7.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jshs.2024.101012
https://doi.org/10.5195/jyd.2015.408
https://doi.org/10.5195/jyd.2015.408
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248399221081835
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10488-010-0319-7

