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Paul S. Sarbanes Transit in Parks Program 

“The Pacific Southwest Region of the Forest Service received a small planning 
grant from the Federal Transit Administration under the Paul S. Sarbanes 
Transit in Parks (TRIP) Program to conduct initial transit planning in central 
California. The TRIP program was established in 2009 to address the challenge 
of increasing vehicular congestion in and around national parks and other 
federal lands. Participating federal agencies include the National Park Service, 
Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Land Management and the 
Bureau of Reclamation. One of the five goals of the program is to: Ensure 
access to all, including persons with disabilities. This project has been initiated 
to make sure that our collective efforts in California not only move toward 
conserving our precious public-land resources, but also address the barriers 
that California’s underserved populations face in pursuing their outdoor-
recreation preferences.” (Source: CAR-LESS introductory overview) 

Phase I of this state-wide project relates to planning in relation to connecting underserved 

neighborhoods with federal public lands. Planning meetings—up to the writing of this 

Memorandum—have focused on establishing the project’s overall conceptual design, 

organizational structure and methodology. 

California Alternative transportation for Recreation –  

Leisure for Everyone that is Seamless and Sustainable 

 

 Provide an overview of discussions about “filters” including what should be used to 

define and target underserved neighborhoods. 

 Provide an overview of the methodology and results for developing a list of filters  

(e.g., how and why chosen) and why these are used to identify the origins and 

destinations of the ATS corridors. 

 Explain how the planning team helped guide the development and prioritization of the 

filters to be used for identifying target neighborhoods in preparation for discussions and 

decisions for targeting destinations and ATS corridors. 

 

 

A series of California-based, national, and international level (e.g., Australia) articles and reports 

were reviewed specifically relating to parks and public lands for relevant factors for the current 

project. Dr. Nina Roberts, SF State University, reviewed ten journal articles, agency briefings, 

and general technical reports and Dr. Don Rodriguez, CSU Channel Islands, reviewed twelve 

studies. Their inventory included an abstract for each article/report reviewed. Additionally, Nina 
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provided abstracts for five reports introduced during the fall 2011 for a total of 27 reviews in 

preparation of this work. 

The full citation, highlights of filters used or mentioned, and methodology was then provided in 

a brief written report to the project team. The goals of this process were to determine what tools 

and data are available by identifying and reviewing a sample of currently existing projects and 

studies. References were submitted to the core and extended team to critique and discuss 

building in existing filters/methodology to our work.  

A dearth of California-specific research was found to-date (e.g., some but not much). Apparently 

a lot of the parks and transit research found has focused on other Western states where parks, 

forests, and public lands are plentiful and tourism thrives (e.g., Montana). Research seems less 

applicable to California urban populations regarding transit access in relation to parks and public 

lands. 

Barriers were not a focal point of this literature review; therefore this construct was not explicit 

in this review nor were any sample recommendations/solutions provided in the various reports. 

Last, with some of the reports reviewed, surveys used were provided in the appendices for 

review if interested generated from the Project Team. 

In general, this literature review helped us identify sample filters to explore and consider for 

inclusion regarding selection of neighborhoods and future deliberations regarding destinations. 

The aim was to also determine which filters could be of assistance with also influencing which 

needs indices and measures might be feasible to develop. By utilizing the knowledge gleaned 

from these studies, this process assisted with initial decision making. 

 

Development of filters were empirically-driven and ultimately ranked in order of importance for 

the following three key project components: 

a) Neighborhoods 

b) Destination 

c) Alternative Transportation Systems (ATS) 

As noted above, Roberts and Rodriguez first reviewed and summarized key state and national 

transportation literature for consideration of developing filters for the above categories. Anita 

Bueno then compiled a briefing for project review and brought forth the top filters to the March 

2012 extended team meeting in Sacramento (see 2.2.1 for outcomes). 

 

Discussions ensued about how the Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) and Regional 

Transit Planning Authority (RTPA) could provide parameters for this current project. A decision 

was made to use existing MPO boundaries to create borders for our project area to simplify 

outreach and communication and involvement. This was agreed by the team. Furthermore, given 

CalTrans is divided into twelve districts that incorporates MPSs and RPTAs, this will be a factor 

in CAR-LESS decision making. 
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Possible filter options for rating and discussion were each noted on a flip chart posted on the 

walls. Everyone in attendance (n=17 professionals) was given 5 stickers ("dots") to place on five 

separate possible filters indicating their individual top five choices for inclusion: 

Neighborhood (n=10): Household income, Race, Household car ownership, Schools 

(free/reduced lunch), Public health issues (e.g., diabetes, heart disease, obesity), Age, Presence of 

outdoor/environmental education efforts, Female head of household, and Population density, 

Education levels. 

Destinations (n=7): Site amenities (e.g. flush toilets, visitor center), Site activities  

(e.g. water play, hiking), Current or planned ATS onsite, Relevant onsite programs, Within ‘X’ 

distance from neighborhoods, Iconic destinations, and Ability (of site) to handle increased 

visitation. 

Corridors (n=7): Proximity of ATS to target neighborhoods and destinations, ATS is Affordable 

(x% of household income), ATS is easy to navigate (based of field research), ATS has capacity to 

carry recreation equipment (coolers, bicycles, etc.), Opportunities for recreation on state/regional 

lands along route, and Services/amenities along route. 

 

Ben Rasmussen, staff consultant from the Volpe Center, provided technical support and expertise 

for this project. Tables were created regarding how the weights for the index maps were 

determined. The core team then met by conference call on 4/25/12 to discuss the best approach 

for neighborhood selection; this was preceded with a series of questions regarding how filters for 

selection of neighborhood were weighted per this table drafted by Ben (see Table 3-1). 

 

Dr. Roberts contacted Demographer, Roberto Ramirez, from the U.S. Census to discuss our 

approach and our team was advised accordingly. Minor modifications were made to comply with 

proper weighting protocol in relation to “race” specifically with validation for other variables of 

interest. 

 

Table 3-0 displays a list of all filters that were discussed and differentiated using a process of 

deduction. A list of 24 filters received a total of 139 votes from n= 17 professionals (e.g., land 

managers) total. Destinations and corridors sections were included in a “Preferences” segment 

for the planning exercises that follow and will later be reflected in a separate Tech Memo. 

  



 

 CAR-LESS California                   Development of Filters & Neighborhood Selections 6  

 

Table 3-0 Category Options with Total Number of Votes per Filter 

Neighborhoods  

 Household Income: 14  Presence of Outdoor Education Efforts: 1 

 Race: 11  Age: 1 

 Schools - free/reduced lunch: 8  Female Head of Household: 0 

 Household Car Ownership: 8  Education Levels: 0 

 Public Health Issues: 3  Population Density: 0 

 

Destinations  

 Site Amenities (e.g., flush toilets, visitor center): 14  Within X Distance from Neighborhoods: 6 

 Site Activities (e.g., water play, hiking, interp): 9  Iconic Destinations: 5 

 Current or Planned ATS Onsite: 7  Ability to Handle Increased Visitation: 1 

 Relevant Onsite Programs: 6  

 

Corridors  

 Proximity of ATS to target neighborhoods & 
destinations: 14 

 ATS Has Capacity to recreation Equipment 
(coolers, bicycles, etc.): 6 

 ATS is Convenient (Level of Service): 10 
 Opportunities for Recreation on 

State/Regional lands Along Route: 1 

 ATS is Affordable (x% of household income): 7  Services/Amenities Along Route: 0 

 ATS is Easy to Navigate (based on field research): 7  

 

Decisions for filters was first and foremost crucial to determine for Phase I / Tier 1. The 

availability of data for ease of mapping purposes resulted in some detail being readily and easily 

available for project use (e.g., “yes”), some specifications were not easily obtained: 

Income  Yes  Census 

Vehicles  Yes  Census 

Minority  Yes  Census 

Free/Reduced Lunch  No Challenges to find (Not consistent) 

Public Health  No  Not available statewide 

Age  Yes  Census 

The original idea for Free/Reduced Lunch, during this creation of the filters process, was to get 

information from school districts; however, this posed mapping problems because school 

districts are not directly tied to Census tracts. Regarding this data, it turns out that “Food 

Stamps” was easier to map and therefore used as the proxy indicator. There is no comprehensive 

Census-wide data on public health, hence that filter was omitted. 
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Table 3-1 reflects the top 5 filters including the percent weight associated regarding level of 

importance for neighborhood selection. The Volpe Center staff calculated and drafted the weights 

for the index maps based on the team exercise (see 2.2.1). In general, Census data tables used by 

Ben are from the 2010 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates: 

 Age: Sex by Age  

 Race: Race 

 Hispanic: Hispanic or Latino Origin by Specific Origin 

 Median Household Income: Median Household Income in the Past 12 Months (2010 

inflation-adjusted dollars) 

 Food Stamps: Public Assistance Income or Food Stamps/SNAP in the Past 12 Months for 

Households 

 Vehicles per Household: Occupancy Status—Vehicles per Household paired with 

Aggregate Number of Vehicles Available by Tenure 

Table 3-1 The Volpe Center Weighting for Needs Index Maps – Draft 

Indicator Votes % Weight 

Income 14 31.8 

Food Stamp 8 18.2 

Vehicle Ownership 8 18.2 

Hispanic 11 12.5 

Non-white 11 12.5 

Under 18 3 3.4 

Over 65 3 3.4 

Total 44 100 

Data was ultimately translated to “weights” as votes per indicator were converted to a percentage 

of the total. Race and age is further depicted on the pages that follow. 

A key question raised by the Volpe Center consultants is whether the votes were divided 

appropriately. For example, during the rating process, “Minority” received 11 votes. However, 

the Census breaks out minorities into two groups: Hispanic/non-Hispanic and non-white/white. 

Accordingly, the question revolved around possible weighting options and what would be 

considered more accurate or appropriate: “Should we split the 11 votes evenly (5.5 votes for 

each) as completed in the weighting for the index, split the votes differently (with more going to 

non-white or Hispanic), or give both Hispanic and non-white 11 votes each?” We consulted with 

experts from the U.S. Census Bureau. 

 

The U.S. Census was contacted and consultation ensued by Dr. Roberts, SF State University, 

with demographer, Robert Ramirez, who specializes in race data. Table 3-3 is the same vote 

totals with revised weighting; this provided the final matrix to be used for this project and 

includes expert advice from Mr. Ramirez with rationale. Our system of voting with “dots”, and 

tallying total per filter options was discussed with Mr. Ramirez and this was deemed acceptable. 

The following highlights enabled modification of Ben’s draft table, and later addition of 3
rd

 age 
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category, resulting in final weighting based on consultation with the Census demographer and is 

reflected on the next page, Table 3-2: 

1. Race: Do not split the race categories into two groups, “Hispanic” and “Non-White.” 

This is judged “confusing” and it was recommended to call the category “Minority” (or 

“racial minority”) and “give it a weight of 25%.” The minority category would therefore 

include Hispanics as well as all the other race groups other than Non-Hispanic white 

alone. More information: http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-02.pdf 

(see p. 11) 

* If we used the draft version, there would be “Hispanics” in our “non-White” category 

(e.g., Hispanic Blacks, Hispanic Asians, etc.); this was noted as a common source of 

confusion for most people when dealing with this topic. 

2. Age: The age category is considered fine as calculated. The addition of a 3
rd

 category as 

discussed by the core team is also suitable (18-24 yr olds). These categories are “mutually 

exclusive” and this is not the same situation with the race case as drafted per Table 3-1 on 

the previous page.  

* Census Data – Categories are typically broken down, such as by household, with 

“under 18 living at home” depicted as common data set. 

* Age was therefore was split into 3 sections as agreed: (a) 17 & under as the population 

with fastest growth; (b) 18-24 more growth likely to use ATS where current infrastructure 

exists due to technology and changing social norms (e.g., concentration around college 

campuses; and (c) 65+ reflecting increase in Baby Boomers and reduced driving needs or 

abilities. 

3. Income: A suggestion was made to put more weight on the “income” filter as we have. 

This corroborates with our voting procedure. We might be interested in targeting 

minorities yet caution is necessary to segment because quantitatively there are more poor 

people (broadly) numerically, then people of color. However, it was recognized that 

people of color are still disproportionately of lower income status. 

4. Vehicle Ownership: This filter can provide how many cars/vehicles people own and, of 

possible interest, are total vehicles by ownership broken down “by sex”. 

* “Geographical Mobility” is available “by race” 

* Includes by workers in the household and commuter information 

5. Food Stamps: Noted by Mr. Ramirez as an acceptable measure. ACS has data as it 

relates to “Supplemental Security Income” (SSI). Other measure/data available for this 

category is considered “Public Assistance Income”. These are explained as follows: 

a. Receipt of supplemental security income, cash public assistance income, or food 

stamps/SNAP, in the past 12 months by household type for children under 18 

years in households. (Note: “SNAP” = supplemental nutrition assistance program) 

Support is based on family structure as well. 

http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-02.pdf
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b. ”Poverty Status, Food Stamp Receipt, and Public Assistance for Children under 

18, Years by Selected Characteristics: 2011” (All data broken down by race, 

family  structure/size, etc.). This can be narrowed down by geography as desired. 

Table 3-2 Final Filters for Neighborhoods Needs Index 

Indicator Votes % Weight 

Income 14 31.8 

Racial Minority 11 25 

Vehicle Ownership 8 18.2 

Food Stamps 8 18.2 

Age
1
: 0–17 3 2.2 

 18–24 3 2.2 

 65+ 3 2.2 

Total 44 100 

Age 0–24 = 2/3; 65+ = 1/3 

 

On Wednesday, May 30, 2012, the extended team met in Sacramento with fourteen people in 

attendance and two members actively participating by teleconference (n=16 participants). The 

focus was on nominating target cities (with goal of determining “neighborhoods”) and engaging 

in a discussion—and brief exercise—to determine how visitor “preferences” will be explored. 

The team used color GIS-based maps designed with areas highlighting the most need in Central 

California based on prior procedures and results (i.e., from “needs index” factors). Methodology 

for discussing and developing the selection criteria is explained in this section. 

Related Project Goals and Guiding Principles: 

a. One key related goal for this particular meeting is Goal #4:  

“Understand how to best promote the health benefits to target neighborhoods of new and 

expanded access to federal public lands via ATS.” 

 As part of Phase I / Tier 1 a subsequent objective is to identify “regional transit 

networks” to enable decisions to be made in preparation for Tier 2 (Corridors) 

b. The following four (4) guiding principles are of particular interest for this process: 

 Advancing a seamless-service approach to outdoor recreation services 

 Extending transit in parks opportunities to underserved communities 

 Engaging strategic partners, stakeholders, technical support and expertise 

 Nurturing the promise of the next generation of recreation professionals 

 

Ben Rasmussen, staff consultant from the Volpe Center, used previously available FWS Regional 

Alternative Transportation Evaluation (RATE) “underserved population” maps as a framework 
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for completing this aspect of the current project. A question was raised: “How are we defining 

underserved?” In brief, this includes individuals or populations who have historically and 

traditionally not accessed federal lands. Ben noted we, therefore, are facing a visitor use service 

gap for our project; given managers’ experiences and scholarly literature, “underserved” relates 

to historical and current gap of minority and low income populations. 

The “underserved population” RATE maps started in the FWS Region 3 and included: 

 Transportation Infrastructure 

 Median Household Income 

 Non-White Populations 

 Vehicles per Household 

 
Figure 1. CAR-LESS Meeting 

Per CAR-LESS “Guiding Principle #2,” we are operationalizing this construct of underserved to 

include areas with low income and low car ownership ethnic minorities, and, to a lesser extent, 

youth, student, and elderly populations. 

 

Through assistance from the Volpe Center, the FWS work was taken to the next level for CAR-

LESS CA and broadened to other FMLAS. Using data from Table 3-2 on page 9 (Final Filters for 

Neighborhoods Needs Index), the Volpe Center then looked for that data via ESRI (Roads), 

TRIPTAC (land boundaries), and the U.S. Census (demographic data). 

To identify high need Census tracts, the Volpe Center summed the weighted “scores” but this was 

deemed too simplistic and not as accurate as summing weighted incremental values (e.g., see 

Table 4-1 below). Weighting of each indicator was determined in an earlier extended team 

meeting. The following hypothetical model shows how this concept can result in a different and 

more accurate total score: 
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Table 4-1 Hypothetical Model to Depict Weighting of Indicators 

Indicator Tract X Score Incremental Value 

Income $55,673 3 3.47 

Vehicle 1.37 4 4.13 

Minority 35.9% 3 3.03 

Food Stamp 10.7% 4 4.89 

Sum  14 15.22 

4.1.2 I  

 

Based on this Central CA Need Index, nine (9) maps were created by the Volpe Center. These 

were generated for discussion and determining which cities would eventually provide the 

locations of interest for the summer 2012 Listening Sessions and ultimately inform subsequent 

Project Tiers. 

The legend in the right top corner of the map above shows the five-point scale for mapping. 

“High Need” Census tracts are noted in yellow with “Low Need” reflected in light blue. 

Furthermore, each “cluster” has a unique identifier (number associated) resulting in a total of 90 

clusters. The nine maps generated for Central CA, and clusters per map, are as follows (two 

sample maps are provided on the next page): 
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Table 4.2 Nine Maps Generated for Central California 

Clusters Neighborhoods 

20 Bay Area North 

13  Bay Area South  

11 Sacramento 

10 Fresno 

10 Visalia 

9 Monterey Bay 

7 Bakersfield 

7 Merced/Modesto 

4 Stockton 

90 (Total Clusters) 
 

The following maps of “Sacramento” and “Fresno” are examples of models used by the extended 

team to complete the process of selection as noted in the next section, 4.2. 

 

 

A question was raised about whether we should have an indicator for “population density”. The 

team decided not to have an indicator for this variable due to different kinds of areas we are 

exploring such as “urban, gateway, rural”. Additionally, as noted in Table 3-0, page 6, this 

variable received “0” votes in the prior meeting. The Volpe Center staff consultant noted that the 

Census takes this into consideration and this was later confirmed: “Census tracts generally have a 

population size between 1,200 and 8,000 people, with an optimum size of 4,000 people. A census 

tract usually covers a contiguous area; however, the spatial size of census tracts varies widely 

depending on the density of settlement” (http://www.census.gov/geo/www/2010census/ 

gtc/gtc_ct.html). The burden is on the extended team to decide specifically which “clusters” to 

target based on level of need. As previously noted, codes from Blue=Low Need to Yellow=High 

Need provided a decision framework. 

http://www.census.gov/geo/www/2010census/gtc/gtc_ct.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/2010census/gtc/gtc_ct.html
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It was noted that soft indicators (see 4.2.1 below) should be explored in the selection of specific 

community areas/neighborhoods. Subsequently, a comment was made at the meeting that the 

presence or absence of ATS in certain communities of interest might be dictated by “rules of the 

game” (e.g., SES, cultural factors, proximity to parks). The Volpe consultant response was that 

the team should not necessarily be limited to selecting neighborhoods where transit is present 

since the state of California may invest in transit routes in the future that do not exist today. In 

considering project goals, an interesting query for future remains: 

If ATS existed for use of visiting parks and public lands, would people use it? 

-  

“Soft Parameters” are items previously discussed among the core team and project consultants 

from TRIPTAC and the Volpe Center. These five parameters (shown in Table 4-2 on the next 

page) influenced how the extended team chose the cities and ultimately, in the end, which 

neighborhoods based on goals and guiding principles of the project would be selected: 

Table 4-2 Soft Parameters for Consideration 

Soft Parameters 

1. Even spread of urban / rural / gateway 

2. Even spread by county 

3. Geographic spread 

4. Availability of environmental 

education programs in the area 

5. Proximity to public lands 

 

It was noted that transit needs between urban and rural are very different. For example, rural 

communities are more challenging to serve. We may need to revisit neighborhoods once we look 

at both Destinations and ATS. It was noted that we may be able to serve rural areas by 

connecting them to another hub. 

 

The following approaches and tools were used to determine priorities. Each person identified 

their top five clusters of choice across all nine maps affixed to the wall. The process occurred in 

two parts and three steps: 

Part A) Create Clusters: Record identifier numbers on an index card (per person) 

Step 1. Each person walked around to look over maps and chose five top areas of interest to 

explore and, to varying degrees, used the “soft parameters” in their decisions. 

* Each team member reviewed each map and recorded five identifier numbers total on an index 

card. 
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Step 2. Discrete numbers recorded by the team on cards were divided into sections from 100 

series to 900 series (e.g., n=9 maps) 

* All numbers noted from participants were then recorded on a flip chart.  

* Numbers / identifiers were recorded on the flip chart once, regardless of how many people 

wrote down that identifier per cluster of cities/towns. 

Table 4-2a Outcomes from Part A (n=27 clusters)  

Identifiers Clusters 

100s = 3 Sacramento 

200s = 3 Monterey Bay 

300s = 1 Fresno 

400s = 4 Modesto/Merced 

500s = 3 Bay Area (south) 

600s = 6 Bay Area (north) 

700s = 3 Bakersfield 

800s = 1 Stockton 

900s = 3 Visalia 
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Part B) Voting for top 10 preferred clusters 

Step 3. Each person was given 10 dots and had to vote discretely for their top 10 preferred 

clusters resulting from the group n=27 identifiers based on Part A (see Table 4-2a above). 

* 16 people x 10 dots each consisted of 160 choices for urban and/or rural possible locations to 

explore for this project. All dots were then put on the maps directly based on the 27 

clusters/choices from Part A. 

* People were only allowed to place one dot per cluster. 

 

Note: The team decided, by consensus, to combine clusters where a majority of dots were located 

in proximity.  

The total for discrete votes, including combined identifiers based on proximate geography, is 

shown in Table 4-2b below. 

Table 4-2b Outcomes from Part B Clusters 

Identifiers Clusters 

100s Sacramento (n=15) 

200s Monterey Bay (n=19) 

300s Fresno (n=10) 

400s Modesto/Merced (n=14) 

500s Bay Area South (n=13) 

600s Bay Area North (n=35) 

700s Bakersfield (n=13) 

800s Stockton (n=13) 

900s Visalia (n=13) 

Total Votes
1
 145 

1
Total does not equal “160” per number of dots distributed because some people needed to leave the room, 

intermittently, during the procedure for business tasks. Determining imprecision was too arduous so we proceeded 

with 145 votes. 



 

 CAR-LESS California                   Development of Filters & Neighborhood Selections 16  

 

 

 

Seventeen (17) clusters emerged out of the nine needs index maps with 90 total clusters for 

determining target high need neighborhoods. Each of these clusters received at least three votes 

from the group. Three of the 17 had “0” final when a few were combined so Bakersfield, Bay 

Area North, and Modesto will not be considered. Of the remaining 17, we will initially use 

twelve key cities for discussion (i.e., those that ranked six and higher). 

Upon completion of the process, at the close of the meeting, the following five cities out of the 

top twelve were decided for conducting the listening sessions for summer 2012: 

1. San Francisco: Neighborhood = Bayview/Hunters Point 

2. Oakland: Area/Neighborhood = East Oakland  

3. Sacramento: Area/Neighborhood = South Sacramento 

4. Stockton (Neighborhood TBD) 

5. Visalia (Neighborhood TBD) 

Seven additional cities were also identified as potentially containing target high need 

neighborhoods (listed in no particular order): 

6. San Jose 

7. Richmond 

8. Bakersfield 

9. Fresno 

10. Castroville 

11. Merced 

12. Salinas 

At the May 30th meeting, the planning team discussed allowing for FLMA “Saves”. That is, any 

land management agency (BLM, FWS, NPS, USFS) could each add one additional cluster to the 

list, if they so desired. For instance, we may potentially add Bay Area North/Vallejo and 

Modesto/Atwater (San Luis Refuge) as the “Saves” by the USFS and FWS, respectively; 

however they wanted to think about this further before a final decision is made. Similarly, the 
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BLM and NPS also wanted to discuss this with their co-workers first before deciding if they 

wanted to add a neighborhood with fewer votes as well. 

It had not yet been determined, as of the completion of this first Tech Memo, if any of the 

FLMAs will exercise this option. Generally, it was indicated that most likely, Bay Area 

South/Redwood City, Sacramento/North Sacramento, and Modesto/Turlock will not be used. 

Once a final list of target high need neighborhoods is selected, and destinations are paired with 

each neighborhood, the group will select three to five neighborhood-destination pairs to focus on 

during Tier 2 of this project. This second Tier of the project will be described in a subsequent 

interim report. 

 

Acknowledgements: Thanks to Ben Rasmussen, Volpe National Transportation 
Systems Center, for his review and feedback on various segments of this first 
interim report. Appreciation is extended to Jaime Eidswick from TRIPTAC for 
her technical support and clarification on key points.  
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