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! Executive Summary and Findings
Getting to Work pinpoints the mobility (i.e., movement) and transportation (i.e., modes of travel) barriers
facing StanWORKs WtW customers and the working poor, examines the transportation options currently
available to them, determines the extent to which existing options meet customer and program needs, and
offers policy recommendations for improving both mobility and transportation in Stanislaus County.
The findings and conclusions are based on statistical and other information from a number of sources:
welfare-to-work databases from the Community Services Agency and Department of Employment and
Training, computer generated maps, public transit data from StanCOG and local transit operators, a 152
question bilingual survey administered to 200 StanWORKs WtW customers, the results of four focus groups,
an on-board survey of bus passengers, Census 2000 and Census 2000 Supplementary Survey data, and
inventories of promising practices nationwide as well as mobility resources in Stanislaus County.
The evidence from Getting to Work shows that the improved mobility of StanWORKs WtW customers is
linked to both sustainable employment and successful implementation of the welfare-to-work program.
Although the results are based on the assessments and travel behavior of a particular segment of the
population, they can be used to gauge the mobility needs of other low income persons. However, they are
not intended to describe or explain the mobility of the general population.
Among the many observations and conclusions in Getting to Work, the following stand out:
With Respect to Travel Behavior and Assessments of Mobility and Transportation:
! Mobility is a material concern for the StanWORKs WtW population. Two-fifths of the respondents in
the mobility survey claim that they can easily get around by themselves while one-third are either
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with their mobility.
! Four of the top six most frequently mentioned mobility and transportation issues stemming from these
problems are work-related. Two of the top six identified barriers to employment are transportation-related.
! Although a majority of StanWORKS WtW customers participating in the survey report that they rely on
private vehicles, especially for work trips, they also are more likely to use public transit than the general
population. Public agency appointments, shopping, and medical appointments are the most frequent
destinations for fixed route bus passengers. However, job preparation and employment combined account
for as many trips as shopping. Dial-a-ride passengers indicate that they use the service for work travel as
frequently as they do for medical and shopping trips.
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! StanWORKs WtW customers express concerns about the capacity of public transit to meet their travel
needs. Almost half of the fixed route bus passengers cite the “time it takes to use public transportation” as a
major problem. Two-fifths mention that it is “unavailable at needed times.” One-third of the dial-a-ride
passengers consider the “amount of waiting time” and “amount of riding time” to be major problems. When
asked directly why they do not or would not ride fixed route buses, slightly less than half of the survey
respondents refer to the amount of time it takes to travel. No single reason predominates for dial-a-ride or
runabout.
! Overwhelming majorities of StanWORKs WtW customers believe that the automobile is a pathway to
employment, better paying jobs, and long-term self-sufficiency. There is persuasive evidence from survey
and focus group responses that having a driver’s license and access to a car or pickup truck in good
working condition contribute to improved mobility, fewer transportation problems, and the greater
likelihood of being employed. The survey results are consistent with the findings of other mobility studies
of welfare-to-work participants and the working poor.
! The on-board survey reveals that existing fixed route and dial-a-ride passengers are both more positive
than StanWORKs WtW customers in their evaluations of bus services and better able to cope with transit
use. Two important reasons for the differences are the multiple trip needs of WtW customers and their
greater difficulties in understanding schedules and routes.
With Respect to Mobility and Transportation Barriers:
The attitudes and behavior of StanWORKs WtW customers are shaped by the mobility and transportation
barriers they face. These barriers, in turn, are outcomes of personal circumstances as well as interconnected
employment, work activity, and household travel needs.
Barrier 1: Spatial Mismatch--Trip Origins and Destinations
Between 1994 and August 2001, trips to, from, and within Modesto were the defining patterns of workrelated and work activity travel for a majority of StanWORKs WtW customers. This was the case
regardless of where customers lived. The geographic gaps between home and work or work activities were
greatest for those residing outside the Highway 99 corridor, although west and southwest Modesto residents
faced challenges as well. Spatial mismatch increased travel times and created obstacles to the successful
completion of related household trips.
! Nearly one-half of the 10,576 identifiable commutes between 1994 and August 2001 required travel
between Stanislaus County communities, and close to two-fifths of these involved trips to and from
Modesto. Overall, 45% of all employed WtW customers living outside of Modesto worked in Modesto.
Oakdale and Turlock were the only two cities where a majority of welfare-to-work customers were
employed locally. Nearly 85% of Modesto’s resident customers worked in Modesto, which constituted onehalf of all work trips, while an additional 10% commuted from Modesto to other communities.
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! More than two-thirds (68.7%) of all the jobs held by GAIN and StanWORKs WtW customers in
Stanislaus County between 1994 and August 2001 were in Modesto. Nearly 1 in 8 jobs (11.8%) were in
Turlock. No other city claimed more than 10% of the total. Three of the County’s nine cities – Ceres,
Hughson, and Riverbank – had less than 50% of the jobs held by resident StanWORKs WtW customers. In
Ceres and Riverbank, one-half of the jobs were filled by Modesto residents. In Hughson, it was more than
40%.
! Slightly more than 45% of the jobs filled were located in three Modesto ZIP codes (95350, 95351, and
95354). Nearly three-quarters of all 10,191 job assignments required commuting between ZIP Codes.
Almost two-fifths of the StanWORKs WtW customers living in other ZIP Codes commuted to 95350,
95351, and 95354.
! Even more striking evidence for the centrality of Modesto travel is provided by the work activity data.
Prior to securing employment, StanWORKs WtW customers are assigned to one and often a variety of
work activities, including orientation, counseling, vocational training, and job search. Between 1994 and
August 2001, 97.6% of the 148,000 work activity assignments in Stanislaus County with identifiable
locations were in Modesto, and almost 89% were in the 95358 ZIP Code. This is the ZIP Code for the
Community Services Agency, the Department of Employment and Training, and the west campus of
Modesto Junior College.
! The data highlight two sets of welfare-to-work travel needs: one for required pre-employment work
activities and the other for employment.
! Computer generated maps show that five cities had neighborhoods with the highest residential
concentrations of GAIN and WtW customers between 1994 to August 2001. The most densely settled
neighborhoods were in west and southwest Modesto. Other high concentrations were east of Highway 99
from Whitmore in Ceres to the Airport District, north of Yosemite Blvd. east of Mitchell Rd., the area north
of Canal Drive and bounded by Olive and Colorado Avenues in Turlock, east of Albers Road and south and
north of Highway 108 in Oakdale, and west of Highway 33 and north of Sperry Rd that extends to the area
east of Highway 33 and north of Las Palmas in Patterson.
! While there are a limited number of childcare facilities in neighborhoods with high concentrations of
WtW customers, a large majority are located either on the fringes or outside of these areas.
! Fixed route public transit serves the neighborhoods with high concentrations of StanWORKs WtW
customers. In Modesto, the five fixed routes covering these areas transported two-fifths of all weekday
MAX passengers between December 2000 to October 2001.
! The most pronounced job clusters between 1994 and August 2001 were downtown Modesto and the
Mall area north of Standiford Ave. Almost as dense were Briggsmore Ave. just east of Hwy 99 and west
Ceres along Whitmore Ave. High density linear job areas included McHenry Ave., Standiford Ave. from
Tully Rd. west, Coffee Rd. near Memorial Hospital in Modesto; Geer Rd in Turlock; Hwy 120 in Oakdale;
and Hatch Rd east of Hwy 99.
! Although there are high capacity childcare facilities near those areas with greater concentrations of jobs,
most (in terms of number of facilities) are located at some distance from the clusters. With a few exceptions
(such as west Ceres), fixed route transit routes and stops serve the employment clusters.
! The residential concentrations of Medi-Cal recipients are similar to those of WtW customers. This
points to a clustering of low income households in Stanislaus County.
Barrier 2: Conditions of Employment
Since 1994, GAIN and StanWORKs WtW customers have had relatively low skilled (i.e., entry level) and
low paying jobs, increasingly full-time employment, and money incomes hovering around the poverty
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level. Although these conditions of employment place a premium on reliable transportation to and from
work, financially strapped customers tend to give higher priority to basic household needs such as rent,
utility bills, and food.
! Between 1994 and August 2001, there was a decline in the proportion of all StanWORKs WtW
customers employed 20 hours or less and a corresponding increase in the percentage of those working at
least 35 (and especially 40 or more) hours. Between January and August 2001, slightly less than a majority
(46.1%) of all StanWORKs WtW customers were hired for jobs that the Bureau of Labor Statistics
considers full-time.
! Although hourly wages have grown over time, the nominal wage was only $7.20 over the first eight
months of 2001; the average inflation adjusted wage was $6.39. This means that a StanWORKs WtW
customer working full-time in 2001 at the average wage had an annual money income that was slightly
below the poverty level. Although non-cash benefits raised the total dollars available to StanWORKs WtW
customers, they did not significantly increase disposable income.
! Slightly less than two-thirds of all GAIN and StanWORKs customers from 1994 to
August 2001 were female householders, no husband present, with dependents. This proportion is
significantly higher than for the general population. Census 2000 results show that poverty rates were
highest for this household group in Stanislaus County. The mapping of the geographic distribution of these
households underscores the close relationship between the neighborhood concentrations of poverty
populations and both Medi-Cal recipients and StanWORKs WtW customers. The largest numerical
concentrations are in west and southwest Modesto.
Barrier 3: Trip Chaining (The Need to Make Multiple Stops)
Trip chaining is a key mobility challenge for StanWORKS WtW customers who either use public transit
drive or ride in a private automobile. The need to make multiple stops has two effects on the travel of
StanWORKs WtW customers. First, it tends to lengthen the time it takes to journey to and from work and
work activities. Second, it creates logistical hurdles, especially for those using public transit, to complete
both work and household trips in timely ways. This is particularly the case when licensed childcare and
other stopovers are not easily accessible or require one or more bus transfers.
! A majority (56.3%) of respondents in the mobility survey who are passengers on fixed route buses and
nearly three-quarters (74.3%) who drive or ride in private automobiles indicate that they typically make
multiple stops when they travel. One-fifth of those who use dial-a-ride do so. More than two-fifths of
those who commute to work report that they trip chain. The results of the 1995 National Personal
Transportation Survey suggest that mobility survey results may be understated.
! StanWORKs WtW customers taking fixed route transit are significantly more likely than passengers
participating in the on-board survey to state that they trip chain (54.8% vs. 35%). On the other hand, the
smaller number of WtW survey respondents riding dial-a-ride are less likely to trip chain than on-board
survey participants (25% vs. 31.8%).
! More than three-quarters of the survey respondents who trip chain report that they drop off children at
childcare or school on the way to work. One-quarter go shopping. The most frequent side destinations on
the way home from work are shopping (48.3%) and picking up a child at either childcare (32.2%) or
school (23.7%).
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Barrier 4: Time Spent Traveling
Time spent traveling impacts employment-related and household travel, especially for StanWORKs WtW
customers dependent on public transportation. It is an outcome of spatial mismatch and trip chaining, and is
linked to waiting for transportation, getting bus service when it is needed, riding on the bus, and
transferring. For those with automobiles and pickup trucks, time spent traveling is tied to unreliable
vehicles and unpredictable backup transportation. The most formidable time challenges are faced by
residents outside the Highway 99 corridor who must travel to work activity centers and employment sites in
Modesto and Turlock.
! The reported mean waiting time for a fixed route bus in Stanislaus County is 23 minutes; the median
time is 20 minutes. Although 12.2% of survey respondents wait 5 minutes or less, 40.5% wait 30 minutes
or more; 5.5% wait one hour or more.
! 13% of dial-a-ride passengers state that they wait less than ten minutes for a bus while almost 1/3rd
(30.4%) wait 30 minutes or more. Of the latter, only 2.9% wait more than one hour. The mean waiting time
of nearly 45 minutes is considerably higher than the reported averages of transit agencies.

! One-third of the respondents (32.6%) in the survey claim that they travel more than 30
minutes to work. For almost 1 in 6 (15.6%), the commute exceeds 1 hour. The average
reported commute is 42 minutes. Census 2000 results show that all Stanislaus County
workers in 2000 had an average commute time of 26.8 minutes. Of those taking public
transportation to work, according to the Census 2000 Supplementary Survey, one-third
traveled 45 minutes or more.
! According to Census 2000, all workers in Modesto neighborhoods with the highest
concentrations of low income residents experienced commute times that exceeded the
countywide average. In the Shackelford neighborhood, it was 29.1 minutes while in
West Modesto it was 30.1 minutes. These areas also have the highest proportions of
commuters relying on public transit.
! For all trips, slightly less than two-thirds of all StanWORKs WtW customers in the survey report that
they transfer when they ride a fixed route bus. Of those who transfer, a majority indicate that they do so to
another bus system. Although a majority claim that they transfer when taking a bus to work, the results are
based on a lower response rate.
! Available transit statistics may not capture many intersystem transfers since WtW customers rely on
bus tickets and passes that are purchased by public agencies providing services to them. For CSA alone,
there were 15,739 bus tickets and passes bought between June 2001 and May 2002. A customer showing a
pass or ticket on MAX or any other transit system would not be counted as a transfer, even if that
individual actually transferred.
Barrier 5: Frequency of Bus Service
Over the past decade, public transit operators in Stanislaus County have increased the number of routes, the
types of services offered, and the frequency of service. Today, fixed route, dial-a-ride and runabout cover
all cities and unincorporated communities. However, respondents in the mobility survey and participants in
the focus groups raised concerns about the frequency of bus services, especially on routes serving areas
outside the Highway 99 corridor.
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An examination of fixed route bus schedules reveals differences in frequencies based largely on the
densities of populations served. These variations are linked to both the number of passengers per vehicle
hour and state mandated farebox recovery requirements. While bus operators are constrained by cost and
revenue considerations, StanWORKs WtW customer mobility appears to be constrained by uneven bus
frequencies.
! The most imposing challenges are faced by residents west of the Highway 99 corridor. The frequency
of service for StaRT’s Westside Stage ranges from 3 to 6 ½ hours while for the Westside Runabout, it is
about 3 ½ hours.
! The most frequent fixed route weekday service is on Route 10 between Turlock and Modesto. This express
bus, which does not make the same stops on all trips, has 1 to 11/2 hour frequencies. Route 15, which stops in
Keyes and Ceres, runs approximately every two hours. With a few exceptions, buses on the Modesto-OakdaleRiverbank route run approximately every 100 minutes.
! Runabout frequencies reflect the customized features of the service. Passengers on the Waterford
Runabout (which is the principal intercommunity public transportation serving Hughson and Waterford
residents) can board 1 of 3 buses every 3 hours beginning at 7:30 a.m.; the three return trips depart the
Modesto Transportation Center at 9:00 a.m., 11:45 a.m., and 4:30 p.m. Turlock-Modesto Runabout has
weekday service frequencies that range from 2 ½ to 3 ½ hours.
! Buses on Turlock’s 3 BLST routes run every hour.
! In Modesto, five routes that serve neighborhoods with large numerical concentrations of StanWORKs
WtW customers and other low income groups transported two-fifths of the system’s fixed route passengers
between December 2000 and October 2001. Furthermore, each of the five routes had an average passenger
per service hour rate that significantly exceeded the systemwide average. Buses run every 30 minutes on
four of the five routes.
Barrier 6: Public Transportation Not Readily Available During Early Morning and Late Evening
Commutes
Like other low income workers, StanWORKs WtW customers are likely to secure entry level jobs with
“off-hour” work schedules. This often means the need to travel early in the morning and late in the evening.
These are times when public transit (including fixed route service in the urbanized area) is not readily
available. The outcomes are a reliance on other modes of transportation that may not be reliable and a
concern about the capacity of public transit to meet travel needs.
! When asked about the time they leave home to go to work and the time their work shifts end (both tied
to travel), between one-quarter and one-third (28.4%) of the StanWORKs survey respondents state that it is
before 7:00 a.m. Slightly less than one-fifth (18.3%) claim they either leave home or end work before 6:00
a.m. In the evening, close to one-fifth (19.3% leave) home or complete their work shifts after 7:00 p.m.
Barrier 7: Lack of Information About, and Misperceptions of, Transportation Available
The apparent reality for many StanWORKs WtW customers and other low income residents is a
transportation information gap, particularly with respect to public transit. In addition to the lack of
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information, there are misperceptions of existing transportation. More than one-fifth of the survey
respondents claim they do not use public transit because they do not know the bus schedule.
There are a number of possible explanations for the information and perceptual gaps:
! StanWORKs WtW customers are unable to grasp the details of increasingly diverse and more
complicated transit services. Functional illiteracy was an issue raised in the focus groups. StanWORKs
WtW customers find it difficult to understand maps or read bus schedules.
! Each of the transit agencies designs and publicizes its own schedule. There currently is no single
telephone number (in fact, there are nine) that can be called for countywide trip planning. Transit operators
are working on the establishment of a toll-free telephone line.
! A majority of customers indicate that do not have internet access and slightly less than two-thirds do not
read a newspaper daily. Hence, these individuals are not likely to come into contact with the information
disseminated by transit operators either through their Web sites or in local newspapers.
! StanWORKs WtW customers with and without jobs are significantly less likely to have a high school
diploma or the equivalent than the general adult population. A slim majority of customers who are
employed have a diploma compared to 70% of all adults. For those without jobs and the hard-to-employ
(i.e., DET WtW customers), the percentages are even lower, significantly so for the latter group (30.3%).
! There are language and cultural challenges. Not knowing the destination of a bus, when to transfer, and
being unable to communicate with the driver, contribute to passenger stress and apprehension about getting
lost. Most transit agencies find it difficult to recruit bilingual bus drivers.
! The survey and focus group discussions reveal that misperceptions of public transit lead to
misinformation, negative assessments of bus service, concerns about using transit to reach destinations, and
a preference for other modes of transportation.
Barrier 8: Reliability and Affordability of Private Vehicles
More than three-fifths (61.4%) of the StanWORKs WtW cutomers participating in the survey assert they
have one or more private vehicles in their households. Slightly more than a majority (54.8%) claim to have
vehicles registered in their own names. There also is overwhelming agreement that the private vehicle is a
pathway to success and long-term self-sufficiency. And, as noted previously, those having a driver’s license
and a reliable vehicle are more likely to be employed, have a better paying job, and have a more positive
view of their mobility.
Yet, reliability and affordability are serious challenges faced by those relying on private vehicles:
! According to the mobility survey, the average age of the principal vehicle in the household is 12.8
years; more than one-third (36.3%) of the respondents have vehicles that are 14 years and older. These cars
are less likely to operate regularly, more likely to require repair and maintenance, and more likely to be a
source of auto emissions than newer vehicles.
! More than two-fifths (42.6%) of the respondents who answered a question about vehicle reliability
asserted that they could not use their car two or more days the previous week. When asked why they were
unable to use the vehicle at any time during the previous seven days, nearly one-fifth (18.9%) stated that
the vehicle was not working.
! One-third (34.2%) of the respondents in the mobility survey with vehicles in their households state that
they cannot afford auto insurance, nearly two-thirds (65.1%) cannot afford car maintenance, and slightly
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less than half (45.8%) cannot afford gasoline. Yet, even in face of these difficulties, they do not plan to
abandon their vehicles.
! Focus group participants cited other issues, including outstanding traffic tickets, suspended driver
licenses, and lapsed auto insurance policies. StanWORKs WtW customers are less likely to agree with
these observations, but 10% acknowledge that they no longer have a driver’s license.
Pathways to Mobility
The findings and evidence provide the foundation for the recommendations, which fall into three broad
categories:
(1) Organizing for the delivery of coordinated, collaborative, and flexible transportation services;
(2) Informing and educating to improve mobility;
(3) Delivering coordinated, collaborative, and flexible transportation services.
The recommendations are guided by eight principles: (1) no single set of transportation policy responses
will meet all the mobility and transportation needs of StanWORKs WtW customers; (2) transportation
policy options alone cannot mitigate the effects of restricted mobility; (3) no single mode of transportation
can meet all the mobility needs of WtW customers and other transportation challenged residents, (4) no
transit operator can unilaterally address countywide mobility barriers; (5) neither local human service
agencies nor transit providers can, on their own, guarantee that work-related and household transportation
will be available when needed; (6) transportation opportunities are not limited to the public sector; (7)
policy strategies for dealing with the mobility of StanWORKs WtW customers cannot be divorced from the
broader goal of improving the mobility of low income and working poor populations; and (8) mobility
strategies should not be limited to existing programs and funding sources.
The theme that binds the principles and recommendations is the need for coordination in the design and
implementation of specific mobility and transportation initiatives. Coordination is a policy objective that is
incorporated into state law, the countywide Visioning Project, and StanCOG’s Regional Transportation
Plan and Regional Transit Study.
Organizing for the Delivery of Coordinated, Collaborative, and Flexible Transportation Services:
! Give serious consideration to the establishment of a countywide mobility manager. This office, linked to
StanCOG or the newly formed Business and Workforce Alliance, would be responsible for coordinating
and overseeing programs designed to improve mobility and the connectivity of transportation services.
! Encourage job creation and the delivery of supportive services at locations that are easily accessible to
StanWORKs WtW customers and low income workers. These residential-friendly strategies (including
enterprise zones, the expansion of full service One Stop Centers throughout the county, the co-location of
childcare facilities at transportation hubs, and the opening of licensed childcare facilities in neighborhoods
with concentrations of low income workers) would reduce the time and cost of travel.
! Blend the missions of human service/workforce preparation and transportation agencies by expanding
the membership of the Social Services Transportation Advisory Council. Other possibilities include a
separate interagency transportation council and the involvement of the Business and Workforce Alliance.
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! The annual unmet transit needs process should be fine-tuned so that it is more proactive.
! Case and employment managers in the Community Service Agency and Department of Employment and
Training should more formally coordinate the delivery of transportation supportive services. This would
help assure that eligible welfare-to-work customers are aware of, and receive, appropriate transportation
support.
! Mobility and transportation should be more fully integrated into the orientation and assessment of
StanWORKs and DET WtW customers.
! There is a need for public agencies, non-profits, and private groups with a shared stake in the mobility
of StanWORKs WtW customers and other low income workers to identify and pursue public and private
sources of funding.
Informing and Educating to Improve Mobility:
! There should be a single telephone number available for trip planning in Stanislaus County.
! All transportation information, including a countywide public transportation guide, should be available
in English and Spanish.
! Human service and transportation agencies should work together on the development of a Web-based
transportation guide for case and employment managers in the Community Services Agency and the
Department of Employment and Training.
! Transit operators, StanCOG, CSA, and DET should explore the feasibility of a bilingual transit training
video that could be shown at CSA and DET orientation sessions.
! A transportation mentoring program would enable StanWORKS WtW, Way-to-Work, and other low
income bus riders to more effectively cope with transit service uncertainties and complexities.
! Encourage the development and coordination of volunteer transportation programs.
Delivering Coordinated, Collaborative, and Flexible Transportation Services:
! Consideration should be given to expanded hours of transit operations and more frequent bus service in
those neighborhoods and areas with concentrations of StanWORKs WtW customers and low income
workers. The feasibility of coordinated transit schedules should be explored as well. Given productivity and
financial constraints, however, changes in bus services should be targeted.
! Shuttle bus services to transportation hubs and work activity centers can meet a transportation need for
low income residents in less densely settled areas of Stanislaus County.
! Contracting for vanpool and other specialized non-profit transportation services when space is
available would provide StanWORKs WtW customers with mobility options that are not currently
available.
! Transportation micro-enterprises can create entrepreneurial opportunities for StanWORKs WtW
customers at the same time that they address the transportation needs of low income residents.
! The Commute Connection program for Stanislaus County commuters is currently administered through
the San Joaquin Council of Governments via contract with StanCOG. Consideration should be given to
transferring the program to Stanislaus County and using it as a springboard for local ridesharing services.
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! An emergency or guaranteed ride home program administered within Stanislaus County would be
responsive to local employees who face family emergencies or work-related problems that require
immediate transportation home.
! Employers can facilitate the travel of their employees by purchasing bus passes/tickets and offering
transportation fringe benefits.

! Explore the feasibility of a countywide travel card that enables passengers to use all fixed route bus
systems in Stanislaus County.
! Transportation hubs strategically located in Stanislaus County can enhance the visibility of public
transit and serve as catalysts for bus passenger growth and the coordination of schedules.
! There is a need to consider the feasibility of a collaborative private vehicle program in Stanislaus
County that is administered by a private non-profit corporation, that is based on income rather than cash
assistance status, that links vehicle donations to leases and purchases, that includes volunteer auto
maintenance, and that focuses initially on vehicle replacement.
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! Introduction
The Center for Public Policy Studies has been commissioned by the Stanislaus County
Board of Supervisors to assess mobility and transportation issues facing participants in
the County’s welfare-to-work (henceforth, StanWORKs WtW) program. This report,
Getting to Work, is the principal work product.
While Getting to Work focuses on the movement and transportation of the StanWORKs
WtW population, it also has two broader purposes:
! First, it seeks to understand mobility issues in light of the public, nonprofit, and
private transportation options available in Stanislaus County. The practical effect of this
wider scope of effort is a more comprehensive document whose results can be used in
transportation as well as human services planning, including the unmet transit needs
process.

!

Second, it provides a lens through which the challenges facing low income and

working poor populations can be viewed. Many of the findings and conclusions about
StanWORKs WtW customers also apply to the working poor in Stanislaus County. Both
groups are more mobility challenged than the general population and also more
concerned about the cost, availability, and reliability of their transportation.
While mobility and access to transportation, in general, are key problems for the
StanWORKs WtW population, getting to work is a defining challenge. It is, in fact, a
yardstick for gauging the likelihood of personal success and the achievement of “work
first” community goals.
For StanWORKs WtW customers, getting to work means having access to reliable public
and private transportation that takes them to their destinations on time and in a timely
way. It means riding public transit secure in the knowledge that transfers from one bus or
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bus system to another will not result in missed connections. It means having a reliable
and affordable private vehicle. It means understanding how to get around and which
buses or streets and roads to take. It means having family and friends who can provide
backup transportation support when it is needed. Finally, it means being able to plan and
complete work trips, child trips (i.e., childcare and school), and appointments without
jeopardizing job prospects or employment.
For the community, getting to work means understanding and addressing mobility and
transportation barriers. It means providing coordinated public and private transportation
supportive services. It means offering mobility-friendly information so that people can
plan trips and travel with confidence. It means establishing coordinated and integrated
mobility strategies that bridge the missions of transit and human service agencies. It
means building durable partnerships with community organizations and employers that
increase the number of mobility and transportation options available. Finally, it means
acting upon the linkages between mobility, on the one hand, and job creation, the
movement of goods and services, and community development, on the other.
Critical Links serves as the point of departure for the proposed project. In this 1998 study
prepared for the Board of Supervisors, the Center for Public Policy Studies at CSU
Stanislaus identified transportation as one of the most formidable barriers to employment for
AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Children) and TANF (Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families) customers. This was underscored by the findings of a recipient survey in
which 24.5% of the respondents reported that transportation was a major obstacle. Only
affordable childcare was cited by more survey participants.
The importance of mobility and transportation for all groups in Stanislaus County was
undercored by the Renaissance Consulting Group in its report to the Board of Supervisors
in August 2000. A principal purpose of the Renaissance project was to identify ways that
funds from the Children and Families Act, Welfare-to-Work, and the State Attorneys
General Tobacco Settlement could be strategically expended to improve the quality of
life of County residents. In the process of gathering data, the consulting team solicited
input over an eight-month period from a diversity of groups. The result was more than
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3,000 ideas that became part of an “Idea Bank” database organized into six high priority
themes. Both the ideas and the themes served as benchmarks for programmatic and
policy recommendations.
In the Renaissance report, “Transportation/Public” ranked as the second highest priority
theme, and was outpaced only by “childcare and child development.” While this outcome
is noteworthy in itself, mobility and transportation stand out even more when the ideas
are structured in a slightly different way. Adding private transportation, infrastructure,
and capital improvements to the public transportation theme results in 380 ideas, or
12.3% of the 3,080 unduplicated observations in the Idea Bank. Facilities and activities
linked to the movement of people are tied to another 167 ideas. Combined, the two sets
generate 547 ideas, or 17.8% of the total. Since 1 of 5.6 responses “in the bank” relate to
the “ways and means” of getting around, it is logical to conclude that transportation and
mobility are key factors in the thinking of people throughout Stanislaus County. Table 1
summarizes the results.
Table 1
Summary Measures in Idea Bank Relating to Transportation
and Mobility
Total number of unduplicated ideas in "Idea Bank"
Ideas Relating to Public and Private Transportation, Infrastructure, and
Capital Improvements
Share of all unduplicated ideas (1 of 8.1 responses)
Ideas relating to mobility
Share of all unduplicated ideas (1 of 18.5 responses)
Ideas relating to transportation/infrastructure/capital improvements and
mobility

3,080
380
12.3%
167
5.4%
547

17.8%
Share of all unduplicated ideas (1 in 5.6 responses)
Source: CPPS analysis of data contained in Renaissance 2000 Project Report, August 2000

19

! Methodology
While Critical Links documented transportation barriers to employment, Getting to
Work takes the analysis to the next level by focusing on the nature of these barriers as
well as the travel origins and destinations, modes of transportation, employment, and
work activities of those participating in the County’s welfare-to-work program. The key
goals are to pinpoint the mobility behavior and issues of StanWORKs WtW customers,
the transportation options available, the extent to which existing options meet customer
needs, and policy recommendations for improving mobility and transportation,
particularly for low income residents.
To realize these objectives, the Center for Public Policy Studies has prepared a report that
relies information from a number of sources:
# Administrative databases provided by the Community Services Agency and
Department of Employment and Training: Individual and case eligibility data are linked
to work activity and employment files to create revealing employment and travel profiles
of the StanWORKS WtW population. The Community Service Agency’s administrative
database for keeping track of StanWORKs WtW customers (known by the acronym
GEMS) also includes statistics for the pre-welfare reform AFDC (Aid to Families with
Dependent Children) population engaged in job training and work preparation activities,
principally through the GAIN (Greater Avenues for Independence) program. The
Department of Employment and Training maintains similar data for its Way to Work
(henceforth DET WtW) and Workforce Investment Act customers. By integrating related
databases and covering employment patterns between 1994 and 2001, a level of detail has
been achieved that was not available previously.
# Geographic Information System (GIS) software to illustrate appropriate spatial
relationships: Computer mapping is a powerful tool because it provides a visual
representation of geographically based information. StanWORKs WtW customer maps
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include overlays of fixed bus routes and stops and licensed child care facilities. Maps
based on Census 2000 data highlight demographic characteristics of the Stanislaus
County population that have a bearing on mobility and transportation.
# County welfare-to-work reports submitted each month to the California Department of
Social Services: The WTW 25/WTW 25A CalWORKs Welfare-to-Work Monthly
Activity Reports contain important trends in enrollment, welfare-to-work activities, job
placements, and transportation supportive services. These data files have been available
since October 1999.
# Public transit and transportation data from local transit agencies: These include
passenger, mileage, and financial statistics as well as pertinent performance measures,
including the compliance (i.e., fare box) requirements of the Transportation Development
Act. The resulting charts and graphs highlight the geographic scope and productivity of
transit services in Stanislaus County.
# 2000 Census Results: Population, household, and socioeconomic data from the 2000
Census and the Census 2000 Supplementary Survey (C2SS) provide added value to the
StanWORKs administrative statistics, surveys, and focus group results. The C2SS is a
survey of over 700,000 households nationwide. Results are available for all counties,
including Stanislaus, with populations of 250,000 or more.
# A 152 question bilingual survey administered to 200 current and former StanWORKs
WtW customers: This lengthy and comprehensive survey (many questions have multiple
parts) covers the mobility of StanWORKs customers as well as their access to, and
assessment of, fixed route and demand responsive (i.e., dial-a-ride and runabout)
transportation services. Other closed and open-ended questions address mobility costs,
private vehicle use, employment travel, trip origins and destinations, spatial mismatch,
trip chaining, neighborhood characteristics, and demographics. The survey was
administered to a representative and reliable sample of StanWORKS WtW customers at
the Community Services Agency site. It took approximately ninety minutes for
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respondents to answer all the questions. Monitors were available to guide participants
through the questionnaire.
# On-board surveys of fixed route and dial-a-ride passengers: This relatively brief
survey addresses transit use, trips origins and destinations, and assessments of public
transit. In Modesto, the research team selected bus routes in those neighborhoods with
concentrations of both StanWORKS WtW customers and low income workers.
# Focus groups with mobility stakeholders: Four focus groups with representatives of
human service, transit, and nonprofit organizations examined transportation barriers and
broader mobility issues facing StanWORKS WtW customers and other low income
persons. Each focus group provided participants with a special opportunity to fully
explore these matters.
# Inventories of promising practices nationwide as well as available public transit and
mobility resources in Stanislaus County: There are two inventories contained in the
appendix to this report. The first covers innovative transportation programs (i.e.,
promising practices) that have been pursued elsewhere. The second identifies local
agencies and nongovernmental groups that offer transportation services to mobility
challenged residents.
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! Some Preliminary Considerations
Since the terms mobility and transportation are used repeatedly throughout Getting to
Work, it would be helpful to define and distinguish them. Mobility incorporates two
interrelated elements. The first of these is potential and actual movement, and includes the
number, frequency, and types of trips taken, as well as travel time and distance. The
second is accessibility, which covers the relationship between specific trip origins and
destinations. It takes into account how easily people travel between one place and
another. Both movement and accessibility are affected by the transportation options
available, the quality of the infrastructure, the economic and physical well-being of the
population, the public’s attitudes and perceptions, and the time and cost of travel.
Transportation, on the other hand, refers to the forms or modes of travel. It is, in short,
the tangible way people give expression to their mobility. Each mode available --fixed
route bus, dial-a-ride, private vehicle, truck, taxi, or bicycle – is a specific means for
achieving a broader set of mobility goals.
Although mobility and transportation are clearly interrelated, it is unlikely that increased
mobility levels for StanWORKs WtW customers and other low income residents can be
achieved simply through a single set of transportation options. In fact, some of the most
pressing mobility issues identified in this report -- trip chaining (i.e., multiple trips), time
spent traveling, and spatial mismatch – will require the imaginative use of a combination
of public and private transportation strategies. This mix will accommodate those who rely
on transit, those who require specialized transportation services, those who prefer their
private vehicles, and those who consider public transit a pathway to private vehicle
ownership.
This report focuses on the mobility and transportation of that segment of the cash
assistance population that participates in Stanislaus County’s welfare-to-work program.
StanWORKs was the product of welfare reform legislation, including the federal
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government’s Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996,
the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKs) of 1997, and
the Stanislaus County Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (StanWORKs)
implementation program, which began in 1998. It provides temporary financial aid and
supportive services to eligible families and mandates that able bodied adults participate in
welfare-to-work. The Community Services Agency (CSA), the lead agency, meets its
responsibilities by overseeing employment placements and managing the assignment of
customers to a number of transitional work activities that are authorized by law, including
job search / job readiness, community service, adult basic education / job skills, and onthe-job training (a complete list is provided in Table 2). By January 2002, there were
5,983 persons enrolled in the StanWORKs WtW program.
Table 2
Welfare-to-Work Activities: 1994 to August 2001
Activity

Registration as % of
Total

Appraisal

30.8%

Job Search / Job Readiness

30.2%

Community Service

21.9%

Unsubsidized Employment

4.9%

Adult Basic Education / Job Skills

4.3%

Mental Health Services

2.3%

Assessment

1.9%

Vocational Education

1.1%

Substances Abuse Services

.8%

Domestic Abuse Services

.5%

Department of Labor’s WTW Program

.4%

Education Directly Related to Employment

.2%

Subsidized Private Employment

.1%

Work-Study

.1%

Subsidized Public Employment

.1%

Satisfactory Attendance at High School

.1%

On-The-Job Training

.0%

Self-Employment

.0%

Other

.0%

172,289
Totals
Data Source: Stanislaus County Community Services Agency, GEMS Activity File
NOTE: A StanWORKs WtW customer is typically assigned to more than work
activity.
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Two federal work preparation programs linked to StanWORKs have broadened the
involvement of the Department of Employment and Training and other local agencies in
welfare-to-work. The first of these is the Department of Labor’s welfare-to-work program
(known in Stanislaus County as Way-to-Work or DET WtW). This initiative, launched in
1998 and modified by law in 1999, provides job preparation and placement support for
the most difficult to employ long-term StanWORKs WtW customers. The second is the
Workforce Investment Act (WIA), a far-reaching statute which mandates the
establishment of the countywide Workforce Investment Board (WIB) with considerable
authority over job readiness, job placement and post-employment services for welfare-towork and other employment challenged groups.1 The Board has broad representation and
a majority of members from the private sector. An integral feature of WIA is the One
Stop system (a.k.a. the Stanislaus Career Network) which includes primary, mandatory,
and resource/referral partners. The primary partners oversee the operation and funding of
four full service One Stop Resource Centers, currently located in Modesto and Turlock.
The primary partners to date include the Department of Employment and Training, the
Community Services Agency, the Employment Development Department, and the
Stanislaus County Economic Development Corporation.
Both the Community Services Agency and the Department of Employment and Training
oversee programs that provide transportation supportive services to StanWORKs and DET
WtW customers. For both agencies, these include bus schedule information, bus tickets, and
reimbursement for mileage to approved work activities. Additionally, CSA funds are used to
help cover vehicle repairs, payment of DMV fees, vehicle insurance, tires, and towing. In
all instances, there are three criteria for private vehicle support: the assistance is necessary
for successful involvement in welfare-to-work activities, public transportation is not
available, and personal financial resources are absent. Transportation assistance is offered at

1

On June 11, 2002, the Board of Supervisors approved the formation of corporation to replace the existing
Workforce Investment Board. This corporation, henceforth referred to as the Alliance (WIB-SCEDCO),
will combine the economic development and workforce preparation functions currently being performed by
the Stanislaus Economic Development Corporation (SCEDCO) and the Workforce Investment Board
(WIB).
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intake, when an eligible customer requests it subsequently, or when a case/employment
manager believes it is necessary to participate in work activities and employment.
A shared goal of the Community Services Agency and the Department of Employment
and Training is transitioning the participants in their respective programs into work
activities and the labor market. In carrying out their statutory obligations, they are
particularly interested in improving the mobility and transportation of their customers,
not simply because these improvements are considered desirable goals by themselves, but
because they contribute to the achievement of work-related program objectives. Given
the fact that these agencies are judged in terms of the performance of their customers, it
makes sense to refer to them as having customer-centered missions.
The six public transit operators in Stanislaus County2 also are concerned with the mobility
of their customers, but the diverse services they offer accommodate the entire
population and are focused principally on transporting riders from one destination to
another, regardless of trip purposes. By Fiscal Year 2000/2001, Stanislaus County buses
provided 4,007,373 unlinked passenger trips3 on three fixed route systems and 320,619
riders on the six systems with dial-a-ride and runabout services. Since the 1990/91 Fiscal
Year, unlinked fixed route and dial-a-ride/runabout bus passenger trips have increased by
48.4% and 20.1%, respectively. During the 1990s, Stanislaus County’s population grew
by 20.6%.
In carrying out their shared transportation responsibilities, transit agencies are guided by
transit plans, customer feedback, and federal and state laws, most notably the

2

Stanislaus County (StaRT), Modesto (MAX), Turlock (BLST and DART), Ceres, Waterford, and
Riverbank/Oakdale through a joint powers authority (ROTA). Stanislaus County, Modesto, and Turlock offer
both fixed route and dial-a-ride services. Ceres, Waterford, and Riverbank/Oakdale provide only dial-a-ride
Stanislaus County also has runabout while both the County and Modesto have specialized services to
destinations outside Stanislaus County. See the appendix for a complete listing of routes and hours of operation.

3

With unlinked data, a passenger is counted each time a bus is boarded. This means a transfer is treated as
a separate passenger. The unlinked data are used because these are reported to the State Controller.
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Transportation Development Act (TDA).4 TDA is a state statute that augments fare
revenues with local financial support and mandates a framework for funding public
transit additions and improvements by way of the Local Transportation Fund and State
Transit Assistance.5 Allocations are made by Stanislaus Council of Governments
(StanCOG) Policy Board. The process involves public hearings, other public input, and
recommendations to the Policy Board by the Social Services Transportation Advisory
Council (for unmet transit needs) as well as StanCOG’s Citizens Advisory and Technical
Committees. The Transit Cost Sharing Committee reviews transit claims and mandated
productivity improvements for the six public transit operators and recommends to the
Policy Board the distribution of funds and assignment of service responsibilities.
Of the $15,133,731 available in TDA funds for Fiscal Year 2001/2002 ($14,400,000 from
LTF), $8,939,096 is earmarked for transit, or 62.1% of the total. Of these dollars,
$7,605,265 is from the Local Transportation Fund while $1,333,731 is from State
Transit Assistance. Considering the discretionary LTF dollars alone, 52.8% are
allocated to transit. The TDA requires that LTF funding for public transit, nonmotorized
transportation, and StanCOG planning and administration must occur before dollars can be
allocated to streets and roads. Table 3 on the next page contains the StanCOG approved
allocations for TDA funds during the 2001/2002 Fiscal Year.
Transit services are reviewed annually by StanCOG through a state mandated
productivity review, the claims of transit operators, and the findings of the unmet transit
needs process. Proposed changes by transit operators are based on assessments of transit
plans and anticipated performance. The unmet transit needs procedure involves both the
identification of “unmet transit needs” and the determination of whether the identified
needs are “reasonable to meet.”
4

Among other revenue sources for operations and capital improvements are the Congestion Mitigation and
Air Quality (CMAQ) program and the Federal Transit Administration’s Section 5307 and 5311 programs.

5

In addition to the Local Transportation Fund (which is funded by ¼ cent of the sales tax), the TDA also
allocates a smaller share of funds exclusively for transit through State Transit Assistance (which is based
on the state gasoline tax). Two percent of the LTF is earmarked for nonmotorized transportation.
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Table 3
TDA Funding for Transit and Other Purposes: Fiscal Year 2001-2002
Jurisdictions/Agencies with Transit Systems
LTF**

STA***

Planning
City/Transit
Streets and
Nonmotorized
and
System
Public Transit
Roads
Transportation Admin.
100.0%
StanCOG
54.3%
.0%
43.7%
2.0%
.0%
Ceres
50.1%
.2%
47.6%
2.2%
.0%
County
48.5%
17.0%
33.0%
1.5%
.0%
Modesto
100.0%
ROTA
59.5%
.2%
38.5%
1.8%
.0%
Turlock
22.5%
.1%
74.8%
2.5%
.0%
Waterford
95.8%
4.2%
Other*
$7,605,3 $1,333,731
$6,155,755
$280,840
$357,000
Totals
48.3%
8.5%
39.1%
1.8%
2.3%
% of LTF & STA
% of LTF
52.8%
42.7%
2.0%
2.5%
Data Source: StanCOG
*Includes Hughson, Newman, Oakdale, Patterson, and Riverbank
**Local Transportation Fund ***State Transit Assistance

Total
$ 358,000
$ 1,050,626
$ 3,207,334
$ 7,770,030
$ 470,857
$ 1,937,279
$ 171,177
$ 768,428
$15,733,731
100%
100%

The unmet transit needs process is a principal means for integrating public input into transit
decision-making. The operational definitions of the terms used are established by the
StanCOG Policy Board:
# Consistent with state law and local policies, an unmet transit is quite simply an
acknowledged gap or deficiency in public and private transportation services. While a
deficiency may impact particular users, it also must offer transportation opportunities to the
broader population.
# Even if an unmet transit need is identified, it cannot be implemented unless it can be shown
categorically that it is reasonable to meet. The key word is “reasonable,” and it takes into
account financial and system productivity considerations, notably state mandated fare-box
recovery ratios (which are passenger revenues in relation to operational costs) and passengers
per vehicle service hour. For MAX fixed route services, the ratio is 20%; for all other bus
systems, it is 10%. An unmet transit need that could significantly reduce required performance
levels of a transit operator is not likely to fulfill the reasonable to meet criterion.
The practical effect of the unmet transit needs process is that the reasonable to meet
standard tends to become the driver of new or expanded public transportation services.
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Given the fact that transit operators typically are judged in terms of system productivity
standards mandated by the state, rather than specific outcomes for passengers, it is logical
to describe their collective mission in terms of a systems performance. 6
While the fixed route, dial-a-ride, runabout, and specialized services of public transit
agencies provide one set of transportation options for StanWORKs WtW customers and
other low income residents, they are by no means the only sources of transportation
available in Stanislaus County. In addition to private vehicles, which are used by an
impressive proportion of StanWORKs customers, a number of public and nonprofit agencies
and organizations offer transportation services to the groups they serve. A matrix of
providers and services can be found in the appendix. What it shows is the range of services
available, including vans owned (Howard Training Center, Catholic Charities, YMCA),
contract services for transporting individuals (Stanislaus County Health Services Agency
and Hughson Ambulance, Department of Aging and Veteran’s Services and StaRT),
reimbursement of transportation costs (California Children’s Services), volunteer drivers
(Society for Handicapped Children and Adults of Stanislaus County), and bus vouchers
(Community Health Services). Twenty five school districts and many churches also offer
transportation with their own buses and vans.
The remainder of this report is divided into three sections. The first covers the perceptions
of mobility and transportation as identified in the mobility and on-board surveys as well as
the focus groups. The second addresses eight mobility and transportation barriers facing
StanWORKs WtW customers and other low income groups. The findings are based on
statistical data from CSA, DET, and transit operators, Census 2000 results, computer
generated maps, focus group comments, and the results of the customer mobility survey.
The final section contains the policy and programmatic recommendations that flow from
the findings and evidence.

6

The one notable exception is the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) requirement that a
public transit agency offering fixed route service also provide complementary paratransit or specialized
service for those with disabilities. It also should be noted that the California State Controller’s Office can
stop TDA funding to a system if required farebox recovery ratios are not met.
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! Assessments of Mobility and Transportation
How StanWORKs Customers Perceive their Mobility:
Mobility is considered a problem by a substantial minority of current and former
StanWORKS WtW customers, and the difficulties are particularly evident in
finding work, getting to work, and sustaining employment.
The survey responses of StanWORKs WtW customers point to less perceived freedom of
movement than is the case for the general population. Slightly more than two-fifths
(42.3%) of the respondents concur with the statement “I can easily get around by
myself.” Over one-fifth depend on other people while an additional one-fourth state that
they rely on public transportation. Approximately 6% claim “it is very difficult for me to
get around because other people and public transportation are not available.” In response
to a separate question, one-third (34.7%) indicate that they are either “somewhat
dissatisfied” or “very dissatisfied” with their mobility. These mobility assessments are
consistent with the finding of the Federal Highway Administration’s 1995 National
Personal Transportation Survey that the travel space (i.e., mobility) of low income single
parent households tends to be more limited. Table 4 presents the local survey results.
Table 4
Mobility Assessments of StanWORKs WtW Customers
Percent
(N = 194)
42.3%
20.6%
25.3%
6.2%
5.6%
Percent
Degree of Satisfaction with Mobility
(N = 193)
29.0%
Very satisfied
34.2%
Somewhat satisfied
18.1%
Somewhat dissatisfied
16.6%
Very dissatisfied
2.1%
Don't know/refused
Data Source: CSU Stanislaus Center for Public Policy Studies,
Mobility Survey, 2001
Self-Description of Mobility
Easily get around by myself
Rely on other people
Rely on public transportation
Cannot rely on any transportation
Don’t know/refused to answer
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These assessments take on real meaning when survey participants are asked about
specific ways that they have been limited by their mobility and transportation problems
during the past twelve months. Six problems are cited by 40% or more of the
respondents. At the top of the list is “unable to shop,” which is identified by nearly half.
Of the remaining five challenges, four deal with job search and employment: “missed out
on a better job” (43.9%), “missed out getting a job” (42.9%), “paying for transportation
caused job difficulties” (42.5%) and “unable to work or look for job” (41.4%). What is
particularly striking is that almost four-fifths (78.7%) of all respondents mentioned at
least one mobility or transportation caused problem while a majority (53.3%) experienced
four or more. The responses are detailed in Table 5.

Table 5
Effects of Mobility and Transportation Problems
Percent
(N=198)
49.5%
Unable to shop
43.9%
Missed out on a better job
42.9%
Missed out getting a job
42.5%
Paying for transportation caused job difficulties
41.9%
Missed medical appointment
41.4%
Unable to work or look for job
37.4%
Forced change in work hours
32.3%
Forced change in job
27.8%
Missed CSA appointment
25.8%
Unable to go to job training
24.7%
Job difficulties due to childcare transport difficulties
23.9%
Missed child care
22.2%
Lost a job
Data Source: CSU Stanislaus Center for Public Policy Studies, Mobility Survey, 2001
NOTE: Multiple responses are possible.
Problem

The consequences of constrained mobility are revealed when StanWORKs WtW
customers are asked to identify the most formidable barriers to employment. Two of the
top five are tied directly to transportation: “can't find job” (39.1%), “no transportation”
(29.5%), “lack skills/experience” (28.8%), “lack childcare” (26.3%), and “can't afford
transportation” (25.6%). When the two transportation items are combined, 36.5% of all
respondents believe that transportation is an obstacle, which is second to being unable to
find employment. And since more than two-fifths of survey participants believe that the
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failure to get or keep a job is a result of mobility and transportation difficulties (see the
previous paragraph), the rippling effects of being unable to move around are apparent.

How StanWORKs WtW Customers Travel: Modes of Transportation and
Final Destinations
Although a majority of StanWORKS WtW customers indicate that they rely on
private vehicles for all their trips, they also are more likely to use public transit than
the general population. Private vehicles are used even more frequently for trips to
work. For passengers on fixed route, dial-a-ride, and runabout buses, shopping,
medical appointments, and employment-related activities are the most frequent
destinations.
In a general question about modes of travel, a majority (54.7%) of survey respondents
indicate that the automobile is their main mode of transportation for all types of trips. For
13% (second choice), it is a fixed route bus while an additional 1% claim it is dial-a-ride
and runabout. In the month prior to completing the survey, 38% report that they rode a
fixed route bus and 10.4% took dial-a-ride or runabout. During the prior week, 34% were
passengers on fixed route buses. Four-fifths (80.2%) have used fixed route transit at some
time; for dial-a-ride and runabout the proportion is one-third (33.9%).
With respect to overall frequency of bus use, one-fifth (20.4%) of the survey respondents
claim they were passengers on fixed route transit every day the week prior to the
completion of the survey while close to another one-fifth (18.3%) rode buses two or more
days. The most frequent days of usage were Monday to Friday. For dial-a-ride and
runabout passengers, ridership for the previous month was predictably lower: only 10%
were passengers two or more days per week while 5% used this type of service about
once a week.
Public agency appointments (33.6%), shopping (31.9%), and medical appointments
(30.2%) are the final destinations mentioned most often by StanWORKs WtW customers
who are fixed route bus passengers. Although travel to and from work garners less than
one-quarter (23.1%) of the responses, more broadly defined employment-related trips
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stand out. That is, when job training and work are combined, and the duplicate selections
are removed, the frequency of employment-related travel is comparable to shopping.
The three principal destinations for dial-a-ride and runabout passengers are medical
appointments, work, and shopping, with each garnering slightly more or less than onequarter of the survey responses. When job training is added to the mix, employment
related trips become destinations equal to medical appointments.
Table 6 summarizes the responses.
Table 6
Reasons for Using Bus the Prior Month
Fixed Route Passengers
Dial-a-Ride/Runabout Passengers
Percent
Destination
(N=116)
33.6%
Public agency appointment
Medical appointments
31.9%
Shopping
To/from work
30.2%
Medical appointments
Shopping
23.1%
To and/or from work
Public agency appointment
21.7%
Visiting
Drop off/pick up child at school
15.5%
Go to school/classes
Church
14.8%
Job training
Drop off/pick up child at childcare
8.6%
Drop off/pick up child at school
Visiting
6.0%
Drop off/pick up child at childcare
Go to school/classes
6.0%
Church
Job training
11.2%
Other
Other
Data Source: CSU Stanislaus Center for Public Policy Studies, Mobility Survey, 2001
NOTE: Total responses exceed 100% because of multiple selections.

Destination

Percent
(N=66)
27.3%
25.8%
24.2%
18.2%
13.6%
10.6%
9.1%
9.1%
7.6%
7.6%
9.2%

When travel to work is considered by itself, private transportation is clearly the mode of
choice, a preference that is generally shared by an overwhelming proportion of Stanislaus
County residents. As Table 7 shows, more than two-fifths of the StanWORKs WtW
customers participating in the survey state that they currently use or previously used their
own vehicles to and from work. When “ride with someone else” is added, a majority rely
on private vehicles. Fixed route public transit is a mode used by slightly less than 9% of
the StanWORKs WtW customers who commute or have commuted in the past.
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Table 7
Top Five Usual Modes of Travel to and from Work
Percent
To Work
(N=187)
From Work
43.3%
Drive own vehicle
Drive own vehicle
12.3%
Ride with someone else
Ride with someone else
8.6%
Fixed route bus
Fixed route bus
8.0%
Multiple
Drive someone else’s car
5.9%
Drive someone else’s car
Multiple
Data Source: CSU Stanislaus Center for Public Policy Studies, Mobility Survey, 2001

Percent
(N=182)
42.9%
14.3%
8.8%
7.1%
5.5%

If the proportion of StanWORKS WtW customers who ride public transit to work appears
to be lower than most people commonly assume, consider the commuting patterns for all
workers 16 years of age and older. As Census 2000 shows (see Figure 1), only 1% of the
workers in Stanislaus County rely on public transit or taxis. In fact, slightly more than
three-quarters (76.9%) travel to work alone in their own vehicles.

Figure 1
Journey to Work for Stanislaus County Workers 16 Years & Older: 2000
2.4% 1.5% 2.8%
1.0%
15.0%

76.9%

Data Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000, Summary File 3, May 2002
Car, truck, van -- drove alone

Car, truck, van -- carpooled

Public t ransportation (including taxicab)

Walked

Other means

Worked at home

The acknowledged automobile, pickup truck, and motorcycle ownership and use rates for
StanWORKs WtW customers are considerably higher than what is reported for the
welfare-to-work recipients in more populous and densely settled areas. In fact, more than
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three-fifths (61.4%) of the StanWORKs WtW cutomers participating in the survey assert
they have one or more private vehicles in their households, a proportion that is generally
consistent with the observations of CSA and DET case and employment managers in the
focus groups. Slightly more than a majority (54.8%) claim to have vehicles registered in
their own names. Based on these numbers as well as the findings of other surveys and
studies, it is reasonable to suggest that low income households in Stanislaus County, in
general, and the working poor, in particular, have at least comparable access to private
vehicles.
However, the potential for transit is revealed in the probable modes of travel of survey
participants who have never worked. When asked about the ways they plan to travel
when they get a job, more than one-quarter identify some form of public transportation.
This expectation is due, in part, to the fact that StanWORKs WtW customers without jobs
are less likely to have either driver’s licenses or own private vehicles.

How StanWORKs WtW Customers Evaluate the Transportation Available
Not only is a private vehicle the transportation mode of choice, it also is considered a
gateway to success. Those who have valid drivers licenses and reliable automobiles
and pickup trucks are more likely than those without them to be satisfied with their
mobility, to face fewer mobility challenges, and to work for pay. With respect to
public transit, StanWORKs WtW customers are particularly concerned about time
spent traveling and the availability of buses when they are needed.
There are two interrelated appraisals of modes of mobility and transportation. The first of
these is the uniformly shared belief in the benefits of the private vehicle. For many
StanWORKs WtW customers, it provides freedom, flexibility, and the opportunity to
complete travel-related tasks in a timely way. The second is a more critical view of
public transit.
Private Vehicles:
Even in the face of significant reliability and affordability issues, to be discussed later in
this report, there is overwhelming agreement among StanWORKs WtW customers that
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the automobile is a pathway to success and long-term self-sufficiency. Consider the
following survey results:
# 93.3% believe that having a car makes it easier to get and keep a job; 82.1% believe
this “very strongly”;
# 79.6% state that having a car enables an individual to get a better paying job; 74.6%
believe this “very strongly”;
# 86.8% note that a car is connected to success and independence; 77% believe this
“very strongly”;
Nearly all the survey respondents answered the questions about the benefits of private
vehicles. Not surprisingly, over 90% declared that they would purchase a car if they
could.
Participants in the focus groups also acknowledged the importance of private vehicle
ownership:
Given our location, having a car is important to being successful. A car enables you to go places.
It gives you freedom.
Generally speaking, a car is still a luxury item. But in our county, it comes close to being a
necessity. For many, public transportation is just not feasible.

Not only do StanWORKs WtW customers believe that private vehicle use is tied to
personal success, but there also is credible evidence from other survey responses that a
driver’s license and access to a car or pickup truck in good working condition contribute
to improved mobility, fewer transportation problems, and the greater likelihood of being
employed.
Driver’s License: A majority (55.6%) of survey respondents with a driver’s license, in
contrast to 21.2% of those without it, report that they easily move around by themselves.
While 70.1% of those with a driver’s license are satisfied with their ability to get around,
this is the case for only 46.2% of those without a license. Additionally, 29.3% of
respondents with a driver’s license reported no mobility or transportation-caused
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problems in contrast to only 6.1% of respondents without a driver’s license. Finally, those
with a driver’s license are more likely to be working for pay.
The significance of the driver’s license for distinguishing survey participants on a number
of matters relating to mobility and transportation is highlighted in Table 8.
Table 8
Comparing Survey Recipients With and Without Current Driver’s License

Characteristic
% who say “I can get around by myself whenever and wherever I want.”
% who say they are satisfied with their ability to get around in general
% who say they are very dissatisfied with ability to get around in general
% not experiencing any type of transportation-caused problem
% who rely on others to get around
% who rely on public transportation
% who have used fixed route bus within past week
% who have used a fixed route bus within past month
% who are currently working for pay
% with a vehicle in good working condition
% who say they never have someone they can count on to lend a car or give a ride
% who usually do more than one thing or have more than one destination when
traveling in a car
% who often make/made other stops on way to work
% who usually get to work by driving their own car
% who usually use the bus to get to work
% who usually get home from work by driving their car
% who usually use the bus to get home from work
% who usually get a ride with someone else to get home from work
% who typically get to grocery store by walking
% who typically get to doctor by walking
% who typically get to doctor by bus
% who typically get to child’s (children’s) school by walking
% who typically get to child’s (children’s) school by driving their car
% who typically get to child’s (children’s) school by bus
% who say that lack of jobs close to home has been a problem in getting or keeping a
job
% whose main means of transportation is the car
% whose main means of transportation is the bus
% who have a backup plan
% who have less than a high school diploma
Data Source: CSU Stanislaus Center for Public Policy Studies, Mobility Survey, 2001

With
Current
Driver’s
License
55.6%
70.1%
13.1%
29.3%
16.7%
15.7%
20.5%
22.6%
37.4%
82.0%
66.0%

Without
Current
Driver’s
License
21.2%
46.2%
28.8%
6.1%
30.8%
36.5%
51.2%
56.6%
24.1%
45.8%
56.3%

85.2%

59.6%

47.2%
65.4%
1.9%
64.8%
2.9%
5.7%
8.3%
0.9%
7.4%
11.1%
64.2%
0.0%

42.6%
14.9%
8.5%
15.2%
13.0%
23.9%
37.7%
11.1%
16.7%
36.4%
11.8%
8.8%

39.4%

52.8%

67.0%
3.8%
51.4%
26.7%

45.3%
26.4%
32.1%
36.7%

Reliable Private Vehicle: Almost two-thirds (65.5%) of the respondents in the survey
possessing a reliable vehicle report they can easily get around by themselves; this was the
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case for 35.7% of the respondents without a car that operates dependably. More than onethird (35.1%) of those with reliable cars report no transportation-caused problems in the
past year in contrast to 9.5% of those without such a vehicle. As the responses contained
in Table 9 show, those without a reliable automobile are significantly more likely to
believe that a lack of transportation prevented them from looking for a job, getting a job,
and going to work. Predictably, these respondents were much less likely to have a job at
the time they were interviewed.
Table 9
Comparing Survey Recipients With and Without Car in Good Condition
Car in
Good
Condition
65.5%
81.6%
6.9%
35.1%

Car in
Poor
Condition
35.7%
46.4%
21.4%
9.5%

10.4%
4.6%

33.3%
14.3%

30.3%
31.5%
40.9%
43.7%
11.4%
18.4%
28.8
35.6%
58.0%
67.0%
3.4%

62.1%
65.5%
29.6%
70.3%
27.3%
28.6%
48.8
3.4%
35.7%
32.1%
21.4%

27.7%
0.0%
60.0%
41.4%

60.7%
10.7%
32.1%
57.1%

25.0%
78.5%
83.6%

42.9%
45.8%
69.5%

5.4%
% who have less than an 8th grade education
Data Source: CSU Stanislaus Center for Public Policy Studies, Mobility Survey, 2001

13.6%

% who say “I can get around by myself whenever and wherever I want.”
% who say they are satisfied with their ability to get around in general
% who say they are very dissatisfied with ability to get around in general
% not experiencing any type of transportation-caused problem
% experiencing 10 or more types of transportation-caused problems
% who say they have no available transportation
% who say lack of transportation prevented going to work or looking for a
job
% who say missed out on a job because of lack of transportation
% who are currently working for pay
% who are looking for work
% who have used fixed route bus within past week
% who have used a fixed route bus within past month
Average number of minutes to get to work
% who say they can afford car maintenance
% who say they can afford gas
% who usually drive their own car to work
% who usually ride with someone else to work
% who say that lack of jobs close to home has been a problem in getting or
keeping a job
% whose main means of transportation is the bus
% who have a backup plan
% who experienced difficulty finding affordable housing in past year
% who ever had to move out of house or apartment because could not pay
for it
% who say have friends or relatives can turn to for support and help
% who are optimistic about their future
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Public Transit:
Two sets of survey questions were designed to gauge StanWORKs WtW customer
evaluations of public transit. The first of these specifically requested information on fixed
route, dial-a-ride, and runabout services. Those who were in a position to offer their
assessments could do so by indicating whether or not an item was a “major problem,”
“small problem,” or “no problem.” The distinction between the two types of problems is
more than simply a matter of degree. Although a perceived problem is still a problem, a
small or minor one is more likely to be considered an inconvenience. A major problem,
on the other hand, is something with broader potential effects on mobility.
As Table 10 shows, three problems clearly fall into the “major” category for fixed route
passengers. Among these, the “time it takes to use public transportation” stands out.
Nearly one-half (48.3%) of the survey participants cite it as a “major” problem while an
additional one-quarter (24.4%) describe it as “small.” Transit that is “unavailable at
needed times” is second, with nearly two-fifths claiming it as a major difficulty. The third
most frequently mentioned problem, with approximately one-third of the responses, is
“crowding/difficulty getting seat.” ‘Stations and vehicles unclean” (36.4%), “difficulty
transferring” (36.2%), and “cost” (31.4%) are considered the most prominent minor
problems. Running a close fourth is crowding (30.9%). Crime, (31%), cost (30.8%), and
station/vehicle cleanliness (30.6%) are least likely to be considered problems.

Table 10
Perceptions of Fixed Route Bus Service
Large
Problem

Small
Problem

No
Problem

Don't
Know/
Not
Applicable

Time it takes to use transportation

48.3%

24.4%

14.2%

13.1%

176

Unavailable at needed times

39.4%

26.9%

17.7%

16.0%

175

Crowding/difficulty getting seat

34.3%

30.9%

17.4%

17.4%

178

Unavailable on needed days

28.5%

27.3%

26.7%

17.4%

172

Worried about crime

23.6%

25.3%

31.0%

20.1%

174

Difficulty transferring

21.8%

36.2%

25.3%

16.7%

174

Cost

23.8%

31.4%

30.8%

14.0%

172

16.2%
36.4%
30.6%
16.8%
Stations and vehicles unclean
Data Source: CSU Stanislaus Center for Public Policy Studies, Mobility Survey, 2001

173

# of
Responses

39

The most pressing problems selected by dial-a-ride and runabout passengers (see Table
11) reflect the character of the service provided. Foremost among these is the “amount of
waiting time,” which is considered a large problem by one-third (32.7%) of those
expressing an opinion. Running a close second is “amount of riding time,” which is
mentioned by 31.8% of all respondents. No other item is cited with the nearly the same
frequency. “Difficulty arranging a bus” is the most notable small problem (23.8%). The
two items that stand out as not being problems are “crime” (30.8%) and “vehicles
unclean” (28.7%). Interestingly, the proportion of respondents who do not offer
assessments of dial-a-ride and runabout is considerably higher than for fixed route service
passengers. This reflects a lower frequency of use, the more specialized and limited scope
of these services, and the relatively recent introduction of runabout service.

Table 11
Perceptions of Dial-a-Ride and Runabout Service

Amount of waiting time

Large
Problem
32.7%

Small
Problem
18.9%

No
Problem
14.5%

Don't
Know/Not
Applicable
34.0%

# of
Responses
159

Amount of riding time

31.8%

18.2%

18.2%

31.8%

154

Unavailable when needed

22.4%

22.4%

18.4%

36.0%

152

Cost

19.7%

22.4%

20.4%

37.5%

152

Transferring

18.5%

17.9%

21.2%

42.4%

151

Difficulty arranging a bus

17.2%

23.8%

21.2%

37.7%

151

Vehicles unclean

13.3%

18.7%

28.7%

39.3%

150

39.7%

146

11.0%
18.5%
30.8%
Crime
Data Source: CSU Stanislaus Center for Public Policy Studies, Mobility Survey

The second method used for gauging service was to ask survey participants why they do
not or would not ride buses. The results, which are presented in Table 12, validate the
findings about perceived problems. With respect to fixed route service, the amount of
travel time required, once again, is considered the greatest disincentive. More than twice
as many StanWORKs WtW customers (45.8%) cite it than the second leading item,
“unavailable at times needed” (21.8%).
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No disincentive for using dial-a-ride and runabout bus services stands out.
Table 12
Reasons for Not Riding Buses
Fixed Route
Takes too much time

Percent
(N=142)
45.8%

Dial-a-Ride
Don't know how to arrange

Percent
(N=156)
17.3%

Unavailable at times needed

21.8%

Lack of availability

16.7%

Don't run often enough

20.4%

Unavailable when needed

16.6%

Don't know bus schedule

20.4%

Need a private vehicle for my travel

15.4%

Schedule is inconvenient

16.9%

Takes too much time

14.7%

Closest stop too far from home

16.2%

Cost

14.0%

Bus schedule is confusing

12.0%

Not convenient

11.5%

Costs too much

11.3%

Other

21.2%

Need a private vehicle for my travel

10.6%

Don't know/refused

14.6%

Unsafe to get to bus stop

4.9%

Unsafe at the bus stop

3.5%

Unsafe on the bus

2.8%

25.5%
Other
Data Source: CSU Stanislaus Center for Public Policy Studies, Mobility Survey, 2001
NOTE: Multiple responses are possible.

How Bus Passengers Evaluate Bus Services
The on-board survey results show that fixed route and dial-a-ride passengers are
more positive than StanWORKs WtW customers in their evaluations of bus services
and appear to be better able to cope with the challenges associated with transit use.
In contrast to the evaluations of StanWORKs WtW customers, the on-board survey
participants express consistently positive views of fixed route and dial-a-ride bus services
in Stanislaus County. By wide margins, riders on fixed route buses believe that service is
dependable, reliable, and timely. The relatively small number of dial-a-ride respondents
are satisfied as well, although 40.9% strongly agree or agree with the statement “I have to
wait a long time for the bus to arrive.” Only 9.8% and 13.6% of fixed route and dial-aride customers, respectively, do not enjoy taking the bus. Two-thirds (68.5%) of fixed
route riders disagree or strongly disagree with the statement “The bus schedule is
confusing” while 84.1% of the dial-a-ride passengers disagree or strongly disagree with
the statement “Dial-a-Ride is confusing.”
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Close to one-half of fixed route passengers (49.1%) would prefer to use a car compared
to 25% of dial-a-ride passengers. The difference can be attributed to the riders served.
Modesto, for example, limits its weekday and Saturday dial-a-ride day service to ADA
certified, disabled, and elderly passengers.
Passenger evaluations are presented in Tables 13 and 14.
Table 13
Perceptions of Fixed Bus Route Service: On-Board Survey
Strongly
Agree
57.1%

Agree
35.0%

Neutral
7.3%

Disagree
0.6%

Strongly
Disagree
0.0%

The bus is dependable
The bus gets me to my
destination in the amount of time
43.8%
47.8%
6.2%
2.2%
0.0%
I expect
The bus is available when I need
40.1%
44.6%
9.6%
4.0%
1.7%
it
The bus allows me to meet my
38.6%
51.7%
8.0%
1.7%
0.0%
daily transportation needs
31.2%
17.9%
24.9%
19.1%
6.9%
I prefer to use a car
31.8%
41.6%
16.8%
6.9%
2.9%
I enjoy riding the bus
8.0%
9.7%
13.7%
47.4%
21.1%
The bus schedule is confusing
16.4%
14.1%
14.1%
40.1%
15.3%
I have no choice but to use a bus
Without the bus, I couldn't get
19.8%
15.8%
13.6%
33.3%
17.5%
around
Data Source: CSU Stanislaus Center for Public Policy Studies, On-Board Passenger Survey, 2001

N
177
178
177
176
173
173
175
177
177

Table 14
Perceptions of Dial-a-Ride Service: On-Board Survey
Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

The Dial-a-Ride bus is available when I
need it
43.2%
50.0%
6.8%
.0%
.0%
I have to wait a long time for the bus to
4.5%
36.4% 13.6%
36.4%
9.1%
arrive
The bus gets me to my destination in the
11.4%
72.7% 13.6%
2.3%
.0%
amount of time I expect
The Dial-a-Ride bus allows me to meet my
13.6%
75.0% 11.4%
.0%
.0%
daily transportation needs
4.5%
20.5% 61.4%
9.1%
4.5%
I prefer to use a car
11.4%
56.8% 18.2%
13.6%
.0%
I enjoy riding Dial-a-Ride
.0%
4.5%
11.4%
70.5%
13.6%
Dial-a-Ride is confusing
.0%
9.1%
13.6%
63.6%
13.6%
I have no choice but to use Dial-a-Ride
.0%
9.1%
13.6%
68.2%
9.1%
Without Dial-a-Ride, I couldn’t get around
Data Source: CSU Stanislaus Center for Public Policy Studies, On-Board Passenger Survey, 2001

N
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
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Why are the StanWORKS WtW customer assessments of public transit more negative?
There are three possible explanations:
First, StanWORKs WtW customers are much more likely to make multiple stops when
taking fixed route buses. This greater reliance on this trip chaining (which is documented
in Table 15) increases the amount of time spent traveling and poses mobility challenges
which are not easily accommodated by public transit.
Table 15
Trip Chaining of Bus Passengers and StanWORKs WtW Customers
StanWORKs
StanWORKs
Fixed Route
Dial-a-Ride
Fixed Route
Dial-a-Ride
Passengers
Passengers
Passengers
Passengers
(N=177)
(N=44)
(N=126)
(N=68)
35.0%
31.8%
54.8%
25.0%
Yes
65.0%
68.2%
31.0%
41.2%
No
14.3%
33.8%
Don't know/refused
Data Source: CSU Stanislaus Center for Public Policy Studies, Mobility and On-Board Passenger Surveys,
2001

Second, most bus riders participating in the survey, unlike StanWORKs WtW customers,
rely upon and prefer public transit because it meets their travel needs. Close to 85% of
fixed route passengers and 60% of dial-a-ride passengers use buses two or more days per
week. For StanWORKs WtW customers, the comparable proportions are 38.7% and 10%.
Third, the contrasting assessments may be due to differing perceptions of public transit,
varying levels of information about bus services, and the greater capacity of regular bus
passengers to cope with the complexities of public transit. The information challenges
facing StanWORKs WtW customers, the elderly, and low income residents were
common themes in all the focus groups.
While the questions posed to StanWORKs WtW customers are somewhat different than
those asked of bus passengers, the outcomes in both instances are evaluations of mobility
and transportation. The more negative assessments of transit by those participating in the
welfare-to-work survey deserve consideration because they may offer clues to improving
the mobility of the StanWORKs WtW population.
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! Mobility and Transportation Barriers
Barrier 1: Spatial Mismatch -- Trip Origins and Destinations
The StanWORKs enrollment, employment, and work activity data show that trips to,
from, and within Modesto have been the predominant travel patterns for a majority of
StanWORKs WtW customers. This has been the case even though customers reside and
face mobility barriers throughout Stanislaus County. The resulting spatial mismatches,
which place the greatest burdens upon those outside the Highway 99 corridor, increase
travel times, distances, and costs, make travel less predictable and reliable, and generally
create obstacles to the successful completion of related household trips. The central role
of Modesto is also documented by the statistics for StanWORKs WtW customers who
have not been employed, DET Way to Work applicants, and Workforce Investment Act
participants. The data on trips to work activities point to both a concentration of sites in
a limited geographic area of Modesto and a different set of travel patterns than for work.
Computer generated maps provide visual evidence for the spatial mismatch between
residences and job sites as well as licensed childcare facilities. Other maps highlight the
residential concentrations of Medi-Cal participants and the demographic characteristics
of the Stanislaus County population. These underscore the extent to which low income,
working poor, and at-risk populations live in the same neighborhoods where residents
are more likely than the general population to face mobility and transportation
challenges.
Modesto is the community with the largest concentrations of StanWORKS WtW
customers with and without employment, DET Way-to-Work applicants, and Workforce
Investment Act participants. In each case, program participation has exceeded the city’s
share of Stanislaus County’s general and over 18 population.
Participants in the StanWORKs, Way to Work, and Workforce Investment Act programs are
predictably concentrated in the most populous cities of Stanislaus County, especially along the
Highway 99 corridor. Among all cities, Modesto is the only one with percentages that
consistently exceed the share of the population 18 years of age and older. However, there also
are modest concentrations of program participants in the areas west (Patterson, Newman,
Westley, Grayson, and Crows Landing) and east (Oakdale, Hughson, Waterford, Denair,
Hickman, La Grange, and Knights Ferry) of the Highway 99 corridor. Table 16 presents the
information.
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Table 16
City of Residence of StanWORKs, Way-to-Work,
and Workforce Investment Act Participants

Ceres
Hughson
Modesto
Newman
Oakdale
Patterson
Riverbank
Turlock
Waterford
Denair
Empire
Grayson
Hickman
Keyes
Salida
Westley
Remainder
Total

StanWORKs
WtW
Customers
Employed*
7.7%
1.1%
58.9%
1.3%
3.7%
2.2%
2.2%
12.3%
1.8%
.6%
1.5%
.1%
.1%
1.3%
1.0%
.3%
3.9%
100%

StanWORKs
WtW
Customers
Not
Employed*
7.2%
.8%
58.4%
1.4%
3.1%
2.1%
2.3%
12.7%
1.6%
.4%
1.2%
.1%
.2%
1.2%
1.0%
.2%
6.4%
100%

DET Way
to Work
Applicants
11.2%
1.2%
64.3%
1.8%
1.2%
1.5%
2.1%
10.9%
1.2%
.6%
.6%
.0%
.3%
1.5%
1.8%
.0%
.0%
100%

Workforce
Investment
Act
Participants
9.5%
1.7%
54.3%
3.2%
2.4%
1.2%
2.5%
14.4%
.9%
.6%
1.8%
.1%
.2%
.5%
1.2%
.4%
5.3%
100%

Data Sources: Stanislaus County Community Services Agency, GEMS Activity and
Employment Files; Department of Employment and Training, Way-to-Works Application
Files, Workforce Investment Act Participant Files
*Note: This table covers all program participants, but each StanWORKs WtW customer
is counted only once, regardless of the number of jobs held.

Commuting to and from Modesto, as well as trips within the city, have been the defining
patterns of work-related travel for StanWORKs WtW customers.
Commuting patterns for StanWORKs WtW customers since 1994 are detailed in Tables
A1 and A2 in the Appendix. These tables cover (1) the proportion of StanWORKs WtW
customers residing in a community who are employed in that and other communities, and
(2) the proportion of jobs in a community that are held are residents of that and other
communities. These statistically rich tables, which are summarized in Table 17, reveal
both the central importance of Modesto for employed StanWORKs WtW customers
residing both within and outside of the city, and the significant concentration of jobs in
Modesto (and to a lesser extent, Turlock) that collectively serve as the destination of the
commuting.
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Table 17
Share of Stanislaus County Jobs by Place of Residence and Work
1994 to August 2001
Place of Work: Number and Percent of
WtW Customers Employed

Place of Work: Number and Percent of
Jobs Held by WtW Customers

WtW
% of
% of Jobs
Cust.
Cust.
% of Cust. % of WtW
% of
Held in
with
With
Employed
Cust.
Stan
Community
% of
Place of
Stan.
Stan.
in Own
Employed
County
of
Modesto
Residence
Jobs
Jobs
Community in Modesto
Jobs
Jobs
Residence
Jobs
917
8.7%
18.9%
65.9%
553
5.2%
31.3%
8.3%
Ceres
23
.2%
4.3%
34.8%
11
.1%
9.1%
.1%
CrowsLanding
63
.6%
11.1%
38.1%
45
.4%
15.6%
.3%
Denair
183
1.7%
5.5%
67.8%
41
.4%
24.4%
1.7%
Empire
13
.1%
.0%
53.8%
1
.0%
.0%
.1%
Grayson
17
.2%
.0%
35.3%
13
.1%
.0%
.1%
Hickman
134
1.3%
11.2%
47.0%
103
1.0%
14.6%
.9%
Hughson
149
1.4%
4.7%
62.4%
11
.1%
63.6%
1.3%
Keyes
6,324
59.8%
84.8%
84.8%
7,262
68.7%
73.8%
73.8%
Modesto
116
1.1%
40.5%
26.7%
77
.7%
61.0%
.4%
Newman
445
4.2%
51.9%
31.9%
440
4.2%
52.5%
2.0%
Oakdale
262
2.5%
40.5%
35.5%
186
1.8%
57.0%
1.3%
Patterson
223
2.1%
25.1%
48.9%
326
3.1%
17.2%
1.5%
Riverbank
94
.9%
17.0%
74.5%
90
.9%
17.8%
1.0%
Salida
1,340
12.7%
60.1%
30.1%
1,247
11.8%
64.6%
5.5%
Turlock
238
2.3%
25.6%
43.3%
117
1.1%
52.1%
1.4%
Waterford
33
.3%
15.2%
60.6%
45
.4%
11.1%
.3%
Westley
Notes: Excludes temporary agency positions, labor contractors, IHSS (In Home Social Services),
building maintenance and cleaning services, gardening services, and situations where residential & job
locations cannot be established. A GAIN or WtW customer may hold more than one job.
Excludes Knights Ferry and La Grange, each of which has one enrolled customer with employment.

Within Respect to Commuting by Place of Residence
# Four of the County’s nine cities (Ceres, Hughson, Riverbank, and Waterford) had a
significantly higher proportion of their GAIN and StanWORKs WtW customers
employed in Modesto than in their own communities between 1994 and August 2001.
# Other than Modesto, only Turlock (60.1%) and Oakdale (51.9%) had a majority of their
resident customers employed locally. Newman had the lowest proportion of its WtW
resident customers working in Modesto. However, a majority of the customers in Newman
and Patterson were employed in other communities.
# Five of the eight unincorporated communities with at least ten resident StanWORKs WtW
customers working (Empire, Grayson, Keyes, Salida, and Westley) had a majority employed
in Modesto.
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# In Modesto, 84.8% of the city’s StanWORKs WtW customers worked in Modesto;
this represented a majority (50.7%) of all work trips in Stanislaus County. The 15.2%
who traveled elsewhere in Stanislaus County between 1994 and August 2001
represented 962 commutes, or 9.9% of the total.
# Nearly one-half (47.3%) of all StanWORKs WtW customer work trips between 1994
and August 2001 involved commutes between communities. Of the 5,000
intercommunity movements, about two-fifths (38%) were to Modesto while 8.8% were
to Turlock. Overall, 45% of all WtW customers living outside of Modesto worked in
Modesto.
With Respect to Employment by Place of Work:
# More than two-thirds (68.7%) of all the jobs held by StanWORKs WtW customers in
Stanislaus County between 1994 and August 2001 were in Modesto. Nearly 1 in 8 jobs
(11.8%) were in Turlock. No other city claimed more than 10% of the total.
# Three of the County’s nine cities – Ceres, Hughson, and Riverbank – had less than
50% of the jobs held by resident StanWORKs WtW customers. In Ceres and Riverbank,
one-half of the jobs were filled by Modesto residents. In Hughson, it was more than
40%. The lowest share of jobs held by Modesto WtW customers was in Newman
(10.8%). It was less than 20% in Waterford (17.1%), Turlock (17.9%), and Patterson
(18.3%).
# Among unincorporated communities, only Keyes, with 11 jobs, had a majority of the
positions filled by local residents. By way of contrast, Modesto WtW customers traveled
to 63.3% of the 90 jobs in Salida and 46.3% of the 41 jobs in Empire.
Between 1994 and 2001, there was a close correspondence between ZIP codes of
residence and the proportion of the population participating in programs designed to
provide job preparation and related employment services.
Among residential ZIP codes, 95351 and 95350 claimed more than one-third of the
StanWORKS employed and unemployed and DET Way to Work customers 1994 and
2001. Workforce Investment Act participants in these ZIP Codes represented more than
one-quarter of the total (see Table 18).
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Table 18
ZIP Code of Residence of StanWORKs, Way-to-Work, and Workforce Investment
Act Participants (Sorted by StanWORKS Employed)
ZIP
95351
95350
95380
95354
95307
95355
95358
95361
95356
95382
95363
95367
95386
95319
95360
95328
95326
95357
95368
95316
95387
95313
95323
95363
95329

Mailing Address
Modesto
Modesto
Turlock
Modesto
Ceres
Modesto
Modesto
Oakdale
Modesto
Turlock
Patterson
Riverbank
Waterford
Empire
Newman
Keyes
Hughson
Modesto
Salida
Denair
Westley
Crows Landing
Hickman
Grayson
La Grange
Totals

StanWORKs
Employed*
1,565 18.5%
1,318 15.6%
875 10.4%
723
8.6%
678
8.0%
650
7.7%
502
5.9%
323
3.8%
299
3.5%
198
2.3%
197
2.3%
191
2.3%
161
1.9%
135
1.6%
113
1.3%
113
1.3%
98
1.2%
95
1.1%
86
1.0%
51
.6%
27
.3%
25
.3%
10
.1%
9
.1%
x
.0%
8,443 100%

StanWORKS
Not
Employed*
2,004 20.7%
1,348 13.9%
992 10.3%
918
9.5%
751
7.8%
629
6.5%
643
6.6%
320
3.3%
323
3.3%
298
3.1%
220
2.3%
233
2.4%
166
1.7%
125
1.3%
144
1.5%
123
1.3%
81
.8%
147
1.5%
99
1.0%
44
.5%
19
.2%
25
.3%
16
.2%
x
.0%
4
.0%
9,672 100%

DET Way
to Work
Applicants
80 23.7%
43 12.8%
32
9.5%
24
7.1%
38 11.3%
26
7.7%
31
9.2%
4
1.2%
10
3.0%
4
1.2%
5
1.5%
7
2.1%
4
1.2%
2
.6%
6
1.8%
5
1.5%
4
1.2%
3
.9%
6
1.8%
x
.6%
x
.0%
x
.0%
x
.3%
x
.0%
x
.0%
337 100%

WIA
Participants
147 14.4%
128 12.5%
106 10.4%
91
8.9%
102 10.0%
94
9.2%
53
5.2%
26
2.5%
44
4.3%
49
4.8%
13
1.3%
27
2.6%
10
1.0%
19
1.9%
34
3.3%
5
.5%
18
1.8%
26
2.5%
13
1.3%
7
.7%
4
.4%
x
.1%
x
.2%
x
.1%
x
.1%
1,021 100%

Data Sources: Stanislaus County Community Services Agency, GEMS Activity and Employment Files; Department
of Employment and Training, Way-to-Works Application Files, Workforce Investment Act Participant Files
*Excludes Duplicate StanWORKs customers

Slightly less than a majority of all jobs filled by GAIN and Stanislaus WtW customers
between 1994 and August 2001 were located in three Modesto ZIP codes. Nearly threequarters of the jobs required commuting between ZIP Codes.
The three Modesto ZIP codes – 95350 (north of downtown, south of Standiford, west of
Coffee, east of Highway 99), 95351 (west of Highway 99, east of Carpenter, north of
Hatch on the west and east sides of Highway 99), and 95354 (downtown, south of Scenic,
west of McClure, and north of Hatch) – had 45.5% of all the jobs taken by StanWORKs
WTW customers. The fourth highest proportion (9.9%) was in 95380 (Turlock).
Of the 10,191 employment work trips, almost three-quarters (73.4%) involved commuting
between ZIP Codes. StanWORKs WtW customers least likely to travel to another ZIP Code
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resided in 95361 (Oakdale and environs) and 95380 (Turlock). Of all the jobs in ZIP Codes,
a majority were held by residents in 95328 (Keyes), 95360 (Newman), 95361 (Oakdale),
95363 (Patterson), and 95380 (Turlock). However, these represented only 9.3% of all
County’s jobs filled by StanWORKs WtW customers.
Tables A3 and A4 in the appendix contain the detailed ZIP code commute statistics while
Table 19 summarizes the results. The maps on the following pages provide visual
confirmation for the data in the table. Whether viewed in terms of percentage or numerical
concentrations, Modesto ZIP Codes stand out as both the job site destinations for
StanWORKs WtW commuters, regardless of where they live.
Table 19
Share of Stanislaus County Jobs by ZIP Code of Residence and Work
1994 to August 2001
% of WtW Customers Employed in Modesto ZIPs
ZIP
Code
of
Res.

Mailing
Address

WtW
Cust.
with
Stan.
Jobs

% of All
Cust. with
Jobs

%
Emplyed
in Own
ZIP
Code

% of
Jobs
Filled
by
Res.

95350 95351 95354 95355 95356 95357 95358
883
8.7%
19.6%
31.3% 15.2% 13.5% 13.0%
7.0%
5.7%
2.3%
7.9%
95307 Ceres
23
.2%
4.3%
9.1% 13.0%
8.7%
4.3%
.0%
8.7%
.0%
.0%
95313 Crows L.
60
.6%
11.7%
15.2%
5.0%
8.3% 11.7%
1.7%
5.0%
1.7%
3.3%
95316 Denair
177
1.7%
5.6%
23.8% 16.9% 10.2% 18.6%
7.9%
5.6%
5.1%
2.8%
95319 Empire
17
.2%
.0%
.0%
11.8%
.0% 11.8%
5.9%
.0%
5.9%
.0%
95323 Hickman
131
1.3%
11.5%
14.6% 17.6%
7.6% 11.5%
3.1%
1.5%
3.1%
2.3%
95326 Hughson
143
1.4%
4.9%
63.6% 11.9% 13.3% 18.9%
4.2%
7.0%
1.4%
4.2%
95328 Keyes
1,534
15.1%
38.1%
26.6% 38.1%
7.2% 15.1%
8.5% 10.8%
1.6%
4.8%
95350 Modesto
1,812
17.8%
18.3%
32.2% 22.5% 18.3% 18.2%
6.3%
7.4%
1.8%
8.0%
95351 Modesto
864
8.5%
21.6%
13.2% 24.3% 12.0% 21.6%
9.7%
8.0%
2.2%
6.4%
95354 Modesto
797
7.8%
17.9%
19.1% 29.1%
8.9% 12.9% 17.9% 10.8%
1.5%
4.9%
95355 Modesto
361
3.5%
15.5%
7.4% 35.7%
8.6% 14.4%
8.9% 15.5%
1.7%
3.6%
95356 Modesto
109
1.1%
2.8%
1.5% 21.1%
6.4% 20.2% 15.6%
4.6%
2.8%
.9%
95357 Modesto
566
5.6%
9.4%
10.0% 21.9% 12.5% 17.1%
8.5%
9.0%
1.6%
9.4%
95358 Modesto
116
1.1%
40.5%
61.0%
7.8%
2.6%
5.2%
3.4%
1.7%
.9%
5.2%
95360 Newman
439
4.3%
53.1%
52.8%
8.2%
4.3%
6.6%
4.3%
3.6%
1.1%
2.5%
95361 Oakdale
268
2.6%
40.3%
58.4%
9.0%
7.5%
6.3%
2.6%
3.4%
4.1%
1.9%
95363 Patterson
215
2.1%
26.0%
17.2% 15.8%
5.1% 10.2%
6.5%
5.1%
3.3%
1.4%
95367 Riverbank
88
.9%
18.2%
17.8% 26.1% 12.5% 10.2%
8.0% 14.8%
.0%
1.1%
95368 Salida
1,087
10.7%
50.5%
54.6%
7.4%
4.2%
6.3%
2.1%
3.3%
1.7%
2.7%
95380 Turlock
235
2.3%
18.3%
18.1% 13.6%
3.4%
8.5%
3.4%
4.7%
1.3%
1.3%
95382 Turlock
233
2.3%
26.2%
51.7% 13.3%
5.2%
6.4%
3.9%
6.4%
5.2%
1.3%
95386 Waterford
32
.3%
15.6%
10.9% 12.5%
6.3% 18.8%
3.1% 12.5%
.0%
6.3%
95387 Westley
10,191
100%
26.4%
21.5% 10.1% 13.9%
7.4%
7.5%
2.0%
5.2%
Stanislaus Totals
Data Source: Stanislaus County Community Services Agency, GEMS Employment File
Note: Excludes temporary agency positions, labor contractors, IHSS (In Home Social Services), building maintenance & cleaning
services, gardening services, and situations where ZIP Codes cannot be identified. Customer may hold more than 1 job.
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Even more striking evidence for the centrality of Modesto travel is provided by the work
activity data. Almost all StanWORKs WtW customers participate in work activities
located in Modesto, and most of the destinations are in the 95358 Zip Code. Trips to
work activities differ significantly from commuting patterns.
Prior to securing employment, StanWORKs WtW customers are assigned to one and often a
variety of work activities, including appraisal, orientation, counseling, job preparation,
vocational training, and job search. Some assignments are one-time events while others last for
an extended period. Regardless of the type of activity involved, and regardless of the residences
of StanWORKs WtW customers, trips to, from, and within Modesto dominate. In fact, between
1994 and August 2001, 97.6% of the close to 148,000 work activity assignments in Stanislaus
County with identifiable residential and work activity locations involved Modesto trips. The
range was 89.1% for Turlock customers to 99.3% for Salida customers (see Table 20).
Table 20
Work Activity Residences and Sites by Community and ZIP Code
1994 to August 2001

Community
Ceres
CrowsLanding
Denair
Empire
Grayson
Hickman
Hughson
Keyes
Knights Ferry
La Grange
Modesto
Newman
Oakdale
Patterson
Riverbank
Salida
Turlock
Waterford
Westley
Total

# of
Work
Activities
by
Residence
12,652
351
682
1,909
96
237
1,209
1,582
12
23
93,812
1,820
5,017
3,049
3,234
1,422
17,950
2,609
241
147,907

% of All
Work
Activities
8.6%
.2%
.5%
1.3%
.1%
.2%
.8%
1.1%
.0%
.0%
63.4%
1.2%
3.4%
2.1%
2.2%
1.0%
12.1%
1.8%
.2%
100%

Location
of Work
Activities
106
0
0
2
6
0
167
3
0
0
144,307
67
327
124
77
8
2,701
10
2
147,801

% of
Work
Activities
.1%
.0%
.0%
.0%
.0%
.0%
.1%
.0%
.0%
.0%
97.6%
.0%
.2%
.1%
.1%
.0%
1.8%
.0%
.0%
100%

ZIP
95307
95313
95316
95319
95323
95326
95328
95329
95350
95351
95354
95355
95356
95357
95358
95360
95361
95363
95367
95368
95380
95382
95386
95387
Total

# of
Work
Activities
by
Residence
12,192
346
652
1,790
228
1,178
1,521
23
20,276
30,032
13,862
10,155
4,704
1,881
8,596
1,761
4,786
3,040
3,111
1,359
14,287
2,820
2,518
234
141,610

% of All
Work
Activities
8.6%
.2%
.5%
1.3%
.2%
.8%
1.1%
.0%
14.3%
21.2%
9.8%
7.2%
3.3%
1.3%
6.1%
1.2%
3.4%
2.1%
2.2%
1.0%
10.1%
2.0%
1.8%
.2%
100.0%

Location
of Work
Activities
106
0
0
2
0
166
3
0
1,791
1,866
7,175
1,568
57
0
125,319
67
327
130
77
8
2,625
53
10
2
141,352

Data Source: Stanislaus County Community Services Agency, GEMS Work Activity File
NOTES: To be included in table, there must be identifiable communities and ZIP codes.
A GAIN or WTW customer may hold more than one job.
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% of
Work
Activities
.1%
.0%
.0%
.0%
.0%
.1%
.0%
.0%
1.3%
1.3%
5.1%
1.1%
.0%
.0%
88.7%
.0%
.2%
.1%
.1%
.0%
1.9%
.0%
.0%
.0%
100.0%

When travel patterns are detailed by ZIP Code, it is apparent that trips to 95358 constitute
an overwhelming proportion of all work activity trips for StanWORKs WtW customers
for all ZIP Codes of residence. Between 1994 and August 2001, 88.7% of all work
activities with identifiable ZIP Codes involved this pattern of travel. Interestingly, 95358
is the ZIP Code for the Community Services Agency, the Department of Employment
and Training, and the west campus of Modesto Junior College.
Between 1994 and August 2001, the distribution of ZIP Code origins of travel to work
activities and work were quite similar while the destinations were very different. In fact,
the differences are so clear-cut that they provide unmistakable evidence for the
conclusion that StanWORKs WtW customers have two sets of welfare-to-work travel
needs: one for required pre-employment work activities and the other for employment.
Both deserve consideration when specific transportation strategies are developed.
While computer generated maps reveal clusters of StanWORKs WtW customers residing
and working throughout Stanislaus County, there are numerically significant
concentrations of customers and jobs in more densely settled urban areas.
Maps prepared for this report rely on the actual addresses of StanWORKs WtW
customers and job sites. In addition to these addresses, which form one map “layer”
superimposed on a street base map, there are other displayed layers which contain (1)
fixed bus routes and stops7 and (2) the neighborhood locations and capacities of licensed
childcare facilities. Although specific trip origins and destinations cannot be pinpointed
without jeopardizing confidentially, there are other technical tools available to highlight
geographic clusters of both StanWORKs WTW customer residences and work sites as
well as the accessibility of public transit stops and childcare.
Each of the map sets displayed on the following pages is composed of one or more maps.
The first set shows the neighborhood concentrations or densities of StanWORKs WtW
customers who were employed between 1994 and August 2001. The second identifies the
job sites where they were employed. The third links residential and job concentrations.

7

Most runabout and dial-a-ride coverage areas are not presented on the maps. For a map of these areas, see
the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan Map at the end of the first map set.
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The maps in the fourth set illustrate the residential densities of Medi-Cal recipients. Each
cluster can be ranked on a scale of 1 to 9, with 9 having the greatest density.
Map Set 1: StanWORKs WtW Residential Clusters
The first set of maps, StanWORKs WTW Customers: Residential Locations, provides both
visual confirmation of the ZIP Code results and a more geographically focused
representation of clusters. These maps show the following:
# First, and foremost, there are clusters of StanWORKs WtW customers throughout
Stanislaus County, but the most densely settled neighborhoods (i.e., the darkest shadings)
are in cities. Less densely populated areas, such as Keyes and Hughson, are less likely to
have dark shadings. However, WtW customers in the latter areas tend to be more spread
out, which also has implications for their mobility and transportation.
# The largest WtW employed customer concentrations in Modesto are in the west and
southwest. The neighborhoods west of downtown and Highway 99 and north of the
Tuolumne River to Paradise Road both exhibit a 9 on the density scale. There also are
relatively dense concentrations south of the river on both the west and east sides of
Crows Landing Road, east of Highway 99 from Whitmore in Ceres to the Airport
District, and north of Yosemite Blvd., east of Mitchell Rd. The area west of Prescott
Avenue, with a ranking of 8 (of 9), is another major concentration.
# In Turlock, the area north of Canal Drive and east of Olive Ave stands out (9 of 9)
even more than the southwest area of the city (7 of 9).
# Oakdale has a high concentration (9 of 9) of employed StanWORKs WtW customers,
especially east of Albers Road and south and north of Highway 108.
# Riverbank has medium density neighborhoods (4 of 9) north of Patterson Rd. and East
of Oakdale Rd.; a second is south of Patterson Rd., between Claus Rd. and Roselle Ave.
# Ceres – Besides the area already described above that spans from south Modesto to
Ceres, the city does possess a medium concentration of WtW customers (5 of 9) on both
sides of Highway 99 in an area bounded on the east by Mitchell Rd., and on the south by
Service Rd.
# Patterson has a 9 of 9 cluster west of Highway 33 and north of Sperry Rd; it also
extends to the area east of Highway 33 and north of Las Palmas.
# Waterford has relatively lower concentrations (2 of 9) north of Highway 132 and west
of F St.
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# Hughson has a relatively low concentration of WtW customers (1 of 9) east of Sante
Fe Ave and to the north and south of Whitmore Ave.
When licensed childcare facilities and fixed transit routes and stops are added to the map,
there are some striking outcomes. Specifically:
# While there may be childcare facilities in neighborhoods with high concentrations of
WtW customers, a large majority are located either on the fringes or outside of these
areas. Since the typical WtW parent has at least one child who requires childcare, this
means one of the following: (1) traveling to a childcare facility on the way to work, (2)
relying on alternative childcare arrangements, or (3) using a childcare provider close to
the place of employment.

# With respect to transit routes and stops, there are three plausible conclusions that can
be reached. First, the three fixed route bus services, MAX, StaRT, and BLST, do provide
relatively good coverage of the communities they serve. Second, with a few exceptions,
such as west Turlock, they tend to have bus stops on the perimeters of the neighborhoods
with higher concentrations of StanWORKs WtW customers. Third, with the exception of
restricted services, dial-a-ride and runabout help fill in service gaps.
Fixed route public transit and WtW administrative data for Modesto provide support for
the observation that bus routes serving neighborhoods with the greatest concentrations of
WtW customers are also among the most widely used bus routes. In presenting these
data, it also is important to note that there are variations in both the length of bus routes
and number of neighborhoods they serve.
The five neighborhoods with the highest densities of StanWORKs customers are covered
by five fixed bus routes:
Route 21: serves West and Southwest Modesto along Paradise Rd. north of Robertson Rd. (north of
Tuolumne River)
Route 29: Southwest Modesto north of Whitmore Ave; includes Crows Landing and Hatch Rds. (south of
Tuolumne River); stops at CSA/DET
Route 29: South Modesto east of Hwy 99, Hatch Rd north (south of Tuolumne River); travels along So. 9th
St to Downtown Transportation Center
Route 26: Downtown Transportation Center to West Modesto along I St to Madison to California to
Panama to Houser to Carpenter to Kansas to Emerald to Maze
Route 36: Downtown Transportation Center to Roselawn to Rouse to Sutter to Robertson to Carpenter to
Sisk to Vintage Faire Mall
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Route 30: From Downtown Transportation Center along College Ave to W. Roseburg to Carver to Mt
Vernon to Prescott to Rumble to Conant to Mall

For the eleven month period between December 2000 to October 2001, these five routes
transported 40.8% of all MAX passengers on weekdays and all but one (Route 36) had an
average passenger per service hour rate that exceeded the systemwide total. Among the five,
route 36 was the only one with a 60 minute bus frequency. Table 21 summarizes the data.
Table 21
Bus Routes in Modesto Neighborhoods with Highest Concentrations of
StanWORKs WtW Customers: December 2000 to October 2001

ROUTES
Total Passengers
361,698
29
286,104
21
233,293
30
118,812
26
74,240
36
1,074,147
5 Routes
2,631,887
All MAX Routes
Data Source: Modesto Area Express (MAX)

% of All
Passengers
13.7%
10.9%
8.9%
4.5%
2.8%
40.8%
100%

Avg.
Passengers
Per Month
32,882
26,009
21,208
10,801
6,749
97,650
239,262

Avg.
Passengers
Per Service
Hour
38.4
51.3
38.5
38.1
22.3
39.1
31.5

Weekday
Frequency
of Service
30 minutes
30 minutes
30 minutes
30 minutes
60 minutes

Map Set 2: Job Clusters
This set of maps (StanWORKs WtW Customers: Job Locations) provides additional
evidence for the finding that Modesto had the greatest concentrations of jobs filled by
GAIN and WtW customers between 1994 and August 2001. The most pronounced
clusters of job site density (9 on a scale of 9) were downtown Modesto and the Mall area
north of Standiford Ave. Almost as dense (8 of 9) were Briggsmore Ave. just east of Hwy
99 and west Ceres along Whitmore Ave (8 of 9). The first three of these clusters are
located immediately off of Highway 99. Some streets and roads are clearly identifiable as
linear job centers. These include McHenry Ave., Standiford Ave. from Tully Rd. west,
Coffee Rd. near Memorial Hospital in Modesto; Geer Rd in Turlock; Hwy 120 in
Oakdale; and Hatch Rd east of Hwy 99. Communities with low to medium density job
site clusters were the Beard Industrial Tract, downtown and southwest Turlock, west
Riverbank, and the area east of downtown Patterson. However, these clusters pale in
comparison to those in Modesto.
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Although there are high capacity childcare facilities near those areas with greater
concentrations of jobs, most (in terms of numbers) are located at a distance from the
clusters. Interestingly, there are more childcare facilities closer to the worksites than the
residences of StanWORKs WtW customers.
With a few exceptions (such as west Ceres), fixed route transit routes and stops serve the
employment clusters. The most concentrated service is in downtown Modesto followed
by Vintage Faire Mall. In fact, it appears that StanWORKs WtW customers who have
been bus passengers since the mid-1990s have had less difficulty in finding bus stops
located in close proximity to their jobs than within one or two blocks of their residences.
Map Set 3: Residential and Job Clusters
The third set of maps (StanWORKs WtW Customers: Residential Locations and Job Sites)
integrates residential and job clusters. The results provide the most visually
comprehensive representation of where StanWORKs WtW customers have lived and
worked since the mid-1990s.
There are two new observations about these maps that are noteworthy. First, in most cases,
the neighborhoods with the highest residential concentrations of WtW customers do not
contain significant concentrations of WtW customer employers. This often means either an
intercommunity commute, particularly to Modesto, or, for Modesto residents, a trip to
another part of the city. Second, since a majority of licensed childcare providers are located
outside of residential and employment clusters, many StanWORKs WtW customers who
access these facilities must first travel to them before they journey to work. For those who
rely on public transit, there are multiple stops, transfers, and relatively lengthy travel times.
Map Set 4: Residential Concentrations of Medi-Cal Recipients
While StanWORKs WtW customers are eligible for Medi-Cal benefits, so are other cash
assistance recipients, the working poor, and low income residents generally. Hence, the
two maps depicting the residential densities of Medi-Cal recipients offer a useful way to
gauge low income access to public transportation.
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The maps (titled Medi-Cal Recipients) point to two important observations about Medi-Cal
recipients. First, many have been concentrated in the same neighborhoods as StanWORKs
WtW customers. In most of these instances, Medi-Cal density is more pronounced, a pattern
that suggests a geographic clustering of low income residents in Stanislaus County. A notable
exception is Oakdale which has a high (9 of 9) concentration of WtW customers but only midrange densities (4 of 9) of Medi-Cal recipients. Second, there are concentrations of Medi-Cal
recipients in neighborhoods which do not have high concentrations of StanWORKs WtW
customers. Perhaps the most visually conspicuous examples are in Modesto and Turlock. In
Modesto, these are south of Standiford Ave. and east of Hwy 99, east of Coffee Rd to the
north of Briggsmore Ave., and the Airport District. In Turlock, West Main St., the Fulkerth
and Tully area, and the neighborhood around CSU Stanislaus exhibit mid-range
concentrations of Medi-Cal recipients but lower densities of StanWORKs WtW customers.

Barrier 2: Conditions of Employment
The conditions of employment have implications for the mobility and employment
transportation of StanWORKs customers and, by extension, the working poor.
What the data reveal are customers with relatively low skilled and low paying jobs,
increasingly full-time employment, and money incomes hovering around the poverty
level. Although these conditions of employment place a premium on reliable
transportation to and from work, financially strapped customers tend to give higher
priority to basic household needs such as rent, utility bills, and food.
A large majority of StanWORKs customers have secured employment positions that
generally do not require special training or skills.
The distribution of jobs reported in Table 22 is not surprising given the educational attainment
levels and work histories of StanWORKs customers. Many of the jobs are entry level, require
limited skills, and have off-hour schedules. They also tend to have relatively high turnover; in
fact, the average number of jobs held by GAIN and StanWORKs WtW customers between
1994 and August 2001 was 1.82. Nearly 1 in 10 customers had four or more jobs.
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Table 22
GAIN and StanWORKs WtW Employment by Type of Job
Top 10 Jobs: 1994 to August 2001
Job Category
N
2,043
Food and Beverage Prep
1,747
Sales Occupations
1,329
Domestic Service
1,209
Clerical, General
976
Misc. Personal Services
905
Medicine and Health
761
Warehouse Packing and Handling
702
Processing of Food and Tobacco
445
Construction
411
Farming, Plant
2,565
Other
13,093
Totals
Data Source: Community Service Agency: GEMS Employment File

%
15.6%
13.3%
10.2%
9.2%
7.5%
6.9%
5.8%
5.4%
3.4%
3.1%
19.9%
100%

Those securing employment between January and August 2001 were more likely to work
35 hours per week or more (which is the Bureau of Labor Statistics threshold for fulltime employment) than those hired in previous years.
Since 1994, there has been an apparent decline in the proportion of all StanWORKs WtW
customers employed 20 hours or less and a corresponding increase in the percentage of
those working at least 35 (and especially 40 or more) hours. Between January and August
2001, slightly less than a majority (46.1%) of all StanWORKs WtW customers were hired
for jobs that the Bureau of Labor Statistics considers full-time. The trends are graphically
illustrated in Figure 2. Interestingly, more than two-thirds of the respondents in the survey
indicated that they work or recently worked full-time.
Figure 2
Hours Pe r We ek Worke d
45%
40%

Data Source: Community Services Agency, GEMS File
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35.4%

23.8%

18.0%

17.3%

12.8%

12.2%

12.3%

14.5%

20-29

19.8%

25.6%

20.7%

20.3%

18.8%

18.0%

18.8%

20.1%

30-34

12.0%

15.8%

27.3%

27.8%

19.0%

22.2%

23.3%

19.2%

35-39

4.7%

6.8%

8.8%

6.2%

10.4%

10.7%

11.8%

7.8%

40+

28.1%

28.1%

25.3%

28.4%

39.0%

36.7%

33.7%

38.3%
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The reported wages of GAIN and StanWORKs WtW customers employed since 1994
have been relatively low, although nominal and real wage levels have increased since the
mid 1990s. Even taking into account the supportive services available as well as the
Earned Income Tax Credit, household money income levels hover around the poverty
line. The Census 2000 data underscore the broader income and poverty challenges facing
Stanislaus County residents. These have implications for the mobility of the low income
and working poor populations.
Figure 3 traces nominal and inflation adjusted wages per hour for StanWORKs WtW
customers who secured jobs between 1994 and 2001. Although average nominal wages
grew by $2.00 per hour (or 38.5%) to $7.20 in 2001, the increase should be considered in
light of changes in federal and California minimum wage requirements. As of January
2001, the minimum wage in California was set at $6.25 per hour and by January 2002, it
reached $6.75. Hence, the $7.20 average for those getting jobs in 2000 was slightly more
than 15.2% above the 2000 minimum wage and 38.5% above 1994 levels. However, the
changes are not as apparent when the results are adjusted for inflation. With 1996 as the
benchmark (the year federal welfare reform legislation was approved) the average real
wage per hour in 2001 was $6.39, or 18.2% above 1994 levels.

Figure 3
Wage s Per Hour for StanWORKs Custome rs Employe d
Nominal and Constant 1996 Dollars
$8.00

Data Source: Community Services Agency, GEMS File
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$5.20

$5.42

$5.45

$5.83

$6.46

$6.61

$6.88

$7.20

1996 Dollars

$5.50

$5.58

$5.45

$5.69

$6.22

$6.22

$6.26

$6.39

For persons working forty hours per week and fifty weeks per year in 2000, the nominal
annual wage was $13,760, which was below the Census Bureau’s 2000 money income
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poverty threshold of $13,874. The poverty level presented here is for a family of three
persons.
Since poverty thresholds and guidelines cover pre-tax cash income, they do not take into
account the dollar values of benefits and support services provided, including food
stamps, Medi-Cal, transportation support, subsidized child care, and the Federal Earned
Income Tax Credit (EITC). These benefits do raise the total dollars available to
StanWORKs WtW customers, but they do not represent significant increases in their
disposable income.
The relatively low hourly wages and annual incomes of StanWORKS WtW customers
are indicators of the financial challenges faced by the working poor and lower income
residents generally. The results of Census 2000 are instructive in this regard. Compared
to households statewide, Stanislaus County households were more likely in 1999 to have
incomes below $15,000 and much less likely to have incomes above $100,000. In fact,
30% of Stanislaus County households reported income levels in 1999 under $25,000.
Figure 4 provides the comparisons.

Figure 4
Distribution of Household Income: Stanislaus County & California, 1999

25%

Data Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000, Summary File 3, May 2002
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11.4%
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The 1999 poverty statistics reported in the 2000 Census were higher locally than in the
state as well. The individual poverty rate in Stanislaus County in 1999 was 16%, compared
to 14.2% in the state as a whole; in 1989, the local poverty rate was 14.1%. For female
householders with no husband present, the County poverty rate in 1999 was 30.7%; poverty
rates for female householders with related children under 18 and 5 years of age were 38.6%
and 50.6%, respectively. The comparable rates statewide were 25%, 32.5%, and 44%. It
should be noted that the poverty rate is the proportion of all group members who are
considered poor by governmental standards.
Map Set 5: Geographic Densities of the Stanislaus County Population
Slightly less than two-thirds of all GAIN and StanWORKs customers from 1994 to
August 2001 were female householders, no husband present, with dependents. This
proportion was significantly higher than for the general population (see Figure 5). Not
only is this family group more likely to be in poverty, but the survey and other data
indicate that the adults are particularly vulnerable to the challenge of securing affordable
and reliable transportation.

Figure 5
Family Status for GAIN and StanWORKs WtW Customers (1994 to August
2001) and the General Population (% of Familty Households, 2000)
70%

Data Source: Community Services Agency, GEMS Activity and
Employment Files; U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000.
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The three maps on the following pages – depicting the concentrations of female headed
households with children under the age of 18, the median age of the female population,
and the population under the age of 5, all by Census 2000 block group, highlight five
important things. First there is a definite relationship between neighborhoods with higher
concentrations of female headed households and those with concentrations of
StanWORKs WtW customers. Second, the relationship is even stronger for Medi-Cal
recipients, an outcome that is consistent with the low income levels of female-headed
households. Third, the block groups (neighborhoods) with the lowest median ages of
females correspond to those neighborhoods with high densities of both StanWORKs
WtW customers and Medi-Cal recipients. Fourth, while clusters of children under the age
of 5 appear throughout Stanislaus County, the densest clusters occur in those
neighborhoods with the highest concentrations of WtW customers and Medi-Cal
recipients. Fifth, southwest and south Modesto are the areas with the highest proportions
of at-risk residents in Stanislaus County.
For many StanWORKs WtW customers, choices must be made about how limited family
resources should be spent. To determine the relative value of transportation, each
participant in the survey was asked the following question: “If you faced a situation
where there wasn’t enough money available to take care of all your expenses and bills,
what would you spend money on first? second? third? etc.?” The top priority is rent,
selected by 79% of those answering the question. The second most frequently mentioned
priority is gas and electric (44.2%). The third is food (34.8%). Rounding out the top four
is transportation to work (30.7%).
Paying for transportation to work is considered to be important by StanWORKs WtW
customers, but it cannot replace needs that most people believe are more fundamentally
tied to the health and well-being of a family. The irony, of course, is that the failure to
meet work responsibilities also can thwart the fulfillment of these basic needs. This
suggests that transportation supportive services from the public, private, and non-profit
sectors may have even more of an impact than is conventionally assumed.
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Barrier 3: Trip Chaining (The Need to Make Multiple Stops)
Trip chaining (i.e., multiple trips) is a key mobility challenge for StanWORKS WtW
customers who either use public transit drive or ride in a private automobile. It is
particularly evident for those commuting to work.
A majority (56.3%) of respondents who are passengers on fixed route buses and nearly
three-quarters (74.3%) who drive or ride in private automobiles indicate that they
typically make multiple stops when they travel. This is in contrast to one-fifth of those
who use dial-a-ride.
For those who travel to/from work, more than two-fifths report that they make other stops
along the way (see Tables 23 and 24). While these percentages are impressive, the results of
the 1995 National Personal Transportation Survey suggest they may be understated.
Nationwide, slightly less than two-thirds (65%) of single women with children under the age
of five trip chain while over half (53%) with children 6 -15 years old do so. These multiple
stops are significantly more frequent than for single women without children or women in
married couple families. What the national data and the results of the Stanislaus County
mobility survey also show is that single women with children engage in complex trip
chaining – making more than one intermediate stop on their way to and from work.
Table 23
Multiple Travel Destinations: All Trip Purposes
Fixed Route (N=126)

Dial-a-Ride (n=68) Drive or Travel in Car (n=186)
Multiple Destinations?
54.8%
25.0%
72.0%
Yes
31.0%
41.2%
15.1%
No
14.3%
33.8%
12.9%
Don’t know/refused
Data Source: CSU Stanislaus Center for Public Policy Studies, Mobility Survey, 2001

Table 24
Trip Chaining for StanWORKs Customers Traveling to and from Work
Often make stops
Trip to work (n=152) Trip from Work (n=148)
41.5%
44.6%
Yes
49.5%
41.3%
No
9.1%
14.1%
Not Applicable/Don't know/refused
Data Source: CSU Stanislaus Center for Public Policy Studies, Mobility Survey, 2001
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On the way to work, more than three-quarters of the mobility survey respondents who
trip chain drop off children at childcare (43.9%) or school (34.3%). One-quarter (25.5%)
go shopping. The most frequent side destinations on the way home from work are
shopping (48.3%) and picking up a child at either childcare (32.2%) or school (23.7%).
Figure 6 highlights the trip chaining patterns.
The need to make multiple stops has three effects on the travel of StanWORKs WtW
customers. First, it tends to lengthen the time it takes to journey to and from work and work
activities. This outcome is clearly revealed in the discussion below of time spent traveling.
Second, it creates logistical hurdles, especially for those using public transit, to complete
both work and household trips. This is particularly the case when licensed childcare and
other stopovers are not easily accessible or require one or more bus transfers. Third, it is a
principal reason why WtW customers express concerns about public transit.
Figure 6
Trip Chaining to and from Work
Data Source: CSU Stanislaus Center for Public Policy Studies, M obility
Survey
NOTE: M ultiple responses possible
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Barrier 4: Time Spent Traveling
Time spent traveling is an obstacle to employment-related and household travel,
especially for StanWORKs WtW customers dependent on public transportation. It
is an outcome of spatial mismatch and trip chaining, and is linked to waiting for
transportation, getting bus service when it is needed, riding on the bus, and
transferring. For those with automobiles and pickup trucks, time spent traveling is
tied to unreliable vehicles and unpredictable backup transportation. The most
formidable time challenges are faced by residents on the Westside who must travel
to work activity appointments and employment sites in Modesto and Turlock.
As noted previously, nearly half of the participants in the mobility survey consider time
spent traveling the most difficult problem they must confront when traveling on fixed
route buses. One-third of the dial-a-ride and runabout passengers point to the amount of
time waiting for a bus as a major transportation issue they face.
Time spent traveling was frequently cited as a key mobility barrier in the focus groups as
well. An employment manager described it this way:
It can take between two and three hours to get from Turlock to Modesto in the morning by bus.
That means to start a job on time at 8:00 a.m. the customer must begin traveling by 5:30 a.m.
Children must be dropped off at childcare and/or school even before the trip to work can begin.
Then there is probably a transfer in Modesto. Even for a customer in Modesto who works in
Modesto, it can take up to two hours. And then the reverse occurs after work. It makes it difficult
for a customer to work an eight hour day.

While a trip along the Highway 99 corridor is difficult, traveling on public transit from
the Westside to Modesto can be challenging. Buses do not operate as frequently and the
distances to job and work activity sites are greater. Although StaRT runs four buses on
weekdays from the Westside to Modesto, it takes almost one hour of riding time from
Newman and 45 minutes from Patterson to the Community Services Agency and
Department of Employment and Training. Downtown Modesto is an additional 20
minutes. A WtW customer who is unable to take a bus between 6:00 a.m. and 6:40 a.m.
must wait nearly 31/2 hours for the next one. Both the return trip and travel around the
Westside are problematic as well.
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Equally challenging are the trips to work sites and the recently opened One-Stop Center
in Turlock. A one way bus ride takes 11/3 hours from Newman and one hour from
Patterson. Three buses make the trip daily.
There are four ways that time can impact the movement of StanWORKs WtW customers
on public transportation: waiting time, actual travel time, transfer time, and multiple task
performance time.
With respect to waiting time:
# The reported mean waiting time for a fixed route bus in Stanislaus County is 23
minutes; the median time is 20 minutes. Although 12.2% of survey respondents wait 5
minutes or less, 40.5% wait 30 minutes or more; 5.5% wait one hour or more.
# 13% of dial-a-ride passengers claim that they wait less than ten minutes for a bus
while almost 1/3rd (30.4%) wait 30 minutes or more. Of the latter, only 2.9% wait more
than one hour. The mean reported waiting time of nearly 45 minutes is considerably
higher than the reported averages of transit agencies.
With respect to travel time:
# Nearly one-third of the respondents (32.6%) in the survey state that they travel more
than 30 minutes to work. For almost 1 in 6 (15.6%), the commute exceeds 1 hour. The
average commute is 42 minutes.
# For purposes of comparison, all Stanislaus County workers in 2000 had an average
commute time of 26.8 minutes. Of those taking public transportation to work, according
to the the Census 2000 Supplementary Survey, 1/3rd traveled 45 minutes or more. The
differences between the general working population and StanWORKs WtW customers
can be traced to the latter’s greater reliance on multiple trips, public transit transfers, and
longer bus commutes.
# According to Census 2000, workers in Modesto neighborhoods with the highest
concentrations of low income residents experienced commute times that exceeded the
countywide average. In the Shackelford neighborhood, it was 29.1 minutes while in
West Modesto it was 30.1 minutes.
With respect to transfers:
# Of those who ride a bus to work, more than one-half (53.6%) claim that they transfer
to another bus.
# Of those who transfer, slightly less than one-half (48.8%) transfer twice or more.
# A majority (54.7%) transfer when going home from work.
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# Overall (i.e., regardless of trip purpose), slightly less than two-thirds (64.5%) of all
StanWORKs customers in the survey claim that they transfer when they ride a fixed route
bus. Of those who transfer, a majority (55.5%) do so to another bus system. While the
latter statistic may be somewhat surprising, it is important to note that WtW customers
who ride buses and transfer use general fare tickets and passes provided by CSA and
other agencies.
Time spent traveling also is a problem for StanWORKs WtW customers who own relatively
old and unreliable private vehicles and lack predictable backup transportation. As will be
noted shortly, the average age of a car or pickup truck is nearly thirteen years. More than
two-fifths of the respondents in the survey who answered a question about vehicle reliability
indicated that they were unable to use the vehicle two or more days the previous week

Barrier 5: Frequency of Bus Service
Respondents in the mobility survey and participants in the focus groups raised
concerns about the frequency of fixed route bus services, especially on routes
serving areas outside the Highway 99 corridor. An examination of schedules reveals
differences in frequencies with implications for travel.
Over the past decade, public transit operators in Stanislaus County have increased the
number of routes, the types of services offered, and the frequency of service. Today, fixed
route, dial-a-ride and runabout cover all cities and unincorporated communities. Hence, it is
reasonable to suggest that the six transit operators have broadened the geographic scope of
their services in response to the evolving transportation needs of a growing population.
Still, there are some basic questions that can be raised about the relationship between the
current frequency levels of fixed route and runabout services and the transportation
challenges faced by StanWORKs WtW customers. In addressing this matter, it is important
to keep in mind that bus frequencies and services vary by system. These differences are
understandable in light of both the areas served and the productivity requirements that must
be met, but the outcomes may have implications for timely travel within Stanislaus County.
A review of the schedules of all fixed route and runabout bus systems for weekdays
reveals the following:
66

# Buses on 11 of the 17 MAX fixed routes run every thirty minutes, five run every hour, and
one runs on an irregular schedule. The schedule is consistent throughout the day and year,
although tripper and rover buses are used to accommodate periods of heavy usage on certain
routes. In a number of instances, route frequencies are adjusted on Saturday and/or Sunday.
# StaRT bus frequencies vary by route, time of the day, day of the week, and type of service:
The most frequent fixed route weekday service is on Route 10 between Turlock and Modesto.
This express bus, which does not make the same stops on all trips, has 1 to 11/2 hour
frequencies. Route 15, which stops in Keyes and Ceres, runs approximately every two hours.
With a few exceptions, buses on the Modesto-Oakdale-Riverbank route run approximately
every 100 minutes. The least frequent fixed route service is the Westside Stage; it has
frequencies which range from 3 to 6 ½ hours.
The introduction of runabout is the most recent example of efforts to broaden the
geographic coverage of public transit through flexible routing. For the Westside and
Waterford-Modesto Runabouts, this means that passengers can either board a bus at a
designated stop or make arrangements for curb-to-curb service. Only curb-to-curb service
is available for Turlock-Modesto Runabout passengers.
Runabout frequencies reflect the customized features of the service. Buses on the Westside
Runabout run about every 3 ½ hours. Passengers on the Waterford Runabout (which is the
principal intercommunity public transportation serving Hughson and Waterford residents)
can board 1 of 3 buses every 3 hours beginning at 7:30 a.m.; the three return trips depart
the Modesto Transportation Center at 9:00 a.m., 11:45 a.m., and 4:30 p.m. TurlockModesto Runabout has weekday service frequencies that range from 2 ½ to 3 ½ hours.8
# Buses on Turlock’s 3 BLST routes run every hour. All buses originate from the
Countryside Plaza on Fulkerth Rd.

8

Eastside Runabout serves only seniors and the disabled. It was introduced to address an unmet transit
need.
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Given the concerns expressed in the mobility survey and focus groups, is it feasible to
selectively adjust frequencies to meet the transportation needs of StanWORKs WtW
customers and the working poor? In seeking to answer this question, transit operators take
into account passenger preferences, but they also must evaluate performance measures,
transit plans, possible alternatives to fixed route services, and the availability of resources to
generate new ridership.

Barrier 6: Public Transportation Not Readily Available During Early
Morning and Late Evening Commutes
Knowing how people travel is important; knowing when they travel is important as
well. If the survey results serve as a useful gauge for assessing the work travel patterns
of StanWORKs WtW customers and the working poor, then early morning and late
evening commutes need to be considered in the planning of transportation services.
When asked about the time they leave home to go to work and the time their work shifts end
(both tied to travel), 28.4% of the StanWORKs survey respondents state that it is before
7:00 a.m. In fact, slightly less than 1 in 5 (18.3%) claim they either leave home or end work
before 6:00 a.m. In the evening, 19.3% leave home or complete their work shifts after 7:00
p.m. For many of those who work nontraditional hours, bus service is not widely available.
Table 25 presents the results.
Table 25
Work Shifts and Travel to Work
%
Work Shift Begins
(N=180)
Work Shift Ends
Early Morning
Before 7 a.m.
21.5%
Bet. 5 a.m. & 7 a.m.
17.9%
Before 7 a.m.
Before 6.a.m.
11.9%
Before 6 a.m.
9.0%
Before 6 a.m.
Bet. 6 a.m. & 6:45 a.m.
9.6%
Bet. 6 a.m. & 7 a.m.
8.9%
Bet. 6 a.m. & 6:45 a.m.
Evening and Night
Bet. 7 p.m. & 11 p.m.
6.0%
Bet. 7 p.m. & 11 p.m.
6.2%
Bet. 7 p.m. & 11:45 p.m.
Day
Bet. 7:15a.m.& 5:30 p.m.
40.1%
Bet. 7:15 a.m. & 6 p.m.
57.5%
Bet. 7 a.m. & 6:30 p.m.
7:15 a.m. to 9 a.m.
24.5%
7:15 a.m. to 9 a.m.
39.6%
7:30 a.m. to 8 a.m.
9:15 a.m. to 11:15 a.m.
4.2%
9:30 a.m. to 11 a.m.
6.2%
Noon to 4 p.m.
1 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.
8.4%
Noon to 4 p.m.
8.4%
4:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m.
4:45 p.m. to 5:30 p.m.
2.4%
5 p.m. to 6 p.m.
3.3%
No set times
17.8%
No set times
12.8%
No set times
Data Source: CSU Stanislaus Center for Public Policy Studies, Mobility Survey, 2001
Time Leave Home

%
(N=169)

%
(N=182)
7.9%
6.4%
1.5%
13.3%
53.5%
1.6%
19.6%
31.2%
17.0%
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When transit riders the month before the survey were asked about the times they use
public transit, nearly one-fifth (18.2%) indicated they do so prior to 7:00 a.m. An
additional 4.2% stated that they ride after 7:00 p.m. (see Table 26). For those without
access to fixed route bus service, the reliance on private vehicles, as drivers or
passengers, can be viewed in terms of both preference and necessity.
Table 26
Times Bus Service is Used
Percent (N=143)

Percent (N=143)

18.2%
15.4%
Before 7am
5-6pm
28.0%
10.5%
7-8am
6-7pm
20.3%
4.2%
8-9am
after 7pm
12.6%
14.0%
9-10am
Usually the morning
14.8%
9.8%
10am-noon
Usually the afternoon
16.1%
6.3%
Noon-2pm
Usually the evening
16.1%
32.2%
2-4pm
No set times
20.3%
4-5pm
Data Source: CSU Stanislaus Center for Public Policy Studies, Mobility Survey, 2001
NOTE: Multiple responses are possible.

Barrier 7: Lack of Information About Transportation Available
Those most likely to need information about transit routes and schedules, and least
likely to cope with their complexities, are StanWORKs, elderly, disabled, and low
income populations, particularly those who either transfer between bus systems or
engage in trip chaining behavior.
The reality for many StanWORKs WtW customers and low income residents is a
transportation information gap, particularly with respect to public transit. In addition to
the lack of information, there are misperceptions of existing transportation. When asked
directly if they know the bus schedules, nearly one-half of the WtW customer survey
respondents claimed they do not. When queried why they do not use fixed route buses,
slightly more than one-fifth pointed to lack of knowledge about bus schedules. One in six
survey respondents (17.3%) admitted that they do not know how to arrange dial-a-ride.
There are a number of possible explanations for the information gap:
# At the same time that transit agencies have expanded their geographic reach and
broadened the array of services they offer, they unintentionally have created an
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environment in which some residents find it difficult to grasp the features of new and
more diverse services. Part of the problem can be attributed to the unwillingness of some
StanWORKs WtW customers to make the effort to understand transit operations.
However, many customers simply find it difficult to cope with the complexities,
particularly when they have not been bus passengers previously.
# Not only does each transit agency manage its own system, it also determines how the
bus schedule is designed and publicized. The differences among transit agencies can be
somewhat confusing, particularly if a passenger plans to transfer from one bus system to
another or take care of multiple tasks. Moreover, there currently isn’t a single telephone
number (in fact, there are nine) that can be called for information.
Transit providers have impressive Websites with maps, schedules, and useful information
about bus services. They also make a concerted effort to inform the public through
newspaper advertisements and brochures. Additionally, the Community Service Agency
and Department of Employment and Training provide new WtW customers with access
to bus schedules, especially for MAX, StaRT, and Ceres Dial-a-Ride. Hence, the lack of
knowledge about public transit is not due necessarily to the lack of information, but
possibly how it is made available. As the survey reveals, a majority (57.3%) of
StanWORKs WtW customers do not use the internet and 64.7% do not read a newspaper
daily. The frustrations faced by customers were summarized by a CSA case manager in
the focus groups:
Public transit managers don’t fully appreciate why our customers have such a difficult time
understanding bus schedules and routes. They correctly point out that the internet and brochures
are available. But the information is not getting out. If our customers don’t have a car, they are
not likely to have a computer. And brochures are not easily readable and accessible.

# StanWORKs and DET WtW customer educational attainment levels are a factor as
well. Although WtW respondents in the survey with greater educational attainment levels
are only somewhat more likely to know the bus schedule than those without a high school
diploma (48.5% vs. 44.2%), they are significantly more likely to have both a greater
awareness of the options available and a more positive view of their mobility. Almost
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one-third (32.1%) of those with a high school diploma are very satisfied with their
mobility compared to one-fifth (21.3%) of those without the diploma.
As Figure 7 shows, StanWORKs WtW customers with and without jobs are less likely to
have a high school diploma or equivalent degree than the adult population. Only 30.3%
of the most employment challenged long-term customers who participate in the DET
WtW program have a degree. This is significantly lower than for all Stanislaus County
adults 25 years of age and older.

Figure 7
Educational Attainment
80%
70%
60%
50%

Data Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census
2000, Summary File 3; Community Services
Agency, GEMS Activity and Employment Files;
Department of Employment and Training, Way-to
Work Applicant File.
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# The lack of formal education is only part of the information problem. Functional
illiteracy was another issue raised in the focus groups. A caseworker summarized the
problem:
A real dilemma for many customers is literacy. They cannot read either a bus
schedule or a map. They also don’t know how to plan a trip. And if they can’t do
these things, they are likely to avoid transit. What we take for granted is something
that is overwhelming for many people.
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# Language and cultural differences pose challenges as well. Most transit agencies find

it difficult to recruit bilingual bus drivers. Trying to cope with transit under these
circumstances contributes to uncertainty and a fear of using public transit. Not knowing
the destination of a bus or when to transfer, and being unable to communicate with the
driver, contribute to passenger stress and apprehension about getting lost. This was
underscored by the comment of a community representative:
The problem is that people are afraid of buses. They have a fear of getting lost. The nurturing of
dependent populations is important. Over time, they gain greater confidence and also meet other
people who share their transportation needs.

# Finally, there is an apparent disparity between actual bus service available and
perceptions of bus service available. This mismatch is due, in large part, to the inability
or failure of StanWORKs WtW customers to access the necessary, albeit fragmented,
information as part of their trip planning. The outcomes are an erroneous view of public
transit, a negative assessment of bus service, a concern about using transit to reach
destinations, and a preference for other modes of transportation. “There is a lot of bus
service but people do not have an awareness of it” was a comment made in one of the
focus groups, but it was a sentiment shared by most community participants.

Barrier 8: Reliability and Affordability of Private Vehicles
Reliability and cost are mobility obstacles for StanWORKs WtW customers who
own and operate private vehicles.
Since an impressive number of StanWORKs WtW customers have private vehicles, or
hope to have them in the future, there is a need to understand the issues they face that are
likely to have a bearing on their completion of work and household trips.
The vehicles owned and operated by StanWORKs WtW customers are relatively old.
According to the survey, the mean age of the principal vehicle in the household is 12.8
years and the median is 12 years. More significantly, one-third (36.3%) of the
respondents have vehicles that are 14 years and older (see Table 27). The latter statistic is
particularly noteworthy since an older car or truck has higher maintenance costs, is a
source of greater emissions, and tends to be less reliable than newer vehicles. Not
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surprisingly, StanWORKs WtW customers who operate older cars for daily trips to work
are, in the words of an employment manager during a focus group, “living on the edge.”
A case manager put it this way:
Many customers have transportation as long as their cars start in the morning. But too many of
them have cars that are not reliable. What makes matters worse is that they don’t have a backup
plan.
Table 27
Age of #1 Car (N=91)
Range:
1 year old to 36 years
Mean age
12.8 years
Median age
12 years
One-third of respondents had cars 14 years or older
Data Source: CSU Center for Public Policy Studies, Mobility Survey, 2001

Although 70.1% of those with a private vehicle claim it is “in good working condition,”
more than one-quarter (26%) of all survey respondents report that they were unable to use
it for two or more days the past week. Limiting the analysis to those who answered the
question with a specific number of days (i.e., eliminating those who did not know or
refused to answer), the proportion jumps to 42.6%. When asked why they were unable to
use the vehicle at any time during the previous seven days, nearly one-fifth (18.9%) state
that “vehicle not working.” This was only surpassed by the response “no gas money”
(21.1%). Tables 28 and 29 provide the data.
Table 28
Number of Days Unable to Use Vehicle in Past Week
Percent (N = 61)
37.7%
No days
19.7%
1 day
9.8%
2 days
4.9%
3 days
8.2%
4 days
1.6%
5 days
1.6%
6 days
16.4%
7 days
Data Source: CSU Center for Public Policy Studies, Mobility Survey, 2001
NOTE: Excludes survey respondents who either did not know
or did not answer the question.
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Table 29
Reason Unable to Use Vehicle
Percent (N = 90)
21.1%
No gas money
18.9%
Vehicle not working
12.2%
Someone else used it
2.2%
Insurance lapsed
2.2%
Driver's license revoked
2.2%
Didn't pass emissions test
1.1%
Registration expired
12.5%
Other
26.4%
Don't know/refused
Data Source: CSU Center for Public Policy Studies, Mobility Survey, 2001
NOTE: Multiple responses possible

Not only is reliability a consideration in the use of a private vehicle, so is affordability.
The latter became apparent when StanWORKs WtW customers were asked a series of
questions about their ability to cover expenses associated with owning and operating a
private vehicle.
# The top five obstacles to purchasing a private vehicle are "cannot afford to buy one"
(76.3%), "cannot afford insurance" (48.4%), "cannot afford maintenance and repairs"
(43%), "no driver's license" (38.7%), and “cannot afford gas” (33.3%).
# For those with one or more vehicles in their households, more than one-third (34.2%)
could not afford or dropped insurance during the past year.
# Nearly two-thirds (65.1%) of survey participants who have private vehicles cannot
afford car maintenance and repairs; slightly less than half (45.8%) cannot afford gasoline.
Those without a vehicle in the household are much more likely to believe that
maintenance and gasoline are unaffordable.
Given these responses, it should not be surprising that assistance with gasoline purchases,
car maintenance, insurance, and car purchasing/leasing stand out as being the
transportation support clearly preferred. “Free or discount bus passes” ranks a more
distant fifth (Figure 9).
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Figure 8
Preferred Transportation Assistance
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Data Source: Center for Public Policy Studies, Mobility Survey, 2001
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Focus group participants also cited other factors that are obstacles to the use of private
vehicles. Foremost among these are outstanding traffic tickets, suspended driver licenses,
and lapsed auto insurance policies. Although StanWORKS WtW customers are less
likely to acknowledge these issues, almost 10% of the respondents in the survey indicate
that they no longer have a driver’s license.

75

! Pathways to Mobility
Mobility and transportation are defining issues for StanWORKs WtW customers and, by
extension, the working poor and other low income groups. Without the capacity to move
around easily and get to work or work activities in a timely way, they face real obstacles
in balancing their employment and family responsibilities. In fact, the data in Getting to
Work show that the work-related travel of StanWORKs WtW customers is connected to
their childcare, shopping, health care, and public agency appointments.
The California Department of Social Services (CDSS) considers transportation to be a
necessary supportive service for StanWORKS WtW customers when they are required to
participate in approved work activities and employment. For CDSS, necessary means
essential.
Getting to Work relies upon a great deal of statistical detail to document trip origins and
destinations, the perceptions of transportation available, and the imposing mobility and
transportation barriers facing StanWORKs WtW customers. Among the latter, spatial
mismatch, trip-chaining, time-consuming trips (especially to, from, and within Modesto),
less accessible transportation outside the Highway 99 corridor, unreliable and
unaffordable private transportation, limited integration and coordination of public and
nonprofit transportation services, and lack of information and trip planning capacity on
the part of customers, stand out as key obstacles that need to be addressed.
Since there are multiple mobility barriers, there will need to be a diversity of responses.
There are, in fact, a number of considerations that need to be taken into account when
strategies are developed and implemented.
First, no single set of transportation policy responses will meet all the mobility and
transportation needs of StanWORKs WtW customers. This suggests the value of a
comprehensive approach incorporating three types of services:
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(1) reimbursement services, which cover the costs associated with public and private
transportation, including bus passes and automobile repairs;
(2) mobility enhancement services, which are designed to improve the ability of
individuals to reach their destinations; and
(3) information/educational services, which enable the public to better understand and
more effectively utilize the transportation available.
Second, transportation policy options alone cannot mitigate the effects of restricted
mobility. Travel to work activities and work are influenced by the locations of jobs,
housing, work activity centers, medical services, and licensed childcare facilities. Timeconsuming, multiple stop, and lengthy trips are not only logistically onerous and
burdensome, they also can have corrosive effects on sustainable employment. One way of
addressing time and distance barriers is to assure that destinations are more accessible to
StanWORKs WtW customers and the working poor.
Third, there is no single mode of transportation that can meet all the mobility needs of
WtW customers and other transportation challenged residents. For some, the most
efficient and appropriate mode of transportation is fixed route buses, for others it is
runabout, while for a relatively small group it is dial-a-ride. However, spatial mismatch,
time spent traveling, and trip chaining create obstacles to the use of public transit and
help explain why a majority of StanWORKs WtW customers rely on private vehicles.
These obstacles also provide a rationale for a private transportation policy strategy. Most
StanWORKs WtW customers, like the rest of the population, prefer to drive or ride in
private vehicles. In fact, the mobility survey reveals that customers with access to these
vehicles are more likely to be more successful in coping with the mobility and
employment challenges they face. Yet, many without cars and pickup trucks cannot
afford them while WtW customers who already own vehicles must grapple with
maintenance costs and reliability issues. Still others cannot drive legally because of
suspended licenses and lapsed insurance policies.
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While conventional transit and private vehicles may be the dominant modes of travel,
they are by no means the only choices currently or potentially available. As the
discussion below indicates, an inclusive countywide transportation network also should
be part of the mobility equation.
Fourth, no transit operator can unilaterally address countywide mobility barriers. The
connectivity or interdependence of transit operations is a key factor in understanding and
responding to the mobility issues confronting StanWORKs WtW customers. MAX may
carry more than 95% of the County’s fixed route passengers, and StaRT may provide bus
service to all communities, but unless the routes, schedules, and information of these and
the other local transit systems are synchronized, low income passengers may face
difficulties planning their trips and reaching their destinations on time.
Connectivity suggests the need for a coordinated and integrated approach to public
transportation services. The need is most readily apparent for bus passengers who transfer
from one bus system to another. As the data in this report show, a majority of
StanWORKs WtW bus passengers who transfer do so between bus systems.
Fifth, neither local human service agencies nor transit providers can, on their own,
guarantee that work-related and household transportation will be available when
needed. The Community Services Agency, Department of Employment and Training, and
other local human service agencies can offer supportive transportation services and
oversee or help fund programs to improve mobility, but they cannot become
transportation providers without jeopardizing their missions. Likewise, transit operators
can facilitate the movement of StanWORKs WtW customers and other passengers, but
they cannot adopt services that jeopardize mandated performance standards. Given these
twin realities, there is a need to strike a balance between the customer centered mission of
the Community Service Agency and Department of Employment and Training and the
system performance centered mission of local transit operators. Striking this balance will
require both the establishment of appropriate interagency arrangements to formalize
collaboration and the use of resources in imaginative ways to improve mobility.
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Sixth, transportation opportunities are not limited to the public sector. Transit agencies
currently offer the greatest number and variety of transportation options, but a few
nonprofits and most school districts also provide transportation services to the groups
they serve. Public, nonprofit, and employer stakeholders can use these services as a
foundation for the creation of a countywide network of providers that meets a diversity of
mobility needs throughout Stanislaus County. Building a network that incorporates
customized shuttles, vanpooling, taxis, employer vehicles, and flexible public transit
options will require a supportive climate for institutional linkages and partnerships.
Seventh, policy strategies for enhancing the mobility of StanWORKs WtW customers
cannot be divorced from the broader goal of improving the mobility of low income and
working poor populations. The computer generated maps incorporating welfare-to-work,
Medi-Cal, and Census 2000 data show a clearly identifiable association between the
neighborhood densities of StanWORKs WtW customers, on the one hand, and
economically disadvantaged residents, on the other. It is reasonable to infer from the
administrative and demographic statistics that low income workers face many of the same
barriers that limit the mobility of participants in the welfare-to-work program. While the
neighborhood matches are not perfect, they are close enough to move forward
confidently with policy initiatives that target mobility issues in areas where at-risk groups
reside.
Eighth, mobility strategies should not be limited to existing programs and funding
sources. The Matrix of Promising Practices in the appendix contains public and private
options for improving the mobility of StanWORKs WtW customers and other low
income residents. Since the programs in the matrix have been implemented elsewhere
with positive results, they should be considered a menu of possible multimodal
opportunities in Stanislaus County. The initiatives include local coordination; specialized
services such as guaranteed rides home, programs to increase private automobile
ownership, vanpooling, and consumer education. Funds to support these activities can be
secured from federal, state, local, and private sources.
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These eight considerations, together with the report’s findings and associated evidence,
serve as the cornerstone for the policy and programmatic recommendations to follow.
These recommendations fall into three broad categories:
(4) Organizing for the delivery of coordinated, collaborative, and flexible transportation
services;
(5) Informing and educating to improve mobility;
(6) Delivering coordinated, collaborative, and flexible transportation services.

Organizing for the Delivery of Coordinated, Collaborative, and Flexible
Transportation Services
Give serious consideration to the establishment of a countywide mobility manager
position.
Six public transit agencies deliver fixed route and demand response services to the areas
they serve. While the managers of these systems meet intermittently to discuss shared
transit issues, there is no formal mandate that coordination produce either synchronized
bus schedules or standardized consumer information. Each transit operator does a good
job of fulfilling productivity and performance requirements, but there are intersystem
gaps that are beyond the capacity of a single transit operator to address alone.
The Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG) is empowered by federal and state
laws to be the County’s principal transportation planning and programming agency. As
part of it statutory responsibilities, it is a conduit or administrator for a majority of the
funds spent annually on transportation in the County. Through its assessment of transit
agency productivity, its review of annual transit operator claims, its role in transit costsharing, and its management of the unmet transit needs process, StanCOG makes critical
decisions regarding expenditures for new or expanded transit services that have
implications for the mobility of the Stanislaus County population. What StanCOG has not
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done to date is to assume a lead role in either coordinating public transit or disseminating
transit information.9
Effectively addressing the mobility barriers of low income residents will require
countywide policy strategies tied to the connectivity and coordination of transportation
services. The present system of well-run but decentralized transit systems and the
reliance on mostly informal arrangements for linking human services and transportation
agencies appear to fall short of what is required. What is particularly noteworthy is that
the gaps are not due to the actions of any one group of providers; instead, they are a
consequence of limited formal linkages among all groups and the absence of an
integrated focus. This suggests the need for either new institutional structures and
processes for managing mobility issues or new ways of using existing structures and
processes.
One way to promote connectivity and coordination is to establish the position of mobility
manager. The responsibilities that could be tied to the office include one or more of the
following: serving as an information clearinghouse, engaging in outreach and public
education, overseeing a transportation mentoring program, functioning as a transportation
ombudsman, administering a ridesharing program, connecting local businesses and
nonprofit corporations to the transportation network, working with transit operators to
coordinate transit routes and schedules, and chairing an interagency council that includes
human service, workforce preparation, and transportation agencies.
A mobility manager would be a reasonable way to implement Section 99282 of the
Transportation Development Act:
All operators shall be encouraged to establish maximum coordination of public transportation
services, fares, transfer privileges, and all other related matters for the overall improvement of
public transportation service to the general public requiring such services within the affected
areas.

9

StanCOG officials note that $45,000 is being proposed for countywide marketing in Fiscal Year 20022003.
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It also would give tangible expression to the approved goals and objectives of the on-going
Visioning Project and Regional Transit Study:
Visioning:
An efficient, well-coordinated countywide public transportation system.

Regional Transit Study:
Coordinate schedules and fares to maximize connectivity between systems and passenger
convenience.

There are three possible organizational plans for a mobility manager:
# One of the options raised in the focus groups by transit operators is an office in the
Community Services Agency. The rationale for this proposal is that CSA is in the best
position to offer the necessary transportation support for the customers they serve.
However, there are sound reasons for not establishing the position in CSA. First, and
foremost, transportation-related mobility barriers are not limited to the StanWORKs
WtW population. Second, the responsibilities tied to the position are broader in scope
than would be required of a CSA office. The bottom line is mobility and transportation,
not simply social services.
# A logical home for a mobility manager would be StanCOG. Given its operational
responsibilities, it is in the good position to perform the necessary functions. The
arrangement also makes sense because transit operators work closely with StanCOG on
planning matters, productivity assessments, and the annual transit claims process. There
are metropolitan transportation organizations throughout the nation empowered to serve
as mobility managers, so moving in this direction in Stanislaus County will not be
unprecedented.
# The third option is to assign the mobility manager to the newly formed Alliance
(WIB-SCEDCO). While the Alliance is not a transportation agency, it is the primary
coordinator of workforce preparation services in Stanislaus County. As noted elsewhere,
it brings together public and private representatives to further workforce development,
job creation, and community development goals. The updated Strategic Five-Year Local
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Plan authorizes the Alliance (WIB-SCECO) to coordinate public resources, identify
unmet employer and employee needs, manage the One-Stop System, and provide
universal access to information and employment referral services. The latter function is
particularly important since it means that a mobility manager could provide
transportation services to all residents of Stanislaus County.
The funding of a mobility manager could be a collaborative effort involving TANF
Department of Labor (especially Workforce Investment Act), Job Access/Reverse
Commute (JARC), and other federal dollars. Local Transportation Funds are a real
possibility as well. Section 99233.7 of the state Transportation Development Act allows
transportation planning agencies to allocate up to 5% of a county’s sales tax reserved for
transportation for a Consolidated Transportation Service Agency (CTSA). In Fresno
County, there are two CTSAs: one working with Fresno Area Express and the other with
the Fresno County Rural Transit Agency. Both are administered by the Fresno County
Economic Opportunities Commission. Among the functions performed are service
integration (e.g. purchasing, dispatching), ridesharing, and timesharing. The latter involves
the use of vehicles to provide contracted services to public and nonprofit agencies.
A more far-reaching approach would be the establishment of a countywide consolidated
transit district. There are numerous examples and variations of consolidation in California
and the nation as a whole (including Merced County),10 and a principal benefit is the costsavings from increased economies of scale. While it would assure coordination, it also
would change the structure of transit service delivery in Stanislaus County. The merits and
feasibility of consolidation currently are being addressed in the StanCOG Regional Transit
Study. However, there is a more immediate need for coordination that can be realized
through a mobility manager.

10

See Promising Practices (Appendix C) for a description of the Merced County district. Although it does
not offer complete consolidation, the San Joaquin Regional Transit District relies on a fleet of 141 buses to
provide Stockton area transit, intercity services, 24 hour countywide dial-a-ride for the general public, and
interregional service to Sacramento and the Bay Area.
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Encourage job creation and the delivery of supportive services at accessible locations,
either in the neighborhoods where StanWORKs WtW customers and low income
residents live or at primary and secondary transportation hubs.
One welfare-to-work strategy is to facilitate the movement of StanWORKs WtW
customers via public and private transportation to work activities, employment, and
childcare outside of the neighborhoods and communities in which they reside. A
complementary strategy is to locate jobs and services in these residential locations.
Implementing the latter option would reduce travel and help alleviate the effects of
spatial mismatch and trip chaining.
There are five ways a “travel friendly”strategy could be pursued:
First, local economic development programs should encourage job growth in areas that
contain relatively dense concentrations of WtW customers and low income residents,
possibly through state enterprise zones or other targeted job creation programs.
The enterprise zone program, which was established in 1984, provides state and local
financial incentives to businesses that locate in targeted economically disadvantaged
areas and employ the eligible residential population. Among state benefits are tax credits
for both hiring qualified employees and purchasing manufacturing equipment. Local
incentives include reduced application and permit fees, streamlined permitting, the
reduction of construction and business license taxes, infrastructure improvements, and the
targeting of block grant monies.
According to a 2001 evaluation of enterprise zones published by the California Research
Bureau, there is evidence that they do generate jobs and increase the after-tax returns of
the participating businesses. The results are understandably mixed when wage rates are
considered, since the maximum tax credit for hiring eligible employees is 150% of the
minimum wage. However, these wages are not out of line with the average wages of
StanWORKs WtW customers who must spend a considerable amount of time traveling to
worksites.
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While there has been discussion in the past about the possibility of applying for enterprise
zone status, it merits a second look since Stanislaus is the only San Joaquin Valley county
that does not have a designated zone. Even if a decision is made to forgo participation if
an opening occurs, the discussion would be a useful way to explore possibilities for
targeting job creation in low income neighborhoods.
Second, the opening of full service One Stop Centers on the west and east sides of the
County would reduce travel times.
The Stanislaus Career Network currently operates four full service One Stop Centers.
Three of these are in Modesto and the fourth is in Turlock. All residents of Stanislaus
County who wish to avail themselves of the job training and employment services offered
at these sites through the Workforce Investment Act must be able to reach them. For
transportation challenged residents who live in Newman, Patterson, Crows Landing,
Grayson, Westley, Hughson, Waterford, and Oakdale, this can be a difficult task. While
there are special focus resource centers and a satellite facility in Oakdale, they do not
offer the range of services available on-site at the full service resource facilities.
Stanislaus County’s updated Strategic Five-Year Local Plan for the implementation of
the Workforce Investment Act addresses this issue. Specifically, it anticipates “Expansion
of OSS [One-Stop System] access to include all County communities.” The achievement
of this goal, especially if it leads to the opening of full service resource centers at
accessible locations west and east of the Highway 99 corridor, will reduce travel times
and distances for residents who currently live in these areas. A side benefit will be more
frequent use of the centers.
The Workforce Investment Act authorizes transportation and childcare assistance to
individuals participating in programs administered by the Department of Employment
and Training. DET WtW customers either may be assisted directly or referred to the
Community Services Agency.
The findings in this report underscore the potential benefits of a high profile
transportation and childcare support program. In fact, the co-location of childcare
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facilities at One Stop Centers would enable low income participants to more effectively
cope with the trip chaining issues they face while they prepare for employment. An
example of how this can be done is offered by the Kern County Department of Human
Services, which operates a drop-in childcare center for customers with children.
Third, the assignment of StanWORKs WtW customers to work activities should be
designed to limit travel.
Since 1994, more than 97% of the required work activity assignments have been at
Modesto sites, and almost 89% have been at sites in the 95358 ZIP Code. StanWORKs
WtW customers who live beyond the Highway 99 corridor and do not have access to
private vehicles often confront bus schedules that make it difficult to arrive at work
activities on time. This is particularly the case for those who also must meet their child
trip obligations.
The planned expansion of One Stop Centers will help ease the travel-related problems for
those participating in work activities at these centers. For other work activities, there is a
need to identify appropriate sites in the communities where customers reside. This may
require the opening of satellite facilities by Modesto-based activity centers.

Fourth, the co-location of services (especially childcare) at transportation hubs would
reduce trip chaining pressures on StanWORKs WtW customers and other low income
mothers.
Transportation hubs are ideal locations for providing services that typically require timeconsuming multiple trips. Licensed childcare is the most prominent example in Modesto,
since a substantial majority of childcare facilities are located outside the neighborhoods
containing the highest concentrations of StanWORKs WtW customers and other low
income residents. There are two possible effects of this spatial mismatch: circuitous trips
and the dependence on alternative as well as less reliable plans for taking care of young
children.
The most fully developed example of co-location in California is the Tamien Child Care
Center at a transportation hub in San Jose. Relying upon ISTEA CMAQ as well as local
funds to construct the facility, and a contract between the Valley Transportation
86

Authority (the transit operator for Santa Clara County) and Bright Horizons Children's
Centers, Inc. to operate it, it offers a variety of services. These include kindergarten
classes during the day, before and after school care, and vacation care during school
breaks. Special programs are available to pre-school children as well, including infants
six weeks of age and older.
Parents who utilize the day care center are eligible for transit discounts, free parking,
reduced cost childcare, emergency ride service, and access to transit information. Food,
dry cleaning, diaper, and shoe services are available. Classes for parents are offered onsite as well, with childcare available when they participate.
Fifth, local policies should encourage the opening of licensed child care facilities in the
neighborhoods where StanWORKs WtW customers and other low income residents live.
For individuals relying on public transit for commuting, intermediate stops to childcare
facilities can be both time-consuming and logistically challenging. The opening of more
easily accessible childcare centers will help address this spatial mismatch. It also can
create opportunities for both childcare employment and micro-enterprises.
One issue not covered in this report is the extent to which low income families rely on
alternative (i.e., family, friends) childcare arrangements. This issue warrants further study
since it could have a bearing on both human service and transportation programs.

The blending of the missions of human services and transit agencies can productively
occur in one or more of the following arenas: the Social Services Transportation
Advisory Council, an interagency transportation council, and the newly established
Alliance (WIB-SCEDCO).
# Greater attention needs to be given to the membership of the Social Services
Transportation Advisory Council to assure that human services and workforce
development agencies are involved.
The Social Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC) brings together public
and community representatives to discuss community transportation issues, serves as a
forum for the annual assessment of unmet transit needs, and provides advice to the
StanCOG Policy Board on matters relating to the transit-dependent, “including the
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coordination and consolidation of specialized transportation services” [Section 99238 of
the Public Utilities Code]. Yet the Community Services Agency with a single
representative is the only public human service agency with a seat at the table.
There is a need to review the feasibility of broadening the membership of SSTAC to
include representatives of human service and workforce preparation agencies. While state
law requires that community and public representatives of the disabled, seniors, and
people of limited means serve, it also empowers the appointing authority (the StanCOG
Policy Board) to select other members.
If a change in the membership of SSTAC is not possible, serious consideration should be
give to the creation of a separate interagency council that formalizes the commitment to
social service and employment transportation. Interagency bodies are used elsewhere
because there is a shared recognition that ad hoc arrangements cannot be a substitute for
on-going coordination. Stanislaus County has relied on a Welfare Reform Steering
Committee, transit providers have organized a coordinating committee, and CSA, DET,
transit operators, and StanCOG have developed a working group to apply for a Job
Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) grant. A more formal interagency council is the
appropriate next step. It could be free-standing or tied to another organization such as
StanCOG or the Alliance (WIB-SCEDCO).
# The Alliance (WIB-SCEDCO) can play a role in the planning and coordination of
employment-related transportation services.
Transportation services and infrastructure are key factors in both economic development
and workforce preparation. In fact, the overall performance of the local economy depends
on the efficient movement of people as well as goods and services. And a central player
in the integration and coordination of local job preparation and employment services is
the newly established Alliance.
What is distinctive about the Alliance is that it combines three sets of stakeholders: (1)
the private sector, which by law must constitute a majority of the membership; (2) public
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and private nonprofit agencies, including education; and (3) local governments. It also
blends economic development and workforce preparation.
Given its broad mandate and diverse membership, the Alliance can assume transportation
functions related to the mobility of the current and future workforce. This can occur even
if it does not become the administrative home for the mobility manager. It can help link
employers to the transportation needs of employment challenged workers. It also can
provide a setting where job preparation and transportation agencies can coordinate their
efforts on a countywide basis. Coordination would be enhanced with a transportation
representative. Finally, it can help fund projects that improve the mobility of participants
in the Stanislaus Career Network.
The unmet transit needs process should be reviewed and, if necessary adjusted, to
assure that it is more proactive.
The unmet transit needs process involves two public hearings by the StanCOG Policy
Board, a staff assessment of existing services and proposed transit needs, public meetings
and recommendations to the Policy Board by the Social Services Transportation
Advisory Council, and input by transit operators, the Citizens Advisory, Technical
Advisory, and Transit Cost Sharing Committees. Unmet transit need claims may be
submitted by the public throughout the year as well.
While the unmet transit needs process in Stanislaus County meets the formal
requirements of the Transportation Development Act, it does not appear to either
encourage widespread public participation or establish formal procedures for soliciting
the input of human service and workforce preparation agencies. Both of these can and
should be addressed so that the process is more proactive.
The criteria should be disseminated to the public, public agencies, nonprofit
organizations, and employers. Additionally, CSA, DET, the Alliance (WIB-SCEDCO)
should be formally contacted each year at the start of the process so that they have the
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opportunity to offer proposals for public transportation services that meet the evolving
needs of their customers.
StanCOG is interested in more widespread public involvement because it recognizes that
the reliability of the process is tied to greater participation. The key question, of course, is
how to achieve this objective. One answer may be the on-going rotation of hearings and
meetings at sites throughout Stanislaus County, a statutory expectation that applies to the
Social Services Transportation Advisory Council. Although the Council has conducted
meetings outside Modesto, it should do so more regularly.
The Butte County Association of Governments (BCAG) and the multi-county
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), among others, have procedures
that increase the opportunities for public input. Both rely on what the Butte COG
describes as “public outreach.” These and other proactive assessment models should be
considered for implementation in Stanislaus County.
In Butte County, workshops/public hearings are held throughout the county to both
explain the unmet transit needs process and secure input. The results of these meetings,
together with information submitted via a written form, the telephone, and e-mail, are
evaluated by staff and then presented to the Social Services Transportation Advisory
Council for its consideration. The Council’s recommendation is the basis for the public
hearing before the BCAG Board of Directors.
In the Sacramento region, the members of the Social Service Transportation Advisory
Councils and at least one representative of the SACOG Board of Directors oversee nine
to eleven public hearings in a four county area. Following discussions with both the
Advisory Councils and transit operators, staff prepares a set of recommendations about
unmet transit needs which are reviewed by the Councils and then submitted to the
SACOG Board for its consideration at a public hearing.
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StanCOG’s reasonable to meet determinations in the unmet transit needs process fittingly
rely on farebox and system productivity standards. However, transportation planning
agencies elsewhere also employ two other criteria. The first of these is “community
acceptance,” which means that the public outreach effort reveals support for a particular
service. The second is “equity,” which means that the proposed service will serve
particular needs but will be accessible to the general public. Both deserve consideration
by the StanCOG Policy Board. While StanCOG policies include a statement about equity
in the section on unmet needs, the criteria used in other regions suggest that it may be a
better fit as a reasonable to meet criterion.
The connectivity or interdependence of public transportation has implications for the
planning of new or extended transit services as well. The reasonable to meet review relies
on a bus operator’s passenger and financial performance. However, in doing so, it does
not appear to systematically incorporate projected longer term impacts on other transit
systems. Nor does it take into account how additional service might generate new
demand for transit throughout Stanislaus County. Both intersystem and countywide
effects are criteria that would provide a more accurate gauge of reasonableness.
Welfare-to-work has altered the transportation landscape. Although it is not specifically
addressed by the Transportation Development Act, it has introduced a new set of mobility
needs that deserve consideration when transportation options are reviewed.

There should be more coordination in the delivery of transportation supportive services
by the Community Services Agency and Department of Employment and Training.
Both the Community Services Agency and Department of Employment and Training
offer public and private transportation supportive services to the customers they serve.
These include bus tickets, bus passes, and reimbursement for certain types of private
vehicle expenses. Although the proportion of StanWORKs WtW customers who also
participate in the DET WtW program is relatively modest, others are covered by DET
through their involvement in One-Stop Center programs. Formal coordination at the case
manager level will raise the profile of transportation and increase the likelihood that
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customers will be fully aware of, and have more frequent access to, the range of
transportation supportive services available.
Since mobility and transportation play instrumental roles in the welfare-to-work
program, they should be more systematically integrated into the orientation and
assessment of StanWORKs and DET WtW customers.
An individual applying for cash assistance must complete a Family Action Plan (FAP)
that is used in the assessment of needs and assignment to appropriate work activities.
Among the questions asked are four that deal with transportation. These could be
consolidated into a separate section on transportation and mobility.
CSA and DET orientation sessions should formally cover transportation, possibly
through a bilingual training video that explains how the public transportation system
operates, how to transfer, how to plan trips, and how to access transportation supportive
services. The Stanislaus Career Network offers “CareerNet Workshops” that provide
participants with important job and life skill learning sessions. A program devoted to
mobility and transportation would be an appropriate addition.
Approved work activities for customers who use or plan to use private vehicles
might include driver education/defensive driving, automobile repair, and personal
financial management.

Funds from public and private sources should be used to increase transportation and
mobility options in Stanislaus County.
A joint policy guidance issued by the Departments of Health and Human Services, Labor,
and Transportation – the three federal agencies principally involved in the
implementation of welfare-to-work programs – identifies ways funds can be used to
support a wide range of public transportation and private vehicle initiatives. The
Community Transportation Association of America has compiled a master list of federal
programs that permit transportation projects for low income and other groups. Included
are housing assistance programs and Head Start. In fact, Head Start can use vehicles to
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transport welfare-to-work customers and their children from their homes to Head Start
centers. These can be collection points for parents requiring fixed route, dial-a-ride, or
vanpooling services to employment sites. Stanislaus County’s Head Start, which
currently does not offer transportation, either could purchase vehicles or contract with a
provider for these services.
The identification of alternative funding sources and the development of coordinated
strategies for spending these funds can create avenues of mobility opportunity.

Informing and Educating to Improve Mobility
Develop and implement a targeted public education and information campaign
regarding the availability of public and private transportation options. Information
should be distributed both directly and through public, nonprofit, and private groups in
both English and Spanish.
This effort should begin with an assessment of current consumer outreach and education.
An effective public education campaign should generate information that is widely
available and easily understood.
# Every resident of Stanislaus County should have access to a single toll-free telephone
number for trip planning assistance. Transit operators are working on an information
service line, and they should be encouraged to proceed. A number of transit districts and
transportation planning agencies use these telephone numbers as well as interactive Web
sites for trip planning. Passengers provide information about trip origins and destinations,
day and time of travel, and special travel requirements and preferences. The San Joaquin
Regional Transit District (RTD) uses SMARTTRAC, a global positioning system which
tracks bus locations. Passengers can call a local or toll free telephone number to get
information in English or Spanish about when a bus will reach a particular bus stop.
# There should be a single resource guide to all public and private transportation in
Stanislaus County. Good working models are the resource guides published by the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) for counties in the Bay Area and the
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Commute Connection for San Joaquin County. These publications, which are designed
for use by CalWORKs agencies, nonprofits, and community based organizations, cover
public, private, and nonprofit transportation options, fares and schedules, contact
numbers, and support available. These resource guides should be placed on the internet
where they would be easily accessible to those who assist transportation challenged
residents.
# Stanislaus County human service and transportation agencies can go one step further
by developing a bilingual user-friendly travel manual. This publication should include a
consolidated route and schedule guide.
# Transit training videos in English and Spanish should be available at various locations
in Stanislaus County. MAX prepared a video some time ago, but it needs to be updated
with a Spanish version. Even more importantly, all transit operators should prepare
videos collaboratively that can be shown at CSA and DET orientation sessions.
# The lessons learned from Getting to Work should be considered in the marketing
campaigns of transit operators. For example, since over 90% listen to the radio, this
medium, especially the most popular stations, may be a good way to reach the
StanWORKs WtW population.

There should be a transportation mentoring program that enables StanWORKS WtW,
Way-to-Work, and other low income bus riders to more effectively cope with transit
service uncertainties and complexities.
Transportation challenged residents often are uncertain, apprehensive, not fully informed,
and even misinformed about how to use available public services, especially public
transportation. A volunteer transportation mentoring program would help address these
disincentives to the use of transit. Mentors would: (1) familiarize participants with transit
systems and the diversity of schedules and routes; (2) assist participants with trip
planning; (3) accompany participants on buses; and (4) offer participants possible backup
transportation. The Department of Employment and Training is considering a mentoring
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program to serve its customers. However, it makes sense to broaden the scope of the
effort to include a greater number of transportation challenged residents.
A mobility manager, StanCOG, the Alliance (WIB-SCEDCO), the Community Services
Agency, or a nonprofit organization could be the overseer(s) of a transportation
mentoring program.

Encourage the development and coordination of volunteer transportation programs.
The mentoring proposal underscores the value of a broader set of volunteer services to
assist those who are uncertain about the transportation available. Volunteerism can be a
powerful mobility tool.
# Public transit agencies working together can oversee a volunteer program for the
services they provide. A good example of what can be done is the Metropolitan Transit
System’s (San Diego County) Ambassador Program. Following a brief training period,
volunteers provide directions to those who inquire, assist with trip planning services, and
serve as transit representatives at community events. Anyone who volunteers for six or
more hours per month receives a transit pass.
# Local non-profit organizations currently offer volunteer, referral, and contract
services. While these are not designed specifically for the welfare-to-work population,
they can be adapted to meet work-related transportation needs. The Howard Training
Center (ARC of Stanislaus County) uses 15 mini-buses and vans to transport between 3040 clients with developmental disabilities to worksites and the Modesto Transportation
Center. The Catholic Charities Homemaker & Transportation Program relies on one van
and 14 driver volunteers in their own vehicles to transport seniors to medical facilities
and shopping. The Society for Handicapped Children and Adults of Stanislaus County,
which has 130 volunteers, provides the same services to disabled individuals. The referral
services of the Community Services Agency augment the community resources available.
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# Volunteer efforts focusing on private and community transportation should be
coordinated. A way to proceed is suggested by the Volunteer Center for Anne Arundel
County in Maryland. This nonprofit organization is recognized as the broker for all
volunteer efforts within the county. The Volunteer Center of United Way, which also
refers residents to appropriate transportation providers, comes closest to performing this
role in Stanislaus County. United Way could be formally recognized as a primary
coordinator. A mobility manager could oversee these efforts and link them to human
service and transportation agencies.
# Faith based organizations in Stanislaus County have car ministries that can be
integrated into a coordinated mobility program. For example, the Heart of Turlock
Automobile Repair Ministry includes volunteer mechanics who repair the private
vehicles of low income and senior residents for the cost of parts alone. The group also
accepts donated cars which are then provided to low-income residents whose vehicles
cannot be repaired.

Delivering Coordinated, Collaborative, and Flexible Transportation
Services
Consideration should be given to expanded hours of transit operation and more
frequent bus service in those neighborhoods and areas with concentrations of
StanWORKs WtW customers and low income workers. The feasibility of coordinated
transit schedules should be explored as well. Targeted changes could generate new
ridership and are likely to have positive effects on travel to employment sites and work
activity locations. Given the legal and financial constraints, changes in bus service
should be implemented strategically.
Stanislaus County has a 24-7 economy, and its labor market is impacted by the daily and
seasonal demand for workers. For StanWORKs WtW customers and other low income
workers, getting to these jobs on time and in a timely way can have an important bearing
on both their personal success and productivity.
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The evidence in Getting to Work reveals the following about the work-related and work
activity travel of StanWORKs WtW customers with implications for the scheduling of
public transit:
# Impressive proportions of respondents in the mobility survey assert that they begin or
end their work shifts early in the morning and late in the evening (the so-called offhours). In the morning, more than one-quarter indicate that they begin or end work before
7:00 a.m. while more than 15% do so before 6:00 a.m. In the evening, close to one-fifth
start or leave their jobs after 7:00 p.m. Monday to Friday are the principal days for this
travel.
# For all trips, slightly less than two-thirds of all StanWORKs WtW customers in the
survey report that they transfer when they ride a fixed route bus. Of those who transfer, a
majority indicate that they do so to another bus system. Available transit statistics may
not capture many of these intersystem transfers since WtW customers rely on bus tickets
and passes purchased by public agencies providing services to them. For CSA alone,
there were 15,739 bus tickets and passes bought between June 2001 and May 2002.
# Between 1994 and August 2001, 45% of all employed GAIN and WtW customers
living outside of Modesto worked in Modesto. During the same period, 97% of all
customers traveled to required work activities in Modesto. Almost 89% of these
individuals traveled to activities in the 95358 ZIP Code. Both the Community Service
Agency and the Department of Employment and Training are located in the 95358 ZIP
Code. Four buses serving the general public make stops at their shared site: StaRT’s
Westside Stage and Modesto-Turlock Runabout, MAX’s Route 29, and Ceres Dial-aRide.
# Modesto’s MAX buses provide the most frequent weekday fixed route service, an
outcome that can be traced to the density of the residential population served. Buses on
11 of the 17 routes run every 30 minutes, 6 run every hour, and 1 runs on an irregular
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schedule. StaRT’s routes have varying frequencies while Turlock’s BLST buses operate
every hour.
# All three fixed route bus systems have farebox recovery ratios that exceed mandated
requirements (this has been the case since FY 1997/98). There are, of course, variations
among routes within each of the systems. For StaRT, the route with the highest farebox
recovery ratio is Modesto-Turlock; the lowest is the Westside Stage linking the Westside
and Modesto. The Modesto/Riverbank/Oakdale bus line has a ratio close to the
systemwide average. MAX has exceeded its higher standard for a number of years. Diala-ride operators without locally competitive fixed route services also have farebox
recovery ratios above the prescribed minimums.
# In Modesto, the five bus routes that serve neighborhoods with large numerical
concentrations of StanWORKs WtW customers and other low income groups transported
two-fifths of the system’s fixed route passengers between December 2000 and October
2001. Four of the five routes had an average passenger per service hour rate that
significantly exceeded the systemwide average. Buses run every 30 minutes on the four
routes.
# When StanWORKs WtW customers were asked to identify the most significant
problems with fixed route systems, three issues stood out: the time it takes to use
transportation, the fact that it is not available when needed, and crowded buses. The first
two of these topped the list of reasons why WtW customers do not ride buses. For dial-aride and runabout, the amount of waiting time and riding time were the most prominent
problems mentioned.
From a countywide perspective, existing bus services are comprehensive. Every city and
unincorporated community can count on some form of transit service by one or more of
the six operators. Most residential areas and employment clusters are covered, although
some areas and clusters are served more fully than others. The geographic expansion of
services has been accompanied by longer-term passenger gains. This growth is reflected
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in local performance measures, including the number of passengers per vehicle service
hour.
Likewise, transit fares are reasonable when viewed in relation to wage rates and income
levels. In fact, one-way regular fixed route fares (75¢ for StaRT and BLST, 85¢ for
MAX) compare favorably to the costs of private transportation and the fares charged by
operators in other jurisdictions. With one exception (Patterson), dial-a-ride and runabout
fares are nearly double the fixed route fares for these operators. The lowest one-way
regular dial-a-ride fares are in Patterson (50¢), Ceres (75¢), and Waterford (75¢). ROTA
charges $1.00 for rides in Oakdale and Riverbank and $3.00 for trips to Modesto. With
the exception of Ceres, operators offer discounted fares for adults.
Escalating operating costs and increasing capital expenditures to meet air quality
standards could put pressure on this fare structure. However, fares that are considered
affordable are more likely to be associated with passenger retention and growth.
There are three service initiatives that could have positive effects on the travel of
StanWORKs WtW customers and, by extension, low income persons who reside and/or
work in the same areas. Each deserves consideration as a way to both meet low income
travel needs and generate new demand for public transportation:
1. Selectively expand hours of weekday operations for buses serving the StanWORKs
WtW population. StaRT recently introduced bus services earlier in the morning and later
in the evening. On its frequently used Express Route 10 between Turlock and Modesto,
for example, service begins at 5:15 a.m. in Modesto and 5:29 a.m. in Turlock. The last
bus arrives at its final destination in Modesto at 6:35 p.m. and in Turlock at 6:11 p.m.
Route 15 runs later in the evening: the last bus arrives in Modesto at 9:06 p.m. and in
Turlock at 8:41 p.m.
This scheduling of fixed route services is responsive to the travel needs identified in this
report as well as the StaRT Long Range Transit prepared in 2000. However, it is neither
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replicated consistently on other StaRT routes nor employed widely on other transit
systems. MAX has one bus (on the heavily used Route 29, which serves the Community
Services Agency) that begins operations before 6:00 a.m. It reaches its last destination at
7:50 p.m. Six other routes have comparable evening service. For the most part, MAX
relies on dial-a-ride to accommodate the general public from 6:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m.
Comments in the focus group sessions underscored the logistical difficulties associated
with this service, especially for groups requiring public transportation in the evening.
Turlock’s three fixed route buses begin service at 6:00 a.m. and end at 6:00 p.m.
With the exception of the dial-a-ride segment on its Westside Runabout, StaRT’s
runabout buses begin later and end earlier than its fixed route services. Weekday dial-aride service hours for the general public vary: Ceres operates from 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.,
ROTA from 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Turlock from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Patterson from
7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., and Waterford from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. As noted above,
Modesto dial-a-ride serves the general population from 6:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m.
Would the expansion of bus service hours generate enough passenger fare revenue to
justify the additional cost? Kern County’s experience suggests that it could. The Kern
County Department of Human Services, relying upon CalWORKs Performance Incentive
funds, subsidized the delivery of late night fixed route bus services by Golden Empire
Transit for a two year trial period. Human Services worked closely with the transit
operator to identify 11 of the 18 routes in which service would extend beyond 11:00 p.m.
on weekdays. Not only did these extensions target the welfare-to-work population, they
also provided expanded services to all passengers. The results were a reported 25%
increase in ridership and a decision by the transit district to make the late night service a
regular part of its operating budget.
This case study offers two important lessons for Stanislaus County. The first is that fixed
route transit can meet early morning and late evening transportation service needs. The
second is that outside funding via contract represents a viable option for determining
whether or not expanded bus services are necessary. Although the CalWORKs incentive
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program has become a casualty of the state budget crisis, other funding sources may be
available. The Community Service Agency and Department of Employment and Training
should identify resources that could be available to help support expanded transit
operations during the early morning and late evening hours.
2. Greater attention should be given to selectively increasing the frequency of fixed route
bus services. Bus frequencies vary widely, both among and within fixed route bus
systems. Transit operators need to determine whether or not greater frequencies,
selectively applied, can encourage additional ridership. The statistical and mapping data
presented in this report suggest that the potential is greatest in areas with concentrations
of StanWORKs WtW customers and other low income residents.
Both the MAX and StaRT long range transit plans address the frequency of service, and
both operators have relied on the results to expand services.
Among the possible changes covered by the MAX consultant, 15 minute service on
selected routes was presented as a feasible option. The key factor in the analysis was the
targeting of enhanced services on those routes with the greatest actual and potential
ridership. Since most bus routes serving concentrations of StanWORKs WtW customers
also have passenger per service hour ratios that exceed the systemwide average by
substantial margins, it makes sense to focus on these areas.
Census 2000 results provide additional support for this assessment. The Shackelford
Census Designated Place (south and southwest Modesto) had 4.9% of its workers
commuting by public transit in April 2000, which was substantially above the 1%
countywide average and close to the 5.1% statewide average. The area with the second
highest transit use was West Modesto (1.5%).
A possible alternative to increased frequencies throughout the day is targeted increases
based on time of day needs. For the most past, MAX uses evenly spaced bus frequencies,
with service gaps filled by tripper and rover buses. Given the actual and potential transit
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use of the low income population on the most heavily traveled routes, it is reasonable to
consider more frequent headways (e.g., 15 minutes) during extended commute hours.
More frequent service could attract additional ridership during periods of seasonal
employment as well.
According to StaRT’s consultant, increased frequency was the leading improvement in
service identified in a survey of fixed route passengers. A review of current schedules
suggests that frequency of service is still a challenge for likely passengers on routes that
serve communities outside the Highway 99 corridor. For these residents, the timing of
trips to complete work-related, medical, and other obligations in Modesto and Turlock
can be difficult.
StaRT faces a dilemma when considering more frequent service on bus routes serving
areas outside the Highway 99 corridor. On the one hand, there are definite travel needs,
especially to Modesto, for StanWORKs WtW customers and low income persons in these
areas. On the other hand, lower densities, especially on the Westside, raise questions
about whether more frequent bus services can satisfy farebox recovery requirements at
this time. Both the needs and constraints are realities that should be addressed
imaginatively through both conventional public transit services and the alternatives
discussed below.
3. Greater coordination of fixed route schedules should be considered. Since time spent
traveling is one of the most prominent mobility barriers facing StanWORKs WtW
customers, it makes sense for transit operators to assess the benefits of coordinated
schedules so that missed connections are minimized. By fine-tuning and synchronizing
schedules, transit operators will give substantive meaning to the objectives of the
Regional Transportation Plan and Regional Transit Study.
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Shuttle bus services to transportation hubs and work activity centers can meet a
transportation need for low income residents in less densely settled areas of Stanislaus
County.
While there are mobility barriers throughout Stanislaus County, StanWORKs WtW
customers and low income residents outside the Highway 99 corridor and in rural areas
are in a particularly vulnerable position. Residing in areas that lack frequent intercity
fixed route bus service, they confront bus schedules that complicate travel to Modesto
and Turlock. The Westside Stage, which links the area to the Community Service Agency
and downtown Modesto, makes runs between 3 to 6 ½ hours on weekdays, while the
Westside Runabout to Turlock runs every 3 ½ hours.
Given funding constraints, direct shuttle service to strategic destinations may be a
workable option. Express shuttles from the west and east sides of the County to the
Community Service Agency, Modesto’s Downtown Transportation Center, downtown
Turlock, and other activity centers would address an existing transportation need. Capital
and operational costs could be covered by CSA, DET, and possibly the Local
Transportation Fund.

Contracting for vanpool and other specialized non-profit transportation services would
provide StanWORKs WtW customers with mobility options that are not currently
available.
The Transportation Services Inventory in the appendix contains a list of public and
nonprofit agencies that have vehicles available to provide transportation services to their
clients. Among public agencies, school districts have the largest pool of vehicles.
Nonprofits with vans include ARC of Stanislaus County, Catholic Charities, and the
YMCA. Many local churches also have vans.
Sharing vehicles through contract is a cost effective way to improve work-related
mobility. There are local jurisdictions nationwide which have developed these contracts.
A rationale for sharing is that the vehicles may be idle certain hours of the day.
Alternatively, transportation services can be provided to StanWORKs WtW customers at
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any time space is available. There are, of course, complicated contractual issues to work
out, but these have not prevented contracts from being finalized in those areas that have
employed them.
The Stanislaus County Health Services Agency has developed a medical transportation
pilot project with Hughson Ambulance and Wheelchair. Door to door transportation is
provided for eight Stanislaus County Health Services Agency primary care clinics as part
of the Healthy Families program. The significance of this initiative is that it demonstrates
the feasibility of public-private partnerships. Other areas have used this model to sign
contracts with taxi companies for welfare-to-work ridesharing services.

Transportation micro-enterprises can create entrepreneurial opportunities for
StanWORKs WtW customers at the same time that they address the transportation
needs of low income residents.
Not only are alternative modes of transportation limited in number, there also is a
shortage of qualified bus drivers. Linking these needs can both facilitate the movement of
transportation challenged residents to worksites and create viable job training and
entrepreneurial opportunities. In Sacramento County, for example, a collaborative
California Transportation Training Institute trains Class A and B drivers.
Micro-enterprises linked to employment transportation (e.g., vanpooling services) could
be integrated into existing entrepreneurial programs in Stanislaus County. Closely allied
to these efforts would be small business creation tied to childcare. In addition to the
training programs currently available through the Department of Employment and
Training and Modesto Junior College, small business development, including counseling,
technical assistance, and financing, could be provided by the Valley Sierra Small
Business Development Center and its small-business loan program. The expertise of
former business executives in SCORE, the Service Corps of Retired Executives, also can
be used in the development and management of micro-enterprises.
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The Commute Connection program for Stanislaus County commuters is currently
administered through the San Joaquin Council of Governments via contract with
StanCOG. Consideration should be given to transferring the program to Stanislaus
County and using it as a springboard for local ridesharing services.
StanCOG currently contracts with the San Joaquin County COG Commute Connection to
provide carpooling and vanpooling services for Stanislaus County residents. The
brokerage role of the Commute Connection, especially for long distance trips to work, is
important, but consideration should be given to shifting the program to Stanislaus County
and broadening its scope. The transfer could lead to the injection of additional local funds
that could be applied to ridesharing, vanpooling and carpooling services within Stanislaus
County for transportation challenged workers. A program administered locally would
increase the number of transportation options available to employees who do not have
access to private vehicles and who are unable to use conventional public transit to reach
their worksite destinations. The Transportation Development Act does not consider
ridesharing costs to be operating costs if they are managed by a transit operator.

An emergency or guaranteed ride home program administered within Stanislaus
County would be responsive to employees facing family emergencies or work-related
problems that require immediate transportation home.
Not only do mobility challenged workers require transportation early in the morning and
late in the evening, they sometimes need transportation home at unpredictable times
because of family emergencies or work-related difficulties. In Ventura and San Diego
Counties, an individual who travels to work via public transit, carpool, or vanpool, and
must deal with a family emergency, childcare problem, or work-related issue, is assured a
paid ride home by taxi or rental car. Eligibility is based on pre-registration with either the
Ventura County Transportation Commission or the San Diego Association of
Governments. The Valley Transportation Authority (Santa Clara) provides a free taxi or
van ride home to a transit rider whose employer has purchased discounted passes for its
workers.
Since November 1999, Outreach, Santa Clara County’s private, non-profit paratransit
provider, has offered welfare-to-work participants and their children emergency and
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transitional transportation on paratransit vehicles. Destinations include work, job training,
and childcare.
Stanislaus County workers and their employers may enroll in a guaranteed ride home
program through the Commute Connection. Eligible participants include workers
employed in Stanislaus and San Joaquin Counties who rideshare, take public transit, or
use non-motorized modes of transportation three or more days per week. Pre-registration
is required and the guaranteed ride is provided up to four times per year by taxi or rental
car.
While the service is available to residents employed locally, it is not well-advertised and
appears to be geared to those who are familiar with the Commute Connection. Shifting
the guaranteed ride home program to Stanislaus County would make it more visible and
attractive, including low income workers and their employers. In the process, it would
address unplanned transportation needs and serve as an incentive for using public transit.

Employers can facilitate the travel of their employees by purchasing bus passes/tickets
and offering transportation fringe benefits.
Employers are key stakeholders in the welfare-to-work program, and they can take a
more active role in improving the mobility of their workers. There are a number of transit
agencies that have formalized the relationship with employers by offering them
discounted bus passes purchased in bulk. This is the operational goal of the “Eco Pass” in
Santa Clara County. The “RideLink” program in San Diego County works with
employers to encourage carpooling, vanpooling, and ridesharing.
Employers also can gain federal tax savings for transportation fringe benefits to
employees. In 2002, they can provide up to $100 per month to employees for public
transit, vanpooling, and qualified parking. The non-taxable fringe benefit can be provided
in addition to regular compensation. The benefit also reduces business income taxes.
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Explore the feasibility of a countywide travel card that enables passengers to use all
fixed route bus systems in Stanislaus County.
StanWORKs WtW customers are eligible for bus tickets and bus passes so they can get to
work and approved work activities. However, there is no single pass that permits them, or
other bus passengers, to move seamlessly between bus systems in Stanislaus County. A
single monthly pass for all fixed route transit in Stanislaus County would accomplish this
objective. This pass would enhance the attractiveness and value of public transportation,
especially for those who transfer between systems. It also would extend the unlimited
monthly pass available to MAX fixed route passengers in Modesto.
There are other counties that offer passes. In San Diego, which has more than one transit
district, an unlimited ride monthly pass can be used on any bus or trolley in the county. A
variation has been introduced on a trial basis by the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission in the San Francisco Bay Area. Dubbed TransLink®, it is a smart card
payment system that can be used on buses, rail, and ferries. The San Joaquin Regional
Transit District sells an unlimited 31 day bus pass for trips on all fixed route buses within
Stockton and between Stockton and other San Joaquin cities.
There may be logistical hurdles to overcome, the most notable of which are the variations
in bus fares, but the potential benefits of a countywide pass should be studied, at least for
fixed route transit systems.

Transportation hubs strategically located in Stanislaus County can enhance the
visibility of public transit and serve as catalysts for bus passenger growth as well as the
coordination of schedules.
The Downtown Transportation Center and Vintage Faire Mall serve as primary and
secondary hubs, respectively, for a significant number of MAX, StaRT, and other system
passengers who ride buses to and within Modesto. These hubs provide a clear focus to
transit services, make it easier to travel by public transit, and increase opportunities for
the coordination of schedules.

107

Transportation planners and operators agree that transportation hubs can benefit
StanWORKs WtW customers and other low income workers. Possible hubs include
Turlock, south Modesto, Oakdale or Riverbank, and Patterson.
There are sound reasons for giving serious consideration to these possibilities:
# Turlock’s One-Stop Center is likely to increase transit demand within Turlock and
from Denair, Keyes, Patterson, and Newman. A downtown hub would be easily
accessible from this site.
# The logic of a south Modesto hub is tied to the concentrations of StanWORKs WtW
and low income populations residing in the area, their travel needs, and the existing and
potential bus ridership.
# Hubs in Riverbank/Oakdale and Patterson would spotlight public transportation
outside the Highway 99 corridor and set the stage expanded transit services.

There is a need to consider the feasibility of a collaborative private vehicle program in
Stanislaus County that is administered by a private non-profit corporation, that is
based on income rather than cash assistance status, that links vehicle donations to
leases and purchases, that includes volunteer auto maintenance, and that focuses
initially on vehicle replacement.
Implementing initiatives that promote coordination, consumer outreach and education,
and broadened public and community transportation services will have positive effects on
mobility throughout Stanislaus County. Yet, even if all the proposed changes occur, there
still will be mobility gaps that need to be addressed. Foremost among these will be the
trip chaining responsibilities of young mothers with children and the resulting time spent
traveling. For many StanWORKs WtW customers and low income residents,
conventional public transit does not allow them to fulfill their household and employment
obligations without compromising one or the other. Typically, it is on-time work
performance that suffers.
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The statistical evidence in Getting to Work points to the value of a carefully crafted
private vehicle program for low income and working poor populations. Interestingly, the
mobility survey results regarding private vehicle use and access correspond closely to
those of mobility studies nationwide. Among the key findings in Stanislaus County:
# A majority of StanWORKs WtW customers either drive their own vehicle to work,
drive someone else’s car, or ride as a passenger.
# A majority claim that they have one or more vehicles in their households.
# Overwhelming majorities believe that car ownership makes it easier to get and keep a
better paying job and contributes to success and independence.
# There is plausible evidence from the data gathered for this report that having a
driver’s license and access to a reliable vehicle are significantly related to improved
mobility, employment success, and the timely completion of multiple trips.
# The average age of the principal private vehicles owned and operated by
StanWORKs WtW customers is 12.8 years; one-third are 14 years and older. This raises
serious reliability and maintenance questions.
# One-third of the mobility survey respondents state that they cannot afford insurance,
nearly two-thirds cannot afford car maintenance, and slightly less than half cannot afford
gasoline. Yet, even in face of these difficulties, they do not plan to abandon their
vehicles.
The attitudes of StanWORKs WtW customers about the value of private vehicles are
shared by the general population, including low income residents and the working poor.
But what distinguishes WtW customers from other groups, including regular bus
passengers, is the daily need to make multiple stops. This is, in fact, a defining difference
that triggers critical assessments of public transit and behavior that is understandable in
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light of the difficulties faced. The resulting barrier is frequently expressed as time spent
traveling, but the challenge is real.
What are the policy options? One choice would be to continue CSA’s travel
reimbursement program (which is available prior to employment), encourage more
StanWORKs WtW customers to use public and community transportation, and require
those with private vehicles to move around as best they can. While these are certainly
reasonable expectations, they will not change the fact that customers will continue to
drive cars that often are unreliable and environmentally suspect.
A second policy choice would be the addition of a focused private vehicle program
designed to enhance mobility.
Although a number of counties nationwide have private vehicle programs, there is no
universally employed prototype. The following are merely illustrative of what is and can
be done. Ventura County facilitates loans for car purchases and leases through a credit
union. The recently established Wheels to Work partnership program in Sacramento
County purchases vehicles from the public fleet for welfare-to-work participants who
cannot use public transportation or afford a car. Private, non-profit organizations in a
number of California counties (not Stanislaus) participate in the Ways to Work Program,
a federally-certified Community Development Financial Institution. The program
provides loans to low income families for car purchases with program funds from grants,
foundations, and low interest loan capital from the national Ways to Work office.
Membership in the Alliance for Children and Families is required. Counties throughout
the nation (e.g. EARNA CAR in Chautauqua County, New York and Good News Garage
in Vermont) rely on fleet or individual car donations.
If a program is developed in Stanislaus County, it should be customized to reflect local
conditions and needs. It also should be designed “from the ground up” by a task force
composed of representatives of financial, insurance, automotive, non-profit, and other
appropriate organizations.
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Key principles that might guide the development of a program include the following:
# The Community Services Agency, working with the Department of Employment of
Training, could provide staff support for the task force but should not be engaged in
program operations. The same logic for not making the mobility manager part of the CSA
applies equally as well here. Becoming involved in daily administration or the funding of
vehicle purchases and leases would detract from the core welfare-to-work mission. CSA
and DET funds could best be used for reimbursement of private vehicle expenses of
customers participating in approved work activities and employment.
# The administrative form that has been used widely elsewhere is the private non-profit
corporation. Another key feature that could be applied locally is the use of public and
private partnerships.
# A vehicle program should be based on income rather than cash assistance status. A
means tested program would include the working poor. It also should be limited to
vehicles used for employment and reserved for drivers with a responsible driving history.
# A vehicle program should be part of a balanced mobility plan in Stanislaus County. It
should not be crafted to replace or serve as a substitute for public transit or other forms of
community transportation. In effect, it would take care of employment-related travel
needs that public or other types of transportation are unable to accommodate.
# While there are different ways to structure a program, individual and fleet vehicle
donation tied to the sale and lease of vehicles would benefit both donors and participants.
# The program should be linked to car maintenance, and volunteer car repair support
should be a central feature. This could be achieved through faith-based organizations
such as the Heart of Turlock Automobile Repair Ministry in Turlock. Additionally, repair
services could be provided through partnerships with the Automotive Technology
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program at MJC and the automotive programs in the County’s high schools. Automotive
repair also could be a possible training activity.
# A first step could be the implementation of a vehicle replacement program. This type
of program would address the mobility needs of low income residents who already own
relatively old and unreliable cars. It also could make a modest contribution to the
improvement of air quality. Once this initiative is underway, a broader program could be
considered.
If the Board of Supervisors authorizes the Community Services Agency and the
Department of Employment and Training to bring the appropriate groups together, the
feasibility of the program can be considered. This assessment also could include
structure, operation, and funding.
The central message of Getting to Work is that there is neither a simple explanation for
mobility and transportation barriers nor a single policy response that will produce
immediate results. What will be required is a commitment to do what is necessary and
fiscally possible to remove roadblocks to timely travel. If there is a bottom line, it is this:
all stakeholders – including public agencies, transit operators, transportation planning
bodies, nonprofit organizations, and the business community – must be prepared to work
together to craft coordinated, comprehensive, and flexible multi-modal strategies for
improving mobility in Stanislaus County.
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Detailed Journey to Work Tables

Appendix A
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.0%

.0%

.6%

.6%

.0%

.0%

2.5%

.3%

.0%

6.7%

.9%

90

.0%

1.1%

1.1%

17.8%

1.1%

1.1%

3.3%

.0%

63.3%

.0%

.0%

2.2%

.0%

.0%

.0%

1.1%

.0%

.0%

7.8%

11.8%

1,247

.2%

1.1%

64.6%

.2%

.6%

1.3%

.6%

1.1%

17.9%

.0%

.0%

2.2%

2.2%

.1%

.0%

1.0%

2.2%

.4%

4.5%

.0%

2

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

50.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

50.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

1.1%

117

.0%

52.1%

4.3%

.9%

.9%

2.6%

6.0%

.0%

17.1%

.0%

.0%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

.0%

3.4%

.0%

.0%

2.6%

2. Table covers only Stanislaus County jobs. Approximately 10% of all jobs were outside Stanislaus County.

locations cannot be established. A GAIN or WTW customer may hold more than one job.

116

.4%

45

11.1%

.0%

11.1%

.0%

.0%

46.7%

2.2%

8.9%

11.1%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

8.9%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

PATTER- RIVERTURLO VALLEY WATER- WESTSON
BANK SALIDA CK
HOME
FORD
LEY

1. Excludes temporary agency positions, labor contractors, IHSS (In Home Social Services), building maintenance and cleaning services, gardening services, and situations where city and job

103

.0%

13

.0%

1.9%

.0% 14.6%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0% 53.8%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

100%

.0% 38.5% 41.7%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

GRAY- HICK- HUGHKNIGHTS
SON MAN SON KEYES FERRY

Data Source: Stanislaus County Community Service Agency, GEMS File

Place of Residence
CERES
CROWSLANDING
DENAIR
EMPIRE
GRAYSON
HICKMAN
HUGHSON
KEYES
KNIGHTS FERRY
LA GRANGE
MODESTO
NEWMAN
OAKDALE
PATTERSON
RIVERBANK
SALIDA
TURLOCK
WATERFORD
WESTLEY
Total Jobs
% of Jobs

Location of Job

Table A2
Share of Stanislaus County Jobs by Place of Work: 1994 to August 2001

100%

10,576

.3%

2.3%

12.7%

.9%

2.1%

2.5%

4.2%

1.1%

59.8%

.0%

.0%

1.4%

1.3%

.2%

.1%

1.7%

.6%

.2%

8.7%

% Of Res
Emp.

.0% 11.7%

.0%

.0% 11.8%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.1%

.1%

.1%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

3.4%

.0%

.4%

.0%

.0%

.1%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.1%

1.7%

5.6%

5.9%

8.4%

4.9%

.0%

2.7%

5.5%

4.9%

4.3%

3.0%

4.6%

7.1%

1.7%

1.6%

2.2%

2.3%

2.3%

2.9%

2.1%

4.3%

9.4%

5.4%

.6%

.5%

.0%

.9%

.4%

1.0%

.0%

.5%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.2%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.3%

.1%

.0%

2.1%

3.8%

.0%

.0%

.1%

4.3%

19.6%

13.0%

.4%

.0%

.4%

.0%

.3%

.0%

.5%

.0%

.2%

.9%

.2%

.9%

.0%

.4%

.5%

.6%

.1%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

5.6%

1.7%

.0%

.5%

5.9%

1.1%

1.7%

.0%

1.9%

.1%

.0%

3.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.2%

.1%

.0%

.0%

1.0%

.0%

.9%

.9%

1.2%

1.1%

.5%

.4%

.2%

.0%

1.2%

1.8%

.0%

.5%

.5%

.9%

.7%

.0%

2.1%

.8% 11.5%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.1%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.1%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.1%

.1%

.0%

4.9%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%
5.0%

4.3%

8.3% 11.7%

8.7%

7.6% 11.5%

.0% 11.8%

100%

.0%

7.2% 15.1%

.0%

9.0%

8.2%

7.8%

7.4%

6.3%

6.6%

5.2%

5.1% 10.2%

7.5%

4.3%

2.6%

6.4%

8.5%

6.3%

6.3% 18.8%

5.2%

3.4%

4.2%

.0% 21.5% 10.1% 13.9%

.0% 12.5%

.4% 13.3%

.0% 13.6%

.1%

9.7%

6.3%
8.0%

7.4%

5.1%

3.4%

3.6%

1.7%

9.0%

6.4%

4.7%

3.3%

7.5%

2.0%

.0%

5.2%

1.3%

1.7%

.0%

3.3%

4.1%

1.1%

.9%

1.6%

2.8%

1.7%

1.5%

2.2%

1.8%

1.6%

.0%

1.4%

3.1%

5.9%

5.1%

1.7%

.0%

2.3%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.3%

.2%

.0%

.3%

.0%

.0%

1.5%

5.2%

6.3%

1.3%

1.3%

2.7%

1.1%

1.4%

1.9%

2.5%

6.2%

1.7%

1.7%

1.6%

8.3%

1.1%

.9%

2.3%

1.0%

1.8%

.0%

.7%

2.3%

.6%
2.6%

.8%

.0%

4.3%

.0%

.0% 10.7%

.9%

.6%

.0%

.0% 16.7%
.0%

.0%

7.8%

1.9%

.9%

.3%

.3%

.0%

.7%

.3%

.0%

.0%

.8%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.7%

9.8%

.9%

2.3%

4.6%

2.8%

3.9%

2.1%

2.7%

2.3%

.0%

1.4%

1.5%

.0%

4.5%

1.7%

.0%

2.5%

1.8%

6.3%

.4%

.4%

1.3%

.0%

3.2%

3.1%

4.7%

.9%

1.1%

4.9%

5.9%

6.8%

.5%

.4%

.7%

.0%

.7%

.9%

2.5%

.4%

.9%

.8%

1.1%

.0%

.0%

.5%

.7%

.5%

2.6%

.4%

.9%

.8%

.4%

.6%

.5%

.8%

.0%

2.1%

3.8%

.9%

.0%

9.9%

6.3%

5.6%

2.3%

.0%

where city and job locations cannot be established. Also excludes Modesto P.O. boxes in 95352 and 95353 ZIP Codes. A GAIN or WTW customer may hold more than one job.

2. Table covers only Stanislaus County jobs. Approximately 10% of all jobs were outside Stanislaus County.

.0%

.5%

1.1%

.5%

1.1%

1.8%

.0%

.0%

.9%

.0%

.4%

.9%

.1%

.4%

.0%

2.8%

3.1%

.0%

.4%

.4%

.0%

.0%

9.3%

.2%

4.3%

.2%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.2%

.1%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

1.2%

32

233

235

1,087

88

215

268

439

116

566

109

361

797

864

1,812

1,534

1

143

131

17

177

60

23

883

Total

117

.5% 10,191

.0% 15.6%

.4% 26.2%

.4% 36.6% 18.3%
.4%

2.3%

.0%

.0%

.3%

.0% 23.5%

.0%

5.0%

.0%

1.5%

.0% 50.5% 11.5%

3.4%

3.3%

5.2%

1.1%

9.5%

4.2%

4.6%

1.1%

2.4%

2.5%

3.8%

2.9%

.0%

1.4% 16.8%

.0% 16.0%

.0%

.6%

.0% 38.3%

.0% 21.7%

.8%

1.1% 18.2%

1.4% 26.0%

1.1% 40.3%

.0% 53.1%
3.4%

1.0%

.0% 17.4%

1.7%

.0% 11.8%

.0%

.0%

8.7%

5.2% 40.5%

9.4%

.9%

3.6%

4.9%

6.4%

8.0%

4.8%

.0%

4.2%

2.3%

.0%

2.8%

3.3%

.0%

7.9%

1. Excludes temporary agency positions, labor contractors, IHSS (In Home Social Services), building maintenance and cleaning services, gardening services, and situations

7.4%

3.1% 12.5%

3.9%

3.4%

2.1%

8.0% 14.8%

6.5%

2.6%

4.3%

3.4%

8.5%

4.6%

8.9% 15.5%

6.4% 20.2% 15.6%

8.6% 14.4%

.0% 26.1% 12.5% 10.2%

.0% 15.8%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

7.0%

1.5%

.0%

5.6%

5.0%

8.7%

5.7%

8.5% 10.8%

.0%

4.2%

3.1%

5.9%

7.9%

1.7%

.0%

7.0%

8.9% 12.9% 17.9% 10.8%

.0% 21.9% 12.5% 17.1%

.0% 21.1%

.0% 35.7%

.0% 29.1%

.0% 24.3% 12.0% 21.6%

.0% 22.5% 18.3% 18.2%

.1% 38.1%

.0%

.0% 11.9% 13.3% 18.9%

.0% 17.6%

.0% 11.8%

.0% 16.9% 10.2% 18.6%

.0%

.0% 13.0%

.1% 15.2% 13.5% 13.0%

95307 95313 95316 95319 95323 95326 95328 95329 95350 95351 95354 95355 95356 95357 95358 95360 95361 95363 95367 95368 95380 95382 95386 95387

Data Source: Stanislaus County Community Service Agency, GEMS File

Res ZIP
95307
95313
95316
95319
95323
95326
95328
95329
95350
95351
95354
95355
95356
95357
95358
95360
95361
95363
95367
95368
95380
95382
95386
95387
Total Jobs

ZIP Code of Work
Modesto

Table A3
Share of Stanislaus County Jobs by ZIP Code of Residence for GAIN and WTW Customers : 1994-August 2001

100%

.3%

2.3%

2.3%

10.7%

.9%

2.1%

2.6%

4.3%

1.1%

5.6%

1.1%

3.5%

7.8%

8.5%

17.8%

15.1%

.0%

1.4%

1.3%

.2%

1.7%

.6%

.2%

8.7%

% of Total
Emp.

.0%

.0% 10.9%

.0%

.0%

9.1%

.2%

2.0%

1.3%

.0%

7.6%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

9.1%

.0%

.0%

7.2%

.4% 36.4%

.0%

.9%

1.3%

1.1%

.9%

.4%

.0%

2.2%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

100%

11

1.8%

.5%

100%

552

46

100%

.0%

4.3%

2.2%

9.1% 23.9%

.9%

5.8%

2.2%

.0%

2.0%

.0%

.0%

6.2%

.0%

9.1%

9.1% 13.0%

4.3%

.0%

6.5%

4.3%

7.6%

18.1%

.0%

1.8%

.0%

.0% 15.2%

.2%

.0%

9.1%

.5%

9.1% 10.9%

95326

7.7%

.0%

.0%

7.7%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

42

100%

.0%
13

100%

.0%

.0%

1.0%

1.0%

1.0%

1.0%

.0%

6.8%

1.9%

.0%

3.9%

3.9%

103

100%

.0%

1.9%

1.9%

11

100%

.0%

.0%

.0%

9.1%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

9.1%

9.7% 18.2%

.0%

.0% 12.6%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

2.4% 53.8%

.0%

7.1%

.0%

2.4%

.0%

2.4%

2.4%

2.4%

2.4%

.0%

7.1%

9.5%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

95328

2.9% 63.6%

14.6%

1.0%

1.9%

1.0%

.0%

.0% 16.5%

95323

23.8% 30.8% 15.5%

2.4%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

23.8%

2.4%

.0%

9.5%

95316 95319

95313

95307

31.3%

.0%

4

100%

.0%

25.0%

.0%

25.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

1.9%

1.1%

.1%

2.3%

.5%

.1%

.0%

.8%

.5%

.1%

1.9%

.1%

.0%

8.3%

.0%

1.3%

.3%

.0%

1.3%

.4%

.3%

6.6%

95355 95356

95358

.0%

1.0%

2.0%

.5%

4.5%

.5%

.0%

.0%

1.1%

.6%

.0%

.9%

.4%

.0%

9.9% 13.2%

95357

5.9%

2,196

100%

.2%

1.4%

1.5%

3.6%

1.0%

1.5%

1.1%

1.6%

.4%

5.6%

1.0%

1,032

100%

.2%

1.2%

.8%

4.5%

1.1%

1.1%

1.9%

1.8%

.3%

6.9%

.7%

3.0%

6.9%

1,416

100%

.4%

1.1%

1.4%

4.9%

.6%

1.6%

1.2%

2.0%

.4%

6.9%

1.6%

3.7%

750

100%

.1%

1.2%

1.1%

3.1%

.9%

1.9%

.9%

2.5%

.5%

6.4%

2.3%

4.3%

760

100%

.5%

2.0%

1.4%

4.7%

1.7%

1.4%

1.2%

2.1%

.3%

6.7%

.7%

7.4%

7.3% 19.1% 11.3%

9.1%

202

100%

.0%

5.9%

1.5%

9.4%

.0%

3.5%

5.4%

2.5%

.5%

4.5%

1.5%

3.0%

5.9%

.0%

.0%

.0%

2.6%

2.6%

.0%

5.2%

.0%

.0%

2.6%

.0%

.0%

.0%

2.6%

.0%

.0%

529

100%

.4%

.6%

.6%

5.5%

.2%

.6%

77

100%

.0%

.0%

2.6%

9.1%

.0%

.0%

.9% 11.7%

2.1%

441

100%

.0%

5.7%

1.4%

1.6%

.0%

8.2%

.7%

52.8%

.5%

2.0%

2.0%

.9%

1.6%

4.5%

4.3%

6.3%

.0%

.2%

.7%

.5%

2.5%

.2%

.0%

3.4%

95360 95361

1.1% 61.0%

10.0%

.2%

2.5%

7.4%

9.4% 10.4%

32.2% 23.3% 15.3% 17.6% 16.3% 27.4%

9.6% 10.1% 13.2% 11.2%

.0% 10.6%

.0%

.0%

1.8%

1.0%

.0%

1.7%

.5%

.2%

8.1%

95354

26.6% 10.8% 16.4% 17.5% 21.7% 12.4% 14.0%

.0%

.8%

1.0%

.1%

1.4%

.1%

.1%

.0% 18.6%

25.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

95351

6.1% 11.5%

95329 95350
25.0%

.0%

.6%

.6%

.0%

2.5%

.3%

.0%

6.8%

95367

.0%

2.2%

.0%

.0%

1.1%

.0%

.0%

7.8%

95368

185

100%

1.1%

.5%

.5%

7.6%

.0%

1.6%

58.4%

3.3%

8.9%

.3%

4.0%

1.5%

.6%

1.1%

1.1%

325

100%

.3%

3.4%

.6%

3.7%

90

100%

.0%

1.1%

1.1%

.0%

.3% 17.8%

17.2%

3.3%

.0%

4.4%

1.1%

3.1% 10.0%

9.5%

5.5%

.0% 13.2%

4.9%

5.9%

.5%

.5%

1.1%

.0%

7.0% 15.1% 16.7%

2.7% 10.8% 18.9%

.0%

.0%

.5%

.0%

.0%

.0%

2.2%

4.9%

95363

.0%

.4%

.8%

.8%

1.3%

.8%

.4%

1.3%

1.3%

2.1%

3.8%

5.5%

.0%

1.3%

2.1%

.0%

.0%

1.3%

.0%

5.5%

1,005

100%

.2%

1.3%

8.6%

237

100%

.0%

.4%

18.1%

54.6% 52.7%

.3%

.7%

1.4%

.5%

1.1%

2.4%

.5%

.4%

1.9%

2.2%

6.8%

4.4%

.0%

2.4%

2.1%

.1%

1.2%

2.3%

.5%

4.3%

95380 95382

5.4%
.1%
.5%
.4%
.1% 1.0%
.1%
.0% 21.5% 10.1% 13.9% 7.4% 7.5% 2.0% 5.2%
.8% 4.3% 1.8% 3.2%
.9% 9.9% 2.3%
Data Source: Stanislaus County Community Service Agency, GEMS File
1. Excludes temporary agency positions, labor contractors, IHSS (In Home Social Services), building maintenance and cleaning services, gardening services, and situations
where city and job locations cannot be established. Also excludes Modesto P.O. boxes in 95352 and 95353 ZIP Codes. A GAIN or W TW customer may hold more than one job.
2. Table covers only Stanislaus County jobs. Approximately 10% of all jobs were outside Stanislaus County.

Res. ZIP
95307
95313
95316
95319
95323
95326
95328
95329
95350
95351
95354
95355
95356
95357
95358
95360
95361
95363
95367
95368
95380
95382
95386
95387
Total
Total Jobs
% of Jobs

Modesto

ZIP Code of Work

Table A4
Share of Stanislaus County Jobs by ZIP Code of Work: 1994 to August 2001

2.2%

.0%

.0%

.0%

4.3%

4.3%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

.0%

2.2%

.0%

2.2%

8.7%

.0%

.0%

.5%

46

100%

118

1.2%

118

100%

.0% 10.9%

51.7%

.0%

4.2%

.8%

.8%

2.5% 54.3%

6.8%

.0% 10.9%

.0%

.8%

.0%

2.5%

6.8%

1.7%

5.1%

.0%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

3.4%

.0%

.0%

2.5%

95386

100%

10,191

100%

.3%

2.3%

2.3%

10.7%

.9%

2.1%

2.6%

4.3%

1.1%

5.6%

1.1%

3.5%

7.8%

8.5%

17.8%

15.1%

.0%

1.4%

1.3%

.2%

1.7%

.6%

.2%

8.7%

% of
Total
95387 Emp.

Stanislaus County Mobility Services

Appendix B
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Ceres Dial-a-Ride
Contact:
Kay Dunkel
538-5789
Operations contact:
Carol Cordero or Rosa Garcia, Storer
Transportation, 527-3206
www.ci.ceres.ca.us
Door-to-door dial-a-ride service
Transfers to StaRT and MAX

Service will be expanded in
Modesto with two vans
purchased with Tobacco
Settlement funds

Also have 14 volunteers
(retirees) who transport seniors
in private vehicles; eight of 14
exclusively serve the Patterson
area; others serve Modesto

Agency operates one 6passenger van throughout the
county.

Contact:
Patricia Perea

400 12th Street
Modesto 95354
529-3784, 529-3793

Transport seniors (60 and over)
to medical appointments and
grocery shopping

Type(s) of service

Catholic Charities
Homemaker & Transportation
Programs

Agency

Monday –
Sunday

Monday –
Friday

Days of
service

Sunday
8am – 4pm

Sat
10am – 6pm

M-F
6am – 8pm

9am – 5pm,
(last pick up at
2:30pm)

Hours of
service

Matrix of Local Transportation Services

Yes

Lift
or
ramp
No

Fare 75¢
Transfers to MAX
and StaRT 25¢
Up to two children 7
years of age and
younger ride free
when accompanied
by passenger 16
years and older

Request donation of
$3 roundtrip in
Modesto; more in
outlying areas

Payment

Call at least 30
minutes before
desired pick up time
(527-4991)
Can call up to two
weeks in advance;
regularly scheduled
times can be
arranged

Recommend
reservations one
week in advance.

Call for each ride

How to access/
Comments

Contact: Fred Hawkins
Phone: 883-2844
ext. 8

Hughson Ambulance & Wheelchair Co

Contact:
Claudia Miller
1424 Stonum
Modesto, 95351
538-4000

Howard Training Center (ARC of
Stanislaus County)

Agency

Also, provider for Health
Services Agency Healthy
Families Pilot; see below

Service restricted to those who
are unable to travel without
support (for example,
wheelchair bound), often to
specialty medical services such
as dialysis, chemotherapy, and
telemed services at Hughson
Health Services Agency Clinic

Uses two 17 passenger and one
10 passenger mini- buses + 12
mini vans. ARC employs three
drivers.
“Supervised medical
transportation” via van

Transports between 30-40
clients with developmental
disabilities to worksites and
Modesto Transportation Center,
using four "shifts" based on the
hours and days of employment.

Type(s) of service

Service
available
7 days per
week,
but peak
during
medical
service
hours

Mon - Fri

Days of
service

Available 24
hours/day many early
morning trips
for dialysis
patients

Many start
work by 6 a.m.;
others are
working a late
shift.

4:30 a.m. to
9:00 p.m.

Hours of
service

Yes

Lift
or
ramp
Yes

“Helping Hands”
program charges $25
enrollment
and $15 per transport

Medicare doesn’t
currently reimburse

Many customers
have Medi-Cal,
which reimburses
$14/trip.

Participants
served by Valley
Mountain Regional
Center.

Payment
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Note: Service is
limited to Stanislaus
County; unable to
meet full demand on
Westside. No other
providers of similar
service are available
any longer in
Stanislaus and
Merced Counties

Scheduled in
advance, usually
three days in
advance unless
“regular”

Referral by Valley
Mountain Regional
Center.

How to access/
Comments

www.modestoareaexpress.com

Contact:
Fred Cavanah
577-5293

MAX –
Modesto Area Express

Agency

4:45 am – 6pm
8am – 7pm

6pm-11pm
8am –6pm

Saturday

Mon- Fri
Sunday

ADA certified, disabled and
elderly only (priority to ADA
certified riders)
Above plus general public

Varies by route

Hours of
service

Mon-Fri

Mon –Sun

Days of
service

Dial-a-Ride

Fixed route

Type(s) of service

Yes

Lift
or
ramp
Yes

Fare $1.70
10 ticket book $12.65
Children under 5 free
with parent/guardian

Regular fare 85¢
All-day pass $2.10
Seniors (age 65 &
older)/Disabled 40¢
Student 65¢
Monthly passes
available
Children under 5 free
with parent/guardian
Transfers to StART,
Ceres Dial-a-Ride,
and ROTA 25¢

Payment
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Dial-a-ride by
reservation
ADA certified
persons must call
before 5pm the day
prior to use; may
call up to 14 days in
advance; same day
calls at least 2 hours
in advance of
desired pick-up
time- will be taken
on a space-available
basis
Non ADA/Public:
Call at least 2 hrs
before ride; may
reserve 1 week in
advance
shopping bags limits

Catch fixed routes at
stops

How to access/
Comments

Patterson Dial-a-Ride
Operated by Stanislaus County Public
Works Transit Division (StaRT)
Contact: Brad Christian
525-6552

Agency

Mon - Sat

Mon - Fri

BART Express make round
trips to Dublin BART station;
reverse commute available

Dial-a-Ride service in the
Patterson area

Mon - Fri

Days of
service

Modesto ACE Express makes
three trips daily to the
Manteca/Lathrop ACE station

Type(s) of service

12pm to 1pm
Out of Service

7 am – 6pm

Arrives
7:55am,8:40am
6:45pm,7:30pm

Departs
5:20am,6:00am
4:00pm,4:45pm

Arrives
6:45pm
7:58pm
9:23pm

Departs
4:05am,
5:15am,
6:20 am

Hours of
service

Yes

Lift
or
ramp

50¢

Fares are $10 per
round trip, $8 oneway and $98 for
monthly pass

One way fare $1.00

Payment
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All buses leave from
Vintage Faire Ride
Lot; Afternoon
buses start at
Transportation
Center;
Morning buses
arrive at
Transportation
Center
For information call
837-0102

For daily use,
purchase on bus

Tickets may be
purchased on bus or
at train station

How to access/
Comments

Stanislaus County Department of Aging

Contact:
Mike Winther, Director
Carolyn McFarlane, Office Support
(provided information for inventory)

Society for Handicapped Children and
Adults of Stanislaus County
2047 Tully Road
Modesto 95354
524-3536
fax 524-1205

www.riverbank.org/cityservices/rota.html

Contact:
Linda Abott-Cummings
869-7128

ROTA Dial-a-Ride
(Riverbank-Oakdale Transit Agency)

Agency

About 130 volunteers for 260
clients. Not always able to
meet requests and get many
requests from non-eligible
persons including employment
related needs
Many requests for services
linked to (limitations of Dial-aRide system (unclear if recent
expansions in service are wellknown or what impact might be
Nonemergency medical

Volunteers provide rides in
own vehicles to medical
appointments and for grocery
shopping for disabled
individuals

Curb-to-curb general service
(that is, open to all) within
Riverbank and Oakdale, and
between Riverbank/Oakdale
and Modesto

Type(s) of service

Monday -

Leaves

Agency open
M-F, 9 am to 1
pm

8 am –5:30 pm

Saturday

Mon-Sun
depending
upon
client
needs and
volunteers

6 am – 7 pm

Hours of
service

Mon -Fri

Days of
service

Yes

NA

Lift
or
ramp
Yes

$10 roundtrip ($5

Agency raises all
funding locally and
reimburses
volunteers for gas
and mileage if they
wish.

Children Under 5
Free
Ticket Books
Available
No charge to client

Regular Fares
Base Fare -$1.00
Zone Charge: to
Modesto/Orange
Blossom +$2.00
Transfers to
StaRT/MAX 25¢
Disabled Fares
Local Base Fare
75¢Transfers to
StaRT/MAX 50¢

Payment
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Services available

Each ride arranged
on an individual
basis

Buy reservation at
least two hours in
advance; can be
made up to seven
days prior to ride

How to access/
Comments

Contact:
Mary Ann Lee
558-7249
(scheduling - Gloria Rios 558-7116)

Healthy Families Health Insurance
Program

Stanislaus County Health Services
Agency

Contact: Margie Palomino
558-8150
Also, Carolyn Hebenstreich re: Veteran’s
Administration services
558-7380

Medivan
Administered and funded by Stanislaus
County Public Works Transit Division
(StaRT)

and Veteran’s Services

Agency

Door to door transportation for
eight Stanislaus County Health
Services Agency primary care
clinics (service not available for
Urgent Care clinics)

Hughson Ambulance transports
those who need wheelchair
service

Medical transportation pilot
project in collaboration with
Hughson Ambulance and
Wheelchair

transportation via 16 passenger
van) to centers in the San
Francisco Bay Area; see StaRT
website for specifics

Type(s) of service

Monday Friday

Thursday

Days of
service

8am –5 pm

Modesto
Transp. Center
at 6:30am and
returns between
5pm – 6pm

Hours of
service

Yes

Lift
or
ramp

Note: This is a oneyear grant funded
State Medical Risk
Management
Insurance Board
(MRMIB) Rural
Demonstration
(pilot) project.
Project is intended
only to fill gaps in
existing
transportation
services so most
appointments are
arranged by Health
Services staff on a
case-by-case basis.

Transportation
vendors paid on a
per ride and mileage
basis
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By appointment

by appointment 1888-558-7383 or
558-7383; telephone
hours 8am – noon
and 1pm – 4pm

How to access/
Comments

No charge.

Tickets purchased at
the Department
office, 822 12th
Street, Modesto

one-way)

Payment

See website for detailed
information about the County
fixed route and runabout
systems

StaRT

www.SRT.org

Administered and funded by Stanislaus
County Public Works Transit Division
Contact:
Brad Christian
525-6652

Contact:
Nancy Fisher
558-7428

StaRT operates four fixed
routes services and four
runabout programs. Also
Patterson Dial-a-Ride and the
Medivan services.

Public Health Nurses provide
Medi-Cal clients with bus
vouchers if needed to assure
transportation to medical visits

Community Health Services

Contact:
Darlene Weisman
CCS Administrator
558-7509

Reimburse families with CCS
eligible child for transportation
expenses related to medical
appointments if other resources
not available

Type(s) of service

California Children’s Services (CCS)

Agency

All fixed
route with
exception
of the
Westside
Runabout
(mixed
fixed &
dial-a
ride) are
Mon - Fri

N/A

N/A

Days of
service

One Modesto/
Turlock bus
runs until 9 pm;
all other service
ends no later
than by 8 pm

Routes start
between 5:20
am and 6:00 am

N/A

N/A

Hours of
service

Yes

N/A

N/A

Lift
or
ramp

Transfers for all
other transit systems

Discounts are
available to seniors,
persons with
disabilities and
students

50¢ (DAR) and 75¢
cash fares per trip

N/A

Reimburse gas,
mileage, bus tickets,
etc.

Payment
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Reservations for
dial- a-ride and
runabout services
can be made by
phone Mon -Fri,
between 7 am - 6

Reservations
required for curb-tocurb dial-a-ride and
runabout services

N/A

N/A

Red Top Taxi (5244741) also a vendor

Blue Cross MediCal outreach staff
also makes referrals

How to access/
Comments

Agency

All but Eastside service open to
gen. public; Eastside serves
seniors & persons with
disabilities. See specific
services for more information

Runabout (combining fixed
route with curb-to-curb like
dial-a-ride) service for:
Turlock/Modesto,
Waterford/Modesto, Eastside
(Modesto/Oakdale/Riverbank),
and Westside (Modesto to
Gustine) Also serves Newman,
Crows Landing, Patterson,
Westley, Grayson and Turlock

Fixed routes: Mod/ Turlock,
(Routes 10 & 15)
Modesto/Riverbank/Oakdale,
the Westside Stage (Modesto to
Gustine, also serving Westley,
Grayson & Crows Landing)

StaRT operates four fixed
routes services and four
runabout programs. Also
Patterson Dial-a-Ride and the
Medivan services.

See website for detailed
information about County fixed
route and runabout systems

Type(s) of service
only.

Days of
service

Hours of
service

Lift
or
ramp

Transfers from
Runabout fixed stop
services are available
for 25¢

within County: 25¢
Personal care
attendants ride free
with disabled
customers.

Payment
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p.m.
General route info is
available by phone
6 a.m. - 11 p.m.
weekdays and
7 a.m. - 6 p.m. on
Saturdays.
Call 1-800-262-1516

How to access/
Comments

Waterford/Modesto
Runabout

Turlock/Modesto Runabout

Eastside Runabout

Agency

Three roundtrips daily also with
service to Hughson and Empire

General public

Four roundtrips daily with
service to Ceres and Keyes

General public

Three roundtrips between
Modesto and Oakdale with
service to Riverbank

Seniors and disabled only

Type(s) of service

Mon – Sat

Mon - Fri

Mon - Fri

Days of
service

7:25am-6:00pm

7 am –6:30 pm

7:45 am –
5 pm

Hours of
service

Yes

Yes

Lift
or
ramp
Yes

Fixed Route fares if
person gets on at
fixed stop. Curb-tocurb fares are $1.50
general cash fare and
$1.00 senior &
disability cash fare

Curb-to-curb fares
are $1.50 general
cash fare and $1.00
senior and person
with disability cash
fare

$1.00 cash fare

Payment
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Reservations made
at least 4 hours in
advance are taken on
an as-available basis
Limited # of
subscription rides
available
Same as above

A limited number of
subscription rides
are available
Curb-to-curb service
by reservation
scheduled up to 7
days in advance, 1800-262-1516

Reservations made
at least 4 hours are
taken on an asavailable basis

Curb-to-curb service
by reservation
scheduled up to 7
days in advance, 1800-262-1516

How to access/
Comments

http://ci.turlock.ca.us/data/muni/ttl.asp

Contact:
Roger Fall
668-5599

Turlock Transit Lines

Westside Runabout

Agency

Mon - Sat

Fixed service between Newman
and Turlock

DART (dial-a-ride)
DART service not available
within all areas served by
BLAST. Can make
connections to Modesto Stage
and MARTS bus to Delhi and
Hilmar.

BLST (fixed route); 3 bus lines

Mon-Fri
Sat

DART –
Mon - Fri

Mon-Fri
Sat

Saturday

Combined dial-a-ride and fixed
route service

Dial-a-ride service for Gustine,
Newman, Patterson, Crows
Landing, Wesley, and Grayson,

Mon – Sat

Days of
service

General public

Type(s) of service

Denair
9:00am-5:00pm
9:00am-5:00pm

Turlock
M-F 7am – 6
pm
Sat 9am – 5:30
pm

Dial-a-ride 6
am– 9am;
10:30 – 12:30
pm; and
2:30pm–4:15
pm
6:00am-6:00pm
9:00am-5:00pm

9 am –10:45pm
12:10pm2:15pm &
3:55pm – 6:00
pm

7 am – 6 pm

6 am – 6 pm

Hours of
service

Yes

Lift
or
ramp
Yes

Children 0-3 Free
Passengers 4-60
$1.70
Passengers 61+ years
$1.15
Disabled $1.15

Children 0-3 Free
4-60 yrs. 75¢
61+ yrs 35¢
Disabled 35¢

Fixed Route fares
apply if a person gets
on at a fixed stop.
Curb-to-curb fares
are $1.50 general
cash fare and $1.00
senior and person
with disability cash
fare

Payment
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Passengers are
limited to bringing
on three grocery
bags

With certain
exceptions (Denair),
service is limited to
seniors, those with
disabilities, and
elementary school
children during
school hours

DART scheduled in
advance

Reservations made
at least 4 hours are
taken on an asavailable basis

Curb-to-curb service
by reservation
scheduled up to 7
days in advance, 1800-262-1516

How to access/
Comments

Matt Erickson
874-4095

Waterford Dial-a-Ride

Agency Administration: John Buck and
Al Rollett

569-0373 ext. 15

Employment & Housing Director

Pam Rodirquez,

Contact

Turning Point Community Programs

Agency

Door-to-door service for
general population except
students. DAR doesn’t
transport any students to or
from school sites

Agency serves 300 County
mental health consumers with
employment, housing and other
services, some of which
provide van and/or auto
transportation for clients

Type(s) of service

Mon - Fri

Varies

Days of
service

9am – 3pm

Varies

Hours of
service

Yes

Lift
or
ramp
No

75¢

No

Payment
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For information or
to schedule a ride,
call 874-2873

Depending upon
program,
transportation
services are
provided by
"member staff". The
agency employment
program provides
training

How to access/
Comments

Promising Practice

Appendix C

Barrier Addressed/
Strategy Objective

Jurisdiction
Program Title
Sources

Comments

Uncoordinated
transportation service needs
in urban and rural areas.

Uncoordinated
transportation service needs
in urban and rural areas.
Collaboration between
transportation and
workforce development
agencies

Addressing fragmented
transportation services

Coordination

Coordination

Coordination

Coordination and Consolidation

Consolidated Transportation
Services Agency (CTSA)
Fresno County Economic
Opportunities Commission
http://www.fresnoeoc.org/transit
_systems.htm
www.ctaa.org/ct.mayjune96/fres
no
Consolidated Transportation
Services Agency (CTSA)
American Red Cross, San Diego
http://www.sdarc.org/transportat
ion/ctsa.asp
Partnership between Space Coast
Area Transit (Florida) and
Brevard Job Link
Link Line
http://www.ridescat.com/speciali
zedservices/index.html#Link%2
0Line
http://www.brevardjoblink.org/
Merced County Transit (The
Bus)
http://www.mercedrides.com/
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Merced County Transit (The Bus) was
established in 1996 through a Transit
Services Consolidation (Joint Powers)
Agreement between Merced County and the
six cities. The Bus is managed by the
Transportation Division of the Merced
County Department of Public Works. It
provides fixed route and demand response
services through the county.

The Fresno County Economic Opportunities
Commission is the designated CTSA. It
works with Fresno Area Express, the Fresno
County Rural Transit Agency, and social
service agencies and groups. It centralizes
support services such as maintenance,
operates timeshared vehicles, and manages
ridesharing.
American Red Cross is designated CTSA in
San Diego County. It coordinates social
service transportation by linking
transportation resources with special
transportation needs.
Assesses transportation needs of Work and
Gain Economic Self-Sufficiency (WAGES)
customers proposes options for improving
mobility.

Organizing for the Delivery of Coordinated, Collaborative, and Flexible Transportation Services

Strategy

Promising Practices: An Overview of Strategies

Addressing fragmented
transportation services

Maximizing public
accessibility and
encouraging public input

Maximizing public
accessibility and
encouraging public input

Proactive unmet transit needs process

Proactive unmet transit needs process

Barrier Addressed/
Strategy Objective

Coordination and Consolidation

Strategy

Four-county Sacramento Area
Council of Governments
(SACOG)
http://www.sacog.org/transit/un
met.htm

Butte County Association of
Governments (BCAG)
http://www.bcag.org/utn.htm

Jurisdiction
Program Title
Sources
San Joaquin Regional Transit
District
http://www.transitinfo.org/cgibin/redirect?http://www.sjsmart.com
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The San Joaquin Regional Transit District
relies on a fleet of 141 buses to provide
Stockton area fixed route transit,
intercommunity fixed route services,
countywide dial-a-ride transit for the
general public, ADA dial-a-ride, and
interregional service to Sacramento and the
Bay Area. The District is governed by a 5
member Board appointed by the Board of
Supervisors and Stockton City Council.
Workshops/public hearings held throughout
the county to both explain the unmet transit
needs process and secure input. The results
of these meetings, together with information
submitted via a written form, the telephone,
and e-mail, are evaluated by staff and then
presented to the Social Services
Transportation Advisory Council.
Social Service Transportation Advisory
Councils and at least one representative of
the SACOG Board of Directors oversee
nine to eleven public hearings in the four
county area. Other forms of public input are
encouraged as well. Following discussions
with both the Advisory Councils and transit
operators, staff prepares a set of
recommendations about unmet transit needs
which are reviewed by the Councils and
then submitted to the SACOG Board for its
consideration at a public hearing.

Comments

Promoting interagency
collaboration

Trip-chaining, childcare

Funding resources

Co-located child care facility and
transportation hub

Federal funding of transportation initiatives

Barrier Addressed/
Strategy Objective

Interagency Transportation Group

Strategy

Community Transportation
Association of America
http://www.ctaa.org/ntrc/atj/fedn
ews#Other%20Federal%20Agen
cies

http://www.vta.org/services/chil
d_care.html

Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Authority
San Jose, California
Tamien Child Care Center

Jurisdiction
Program Title
Sources
Metropolitan Transportation
Commission – SF Bay Area
Regional Transportation
Working Group
http://www.transitinfo.org/cgibin/redirect/mtc

Comprehensive listing of federal funding
resources available for work-related
transportation.

Parents who utilize the day care center are
eligible for transit discounts, free parking,
reduced cost childcare, emergency ride
service, and access to transit information.
Food, dry cleaning, diaper, and shoe
services are available.
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MTC oversees a staff working group
composed of transportation and human
service agencies in the nine counties served
by MTC. The group meets monthly to
review welfare-to-work planning
implementation efforts. Funding
opportunities are shared.
Based on contract with Valley
Transportation Authority (the transit
operator for Santa Clara County), Bright
Horizons Children's Centers, Inc. operates
childcare services at transportation hub.
Services include kindergarten classes during
the day, before and after school care, and
vacation care during school breaks. Special
programs are available to pre-school
children.

Comments

Applying transportation
resources to meet welfareto-work transportation needs

Need for childcare when
parents have appointments
at the Department of Human
Services.
Assure coordination of best
employment transportation
options for individuals

Local funding of transportation initiatives

Kids First - Drop In Day Care Center

Mobility manager

Funding resources

Barrier Addressed/
Strategy Objective

Federal funding of transportation initiatives

Strategy

Washington County Mobility
Management Program

Administration for Children and
Families (HHS); Federal Transit
Administration (DOT);
Employment and Training
Administration (DOL)
http://wtw.doleta.gov/documents
/tegltein/13-99att.htm
Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) – SF Bay
Area
Low Income Flexible
Transportation Program (LIFT)
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/projects/
welfare_to_work/lift.htm
Kern County Department of
Human Services
http://www.ncinternet.net/~kchs/
bp_daycare.html
Washington County
(Pennsylvania) Department of
Human Services

Jurisdiction
Program Title
Sources
Joint Guidance on the Use of
Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families, Job Access and
Reverse Commute, and
Welfare-to-Work Funds to
Provide Transportation Services
to Welfare Recipients

Day care is provided on-site. Serves up to
20 children, aged 2 to 10 years of age.

The MTC has set aside $5 million in
regional Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ)
funds for FY 2000-2002 to fund
competitive welfare-to-work transportation
projects.
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Joint guidance discusses ways states and
local governments can use funds from the
three programs, separately and together, for
public transportation and private vehicle
initiatives.

Comments

Assure coordination of best
employment transportation
options for individuals

Assure coordination of best
employment transportation
options for individuals

Mobility Manager (Coordination)

Barrier Addressed/
Strategy Objective

Mobility Manager (Coordination)

Strategy

Metropolitan Transportation
System – San Diego
Metropolitan Area

Jurisdiction
Program Title
Sources
Metropolitan Transportation
Commission – SF Bay Area
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Provides a variety of transportation support
services for transportation agencies in the
nine participating counties. These include
coordination and information dissemination.
Special program is devoted to welfare-towork, and includes interagency
transportation councils, resource guides, trip
planning, and programs involving
employers.
Oversees mobility and transportation
programs designed to facilitate the mobility
of the population in the San Diego
Metropolitan Area. Works closely with the
North County Transit District on a number
of programs.

Comments

Integrated information
resources typically not
available

Integrated information
resources typically not
available

Information about
transportation resources not
readily available
Customer employment
transportation needs
Assure information
available to clients
Escorts for mobility limited
population
Broadening amount of
information available to
those who assist welfare-towork customers

Countywide and regional information
about travel resources

Public transportation guide for the general
public

Training of social services staff

Volunteer escorts

Data base integration for transit routes,
jobs, day care and training

Training of social services staff

Jurisdiction
Program Title
Sources

DelawareworksWizard
Cooperative effort of Delaware
state agencies: Career
Directionshttp://www.oolmi.net/
Career_Directions.asp

Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC)- SF Bay
Area Welfare-to-Work
Transportation Resource Guide
shttp://www.transitinfo.org/cgibin/redirect/mtc
Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) – SF Bay
Area Getting There on Transit
Dover--Delaware Transit Corp.
(DART First State, DTC)
http://www.dartfirststate.com/
Connecticut Transit
(Hartford, New HavenStamford)
http://www.cttransit.com/
Space Coast Area Transit, FL;
Volunteers in Motion
http://www.ridescat.com/

San Joaquin Regional Transit
District Commute Connection
Transportation Providers
Handbook
http://www.sjcog.org/

Informing and Educating to Improve Mobility

Barrier Addressed/
Strategy Objective

Countywide and regional information
about travel resources

Strategy

Although this is an elderly escort program,
the escort concept can be applied to other
mobility challenged groups, including the
welfare-to-work population.
Interactive mapping website covering
employers, licensed child care facilities,
public transit, job training sites, and
schools.
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Resource handbook contains information
about transit, taxis, handicapped and senior
services, and schools/daycare in San
Joaquin County and surrounding areas.
Designed for CalWORKs and welfare-towork case managers.
These resource guides contain multi-modal
transportation options available. They are
designed for welfare-to-work agencies and
community organizations so they can assist
individuals who need help with
transportation.
This free pocket guide contains information
on all public transportation in the SF Bay
Area

Comments

Training of welfare-to-work
customers as van drivers
Training, employment, and
travel for children

Employment creation for
welfare to work customers
and other unemployed
individuals

Disseminate information
about new services to clients
and job developers
Improved planning to
coordinate job placements
& training with child care &
transit options

Training and employment of WtW
customers as van drivers

Training of truck and bus drivers

Public education via 800-number: jobs
hotline and web page

Integrated database of transit routes, jobs,
daycare, and training.

Barrier Addressed/
Strategy Objective

Volunteer Transportation

Strategy

Collaboration of the non-profit
with the CA Departments of SS,
Youth Authority, and Correction
along with the International
Brotherhood of Teamsters, and
Sacramento City Schools
District to address employment
needs and shortage of trained
Class A and B drivers.
www.foodlink.org
Connecticut Transit
(Hartford, New Haven
Stamford)
http://www.cttransit.com/
Dover, Delaware – Delaware
Transit Corporation
http://www.dartfirststate.com/

California Emergency Foodlink
Sacramento, CA
California Transportation
Training Institute

Jurisdiction
Program Title
Sources
Volunteer Center For Anne
Arundel County, Maryland
http://www.volunteerannearunde
l.org/volunteer.htm
Contra Costa County Social
Service Department

Used by job develops, case and client
mobility managers

Addresses employment and transportation
needs simultaneously.
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Training drivers provides opportunities and
helps assure that transportation services can
be expanded as needed. A shortage of
qualified drivers is an identified need of
transportation providers in Stanislaus
County.

Recipient of Governor's Welfare-to-Work
(WtW) 15 Percent Grant program. WtW
customers to become operators of a shuttle
service for children. Also part of the project
are vouchers for childcare transportation
and a countywide information effort that
links individuals and jobs.
The California Transportation Training
Institute, trains low-income individuals and
parolees to operate commercial trucks and
buses.

Serves as the volunteer broker in Anne
Arundel County, Maryland.

Comments

Limit waiting time at bus
stop

Planning public transit trips

Planning public transit trips

Need for trip and transit
information when traveling

Complicated, incomplete
public transit, non-English
speaking, non-driving
workers

Trip Planning

Trip Planning

Volunteers

Community Based Organizations (CBOs)
provide trip planning and support services

Barrier Addressed/
Strategy Objective

Bilingual public information about bus
stop arrivals

Strategy

http://www.california.com/~sacd
c/index.htm

Oakland, CA
Lower San Antonio
Transportation Support Project

Jurisdiction
Program Title
Sources
San Joaquin Regional Transit
District
SMARTTRAC
http://www.transitinfo.org/cgibin/redirect?http://www.sjsmart.com
Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) – SF Bay
Area
TakeTransitSM Trip Planner
http://www.transitinfo.org/cgibin/redirect/mtc
San Diego Metropolitan Transit
System (service for entire
county)
OTIS - Online Transit
Information System
http://www.sdcommute.com/ser
vice/otis_index.asp
San Diego Metropolitan Transit
System
MTS Ambassador Program
http://www.sdcommute.com/ser
vice/mts_ambassador.htm

Community based, individualized services
in multiple languages viewed as program
strengths

Following brief training period, volunteers
provide directions to those who inquire,
assist with trip planning services, and serve
as transit representatives at community
events. Those who volunteer six or more
hours per month receive a countywide
transit pass.
East Bay Asian Local Development
Corporation (EBALDC) convened CBOs,
faith based groups, and transit
organizations.
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Interactive website for planning trips in Bay
Area using public transit. Goal is to cover
all transit systems in nine-county Bay Area
by end of 2002. Could be used by case and
employment managers to assist with
customer trip planning.
Interactive website for planning trips in San
Diego County for using public
transportation. Could be used by case and
employment managers to assist with
customer trip planning. Also telephone line
available for trip planning.

Relies on a global positioning system to
track bus locations. Passengers call a local
or toll free telephone number to get
information in English or Spanish on when
a bus will reach a particular bus stop.

Comments

Barrier Addressed/
Strategy Objective

Jurisdiction
Program Title
Sources

Comments

Evening/night work shifts

Late night (off hour) travel
Travel during nontraditional transit service
hours
Increase efficient use of
private vehicles; minimize
consumer costs; not specific
to Welfare-to-Work
population
Match transit hours to work
schedules
Incentives to use public
transit

Expanded service hours

Expanded service hours

Expanded service hours

Ride-sharing

“Tripper service” twice daily to major
employment centers

Regional employment-related
transportation services

Suburban Mobility Authority
for Regional Transportation
(SMART), transit operator for
suburban Detroit

Manatee Co Florida Transit
http://www.co.manatee.fl.us/

Fresno Area Express
http://www.ci.fresno.ca.us/fax/
San Joaquin Regional Transit
District
http://www.transitinfo.org/cgibin/redirect?http://www.sjsmart.com
For example, see Commute
Connection, San Joaquin
Council of Governments
www.sjcog.org

http://www.getbus.org/newslette
r.html

Kern County Department of
Human Services and Golden
Empire Transit

Also, provide free passes to “choice” riders
and free transfers to encourage use of new
services
Get a Ride -free monthly SMARTCards to
newly-employed individuals; offers
employee shuttles

Commute Connection relies on Website to
connect commuters interested in car and
vanpools; frequently used for long distance
commuting
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The Kern County Department of Human
Services used CalWORKs Performance
Incentive funds to subsidize the delivery of
late night fixed route bus services by
Golden Empire Transit (GET) for a two
year trial period. Human Services worked
closely with the transit operator to identify
11 of 18 routes in which service would
extend beyond 11:00 p.m. on weekdays.
Ridership increased by a reported 25%, and
the transit district has agreed to assume
responsibility for late night service.
Majority of fixed routes end weekday
service between 10:00 p.m. and 11:35 p.m.
The Transit District (SJRTD) offers curb-tocurb countywide dial-a-ride service 24
hours per day, 7 days per week

Delivering Coordinated, Collaborative, and Flexible Transportation Services

Strategy

Match transit hours to work
schedules
Connect transit with
industrial areas where
employers committed to
hiring welfare-to-work
recipients
Limited and cost prohibitive
child care transportation
options for low income
parents

Work with employers to adjust route hours
to match shift times

Route extensions

Increase vanpool use while
assuring affordability for
lower wage workers
Mass transit inflexibility
and expense

Subsidized seats in vanpool

Van pools

Head Start/Child Care

Barrier Addressed/
Strategy Objective

Strategy

www.commute.org

The ALLIANCE (Peninsula
Traffic Congestion Relief – San
Mateo Co, CA.)

Connecticut Transit
(Hartford, New Haven
Stamford)

http://www.milwaukeeworkers.o
rg/trans/trans-child.asp

Milwaukee, WI
The Milwaukee Childcare
Transportation Project

Jurisdiction
Program Title
Sources
Jacksonville, Florida
Transportation Authority
http://www.jtaonthemove.com/in
dex.html
Miami-Dade Co, Florida
http://www.co.miamidade.fl.us/transit/

Website provide extensive information on
commute alternatives with links to various
programs such as employer sponsored
shuttles and carpools.

Joint Powers organization that establishes
and maintains vanpools. Conducts
groundwork for employers and provides
financial incentive program for employees
to try it.
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Child care transportation provided under
contract to county department of social
services largely employing small,
community based transportation providers,
many linked with existing child care
programs. Small providers had difficulty
with expanding roles as "transportation
providers" despite additional technical
assistance and program expanded to include
more "professional" transportation
organizations.

Comments

Need for services plus job
development

Spatial mismatch of jobs,
workers, limited transport,
child care near workers

Van Services

Barrier Addressed/
Strategy Objective

Non-profit van services

Strategy

San Diego (County) Workforce
Partnership Inc.:
American Red Cross
Coordinated Transportation
Services Agency for San Diego
County, and All Congregations
Together
(ACT)
http://www.sdarec.org/trans/Wt
W.htm

Jurisdiction
Program Title
Sources
Anne Arundel County, MD
AdVANtage I, II
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Faith community participation facilitated
partnership. Duplication of services and
shared liabilities were challenges of
partnerships. Non-profit, secular
organization was established as umbrella for
interested churches. Partnership with
Healthy Start program facilitated
collaboration with community.

Red Cross also trains van drivers as
employment strategy for this service and
shuttle vans. ACT provides job
training/retention services at transit hub.

Red Cross & ACT provide van services
from central hub 24/7 to three employment
centers in county. Some child care services
available at hub. ACT provides feeder
service with back-up curb to curb and
public feeder transit when churches using
vans.

Project guide available from YMCA of
Annapolis and Anne Arundel County

Van enterprises (18) operated by former
recipients with substantial support from
community college. Fiscal considerations
greatest challenge

Comments

Spatial mismatch of jobs,
workers, limited transport,
child care near workers

Need for transportation to
work at sites which may not
be served by transit

Vans to employment sites

Barrier Addressed/
Strategy Objective

Van Services

Strategy

Southeastern Community
College, North Carolina
Job Link Program
Ladder to Success
Transportation System

Jurisdiction
Program Title
Sources
San Diego (County) Workforce
Partnership Inc.:
American Red Cross
Coordinated Transportation
Services Agency for San Diego
County, and All Congregations
Together
(ACT)
http://www.sdarec.org/trans/Wt
W.htm
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An employment van service, including
transportation for child care, provided under
contract to the Job Link Career Center and
carefully coordinated with local employers.
Contracts out van service. Assists customers
in locating jobs. The Employability
Specialist & Transportation Coordinator
will identify riders who could travel
together to employment sites.route to that
business. Also subsidizes car pooling.

Faith community participation facilitated
partnership. Duplication of services and
shared liabilities were challenges of
partnerships. Non-profit, secular
organization was established as umbrella for
interested churches. Partnership with
Healthy Start program facilitated
collaboration with community.

Red Cross also trains van drivers as
employment strategy for this service and
shuttle vans. ACT provides job
training/retention services at transit hub.

Red Cross & ACT provide van services
from central hub 24/7 to three employment
centers in county. Some child care services
available at hub. ACT provides feeder
service with back-up curb to curb and
public feeder transit when churches using
vans.

Comments

Guaranteed or Emergency Ride Home
programs (GRH)

Encourage use of transit,
carpooling and vanpooling
to work knowing that
transportation is available in
the event of personal or
family emergency

Creates a more seamless
transportation system.
Reduces need for exact
change.
Reluctance to use transit for
work-related transportation

Smart Card Fare Payment System

Discounted transit pass for employees

To address needs of
passengers who transfer
between transportation
systems

Barrier Addressed/
Strategy Objective

Countywide travel pass

Strategy

Commute Connection
San Joaquin County
http://www.sjcog.org/
San Diego Metropolitan
Transportation Commission
http://www.ridelink.org/employe
r_services.html

http://www.goventura.org/grh.htm

Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Authority
http://www.vta.org/index.html
Ventura County Transportation
Commission

Jurisdiction
Program Title
Sources
San Diego Metropolitan Transit
System
Full Month and Half-Month
“Ready Pass”
http://www.sdcommute.com/ser
vice/fareinfo.htm
Metropolitan Transportation
Commission – SF Bay Area
http://www.transitinfo.org/cgibin/redirect/mtc
Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Authority
Eco Pass
http://www.vta.org/ecopass/ecop
ass_corp/index.html

Many other transit agencies have this
program.

Typically, taxis and rental cars are used for
the emergency transportation.

An annual residential Eco Pass is sold to
housing developments, including
townhouses, and neighborhood and
community associations.
Transit operators have slightly different
strategies for guaranteed or emergency ride
home programs. However, all involve preregistration in the program and use of
alternatives to the single passenger private
vehicle to travel to work.

TransLink® is an electronic regional fare
payment system based on smart card
technology. It can be used on all forms of
public transit in the Bay Area.
Employer purchases discounted transit
passes for all employees at a single rate.
The cost of the pass is a tax-deductible
employee benefit. Employees with Eco
Passes are eligible for the GRH.

Passes can be used on all buses and trolleys
in San Diego County. Fare upgrades
required for trains and community shuttle
service. Discounts available for youth,
college, and senior/disabled.

Comments
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Chautauqua County, New York
EARNA Car

Burlington, VT:
Good News Garage
www.goodnewsgarage.org

Private Vehicles

Private Vehicles

Jurisdiction
Program Title
Sources
Sacramento County
Wheels to Work
http://dhaweb.saccounty.net/whe
elstowork_factsheet.html

Ventura County (CA) Human
Services Agency in partnership
with “Many Motors”, a private
non-profit corporation, and
Ventura County Credit Union
Job Opportunity Transportation
Program (JTOP)

Unavailable and
inaccessible public
transportation; no other
transportation available; trip
chaining

Barrier Addressed/
Strategy Objective

Private Vehicles

Private Vehicles

Strategy
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Many Motors relies on car donations from
the public, reconditions the vehicles, and
then sells them to employed WtW
participants. The Human Services Agency
has a rigorous screening program.
Financing is through the Ventura County
Credit Union, which offers 3-5 year low
interest loans with no down payment.
Car purchase program for customers who
have maintained employment and
completed a series of classes. Uses donated
cars previously in the county fleet. State
provides insurance for the first year.
Lutheran Social Services program. Vehicle
donation and reconditioning; all low income
residents may participate. Cost to recipient
is repair of vehicle, registration, &
insurance. May use public assistance of
$400 towards these expenses. Program
includes training in auto mechanics.
Public-Nonprofit Partnership

Partnership between Sacramento County
Department of Human Assistance (DHA),
Department of General Services (DGS),
Catholic Social Services (CSS) and
Sacramento City Unified School District,
Charles A. Jones Skills and Business
Education Center (SBEC)

Sacramento County purchases vehicles
from the public fleet for employed welfareto-work participants who cannot use public
transportation or afford a car. Clearly
defined eligibility requirements.

Comments

Experimental programs in
Portland, Boston, and other
urban centers

Carsharing

Jurisdiction
Program Title
Sources
Champaign County, Illinois
Urban League
Transportation Resources of
Urbana Champaign (TRUC)
http://www.helpsource.org/trans
portation/mu0kzs7b.htm
Rochester, New York
Rochester JobLinks Jumpstart

Access to private vehicle
when needed

Barrier Addressed/
Strategy Objective

Private Vehicles

Private Vehicles

Strategy
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Program is operated by the Urban League (a
private, non-profit agency)
In partnership with a credit union and car
dealership, customers establish a "car club"
savings account. After one year, savings
are matched by a credit union loan.
Customer education about financial
management & car ownership provided.
Time-sharing arrangement for use of
vehicles. Involves payment of fee to
carsharing organization and reservation for
use of vehicle. For an assessment of
carsharing in the region, se Carsharing:
Increasing Rural Transportation Options
in the Great Central Valley (Higginbotham,
Great Valley Center)

Donated cars are sold or leased to
participants at a reduced cost ($20 to $50
per month). Those participating in the
program take courses in car maintenance
and credit management.

Comments

A Review of Best Practices
This review of the published literature considers the array of strategies used to address
transportation barriers faced by current and former welfare-to-work customers. A list of
the various program strategies investigated is attached. To the extent available,
information has been provided on: a) the objectives and elements of the program; b) the
state/county/city/group that developed the program; c) an assessment of the program (i.e.,
outcomes), including benefits, barriers/obstacles, and implementation issues; d) program
costs; and e) lessons learned.

In practice, many if not most communities have adopted a

combination of strategies, at times creating localized hybrids of conventional public
transportation services. Cost and evaluation data are limited, perhaps due to the newness
of programs and limited history of employment transportation programs.
A number of recent publications provide narratives of transportation services that have
been sustained, expanded, and/or perceived as effective by local and regional
transportation agencies. The most comprehensive publications include:

! Linking People to the Workplace (Jeskey, 2001) including four planning briefs Creating individual transportation plans
An Introduction to Community Transportation
The Link to Employment: Case workers as mobility managers.
Working in Partnership: Transportation as the Vital Link.
and
! Guidebook for Developing Welfare-to-Work Transportation Services (TCRP, 2000)
! Goldberg (2001) provides a comprehensive guide to the development of car ownership
programs. For developing medical transportation service, see the Medical
TransportationToolkit and Best Practices (CTAA, 2001) and for an overview of
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strategies, the 1999 Access-to-Work Best Practices Survey Summary Report, Parts 1, 2,
and 3 (APTA)11

! Another resource of interest is the AdVANtage Program guide: Wheels to Success and
AdVANtage: Van Service Micro-Enterprise Program, a “How-To” Guide for Planning
and Implementation. Available from the YWCA of Annapolis and Anne Arundel County
(1517 Ritchie Highway, Arnold, MD 21012), this manual describes the specifics of their
job training/employment transportation program.

! Job Access Planning: Challenges and Approaches (FTA/FHA, 2001) provides useful
information on employment transportation.

The attached bibliography also includes publications specific to childcare transportation
services. Depending upon local resources, coordination with childcare, medical, and
transportation services for the disabled can maximize services and funding streams.
Additionally, several welfare to work transit strategies were adapted from existing
employment transportation services for disabled workers.

When available, transportation or other agency web sites have been identified. Again,
while specific fiscal information and evaluation data are not typically provided on these
sites, some contain program and management information that could be useful to other
agencies interested in pursuing similar strategies. Web sites with route information and
trip planning supports are themselves a strategy employed by some communities. (For
example, see the San Francisco Bay Area Metropolitan Transportation Commission site
and the Massachusetts Access to Jobs Initiative description below.)

11

The report also contains notes about less successful efforts, such as difficulties in documenting
subsidized transit use by former welfare participants (Connecticut Transit, CN.) and an inability to hire
former recipients as transit workers (Livermore/Amador Valley Transit Authority, CA.).
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In the following section, several general recommendations, some program descriptions,
and a few cautions are discussed. Promising transportation programs are briefly
described; sources for cases studies and additional information are provided as well.
Key Themes and Recommendations
Few strategies have been subjected to cost benefit/cost-effectiveness analysis; the
perspectives of programs' customers are not well documented either. However, broad
recommendations based on experiences of various employment transportation initiatives
do appear to agree on several best practices. Among the various strategies, local planning
and coordination; specific services such as guaranteed rids home programs, and
programs to increase private automobile ownership are favored. Van pools, sometimes
linked with a commercial driver's training programs for welfare to work customers, have
also been replicated successfully.
The importance of careful assessment of needs, documenting of transportation resources,
and active, creative coordination among public and private transportation providers,
public and private service providers, and employers in developing comprehensive and
flexible programs is emphasized in all of the current literature. Local planning - to assess
needs, identify available resources and gaps, mobilized existing and potential partners,
and generate local solutions - is essential. Ideally, transportation plans should address the
need of all low-income workers, not only welfare to work customers; consider the needs
of families for transportation to and from child care as well as other family transportation
needs; look for opportunities to engage the non-profit, faith based and volunteer sectors;
and promote use of transportation systems by workers who may not share the financial or
practical need for mass transit services, but might be persuaded to use such resources.
The participation of employers in planning, implementation, and evaluation is paramount
to success. (For additional information on the general topic of linking employers to
welfare-to-work initiatives, see the Welfare Information Network Issues Notes, August
2001, Vol. 5 No. 11; and their web page on employer involvement at
http://www.welfare.info.org/meployinvolv.htm. Also, the Bridges to Work initiative
report Overcoming Roadblocks on the Way to Work).
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Linking People to the Workplace (Jeskey, 2001, Appendix 5-c) describes the
Massachusetts Access to Jobs Initiative (AtJ) as an exemplary model for state-wide and
regional strategic planning. Coordination of efforts across the state is emphasized and
five primary strategies are supported by “continuous evaluation”: 1) legislative leadership
and advocacy; 2) continuous planning and collaboration by public, private sectors; 3)
user-friendly customer service; 4) reduced bureaucracy through privatization; and 5)
efficient service delivery.

In addition to the transportation coordination system, the primary AtJ strategies include:
a statewide guaranteed ride home program for emergencies with a toll-free number and
network of participating taxi companies; extensive marketing and market analysis to
guide the development of new services; a subsidy program including bus/transit,
emergency demand response service, and one time $800 subsidy for private auto
purchase; and encouraging employers to subsidize passes, post route and schedule
information, and sell transit passes on site. AtJ also established a successful commercial
driver’s license (CDL) training program for public assistance recipients transitioning off
aid; the first class graduated ten of twelve students.

Access Centers, which house One-Stop, computerized trip planning, childcare and other
services were also established. One-year follow-up of 243 AtJ customers found that only
eight per cent had re-opened their assistance cases and that only one individual cited
transportation as an employment barrier. Their evaluation also indicates that: a)
Demand-response service was found to be financially prohibitive for former recipients
once subsidies ended; b) Sustainable transportation must be factored into job placement,
that is, jobs with access to public transportation must be given priority; and some
program elements are best centralized (data collection, policies and procedures; car repair
estimates) while others are best operated by the private sector (car ownership, one-time
subsidies, and the guaranteed ride home program).
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Future plans include advocating for tax credits that encourage donations of dependable
vehicles; the cultivation of more jobs on existing transit routes; workplace transportation
education programs; a Department of Corrections program in the women’s facility for
mechanics training and maintenance and repair of AtJ customer cars.
A strategy widely hailed as key to effective systems is the guaranteed ride home. Parents
in particular are reluctant to use any public or "mass" system such as van pools unless
they have an alternative should they need to return home early in the event of an ill child
or other emergency. Extensive, innovative marketing and outreach are also noted as
important aspects of transportation systems. One program (Missouri Bootheel
Transportation Outreach Program, see CTAA, October 1999) describes outreach as
"similar to a grassroots voter registration drive". Others note (Ong, et. al.) that
transportation needs may be the most challenging during the job search phase as job
seekers make often make multiple trips, typically into unfamiliar areas.
Additionally, at least in the Los Angeles study, recipients have a strong preference for
automobile ownership strategies despite the substantial expense of insurance. The case
for supporting private car ownership is found in a number of more recent papers.
Raphael and Stoll (2000) suggest that until benefit-cost analysis is completed to weigh
private automobile ownership vs. other strategies to alleviate spatial mismatch, "policy
tools may be thought of as complements rather substitutes, with the effects of one
initiative increasing the probability of success of alternatives" (p.33). Among the
criticisms of a public transit based system is the recommended practice of providing low
cost or free transit vouchers for a limited period of time. Instead, some argue that
because of the inherently regressive nature of transportation costs, subsidized
transportation should be reduced relative to increased earnings, not artificial timelines
(Waller & Hughes, 1999). The same authors raise concerns about the popular expansion
of paratransit alternatives. The State of New Mexico was identified as one state
providing comprehensive transportation aid.
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TCRP (2000) highlights fourteen exemplary programs in the definitive Guidebook for
Developing Welfare-to-Work Transportation Services. In addition to case studies, the
guide recommends service planning strategies, suggests potential partner agencies, an
assessment process, possible funding sources, and evaluation options for appraising
program performance as well as customer and societal benefits. The case studies are
presented according to whether the programs are offered by community partnerships (for
example, with non-profits or faith-based organizations) or public agencies. The
community partnerships include:
!
!
!
!

AdVANtage II, Baltimore, MD (vans driven by community college students)
Good News Garage, Burlington, Vermont (automobile donation)
Lower San Antonio Transportation Support Project, Oakland, CA (trip
planning and support services via CBOs)
San Diego Workforce Partnership, San Diego, CA (coordinated transportation
services)

Agency based programs include:
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

AC Transit Neighborhood Circulator, North Richmond, CA (night-time
connections between rail stations and residential community)
AdVANtage, Anne Arundel Co, Maryland (welfare recipients trained as van
drivers)
Contra Costa County Social Services Department, Martinez, CA (TANF
participants provide van service for child care)
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, San Francisco Bay Area, CA
(county-based planning and consumer guides)
Pinellas County Metropolitan Planning Organization, Clearwater, FL
(transportation "menu")
Santee-Wateree Regional Transportation Authority Flex Routes, Sumter,
South Carolina (work transportation coordination with social services agency)
State of New Jersey (comprehensive, county-based transportation planning
process)
State of South Carolina (interagency planning to support local programs)
Transit Authority of River City, Louisville, KT (one-stop center and late-night
subscription shuttle for second and third shift workers)
TransPac, Pleasant Hill, CA (regional agency providing incentives and
traveler information)

In the "lessons learned", the authors advise designing programs "for the long run" and
that also address the needs of other commuters. To measure success, the authors suggest
cost efficiency, service effectiveness (service "consumption"), and/or cost effectiveness
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for program performance; changes in customer travel times, transportation costs, and job
retention (among others) for establishing consumer benefits; and benefit-cost analyses to
establish societal benefits. Challenges faced by transportation agencies, including the
differing needs of various funders and partners, may explain the difficulties encountered
in finding program evaluations during this best practices review. The authors note the
importance of program evaluation data to securing sustainable funding for all efforts.
(See the report for a full case study on each program.) Guidance for evaluating the
impact of transportation services in addressed thoroughly in Chapter Eight.
The JobLinks II initiative offers the following guidance based on their experiences:
!

Use free rides to promote services, such as passes and vouchers for people
traveling to job interviews, and free ride periods (typically two weeks) for the
newly employed.

!

Coordination with child care - related transportation and on-going support are
essential to the success of transportation planning.

!

Volunteers to provide customer education, mentor new workers, etc. is a
component of many JobLinks programs. In Kansas City, Americorps volunteers
served as van drivers in the United Way Street to Work program.

The Bridges to Work experience ("reverse" commute) experience suggests some different
considerations. Note that it is an employment transportation initiative but not a welfareto-work program. Since two-thirds of the participants were not parents of children 5 or
younger, they found it didn’t work to combine child care and work transit. Still, the
guaranteed ride home program was essential to their success. Initially, they worked with
non-profits who were new to providing transportation services. Eventually, they shifted
to working exclusively with a larger, "professional" transport provider, use from
beginning. They suggest identifying a larger, more experienced company and "sticking
with them" in order to fine tune the program.
In addition to some favored ideas, other innovative strategies have been tried, but their
potential is uncertain. Higginbothom (2000) suggests that carsharing, a strategy akin to
short-term car rental, could be employed as "one element of an integrated transit
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system"(pg. 6). Typically operated by non-profit entities, carsharing appears to be most
appropriate for planned but episodic travel needs (for example, shopping and medical
appointments) rather than routine trips (daily travel to work). The author notes that this
strategy is untested in rural areas, but may hold promise with sufficient fiscal resources
and controls. Of the case studies presented, Short-Term Auto Rental (STAR, San
Francisco) served a population with characteristics (low, erratic incomes and credit
problems) more like the welfare-to-work population than other projects. The project
failed half way through a three year trial due to the aforementioned participant
characteristics, a high proportion of long- (rather than short-) term rentals, and poor
administration. Benefits of the approach include lower costs and less "hassle" to drivers.
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