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Abstract: During the spring and summer of 2020, cities across the world
responded to the global COVID-19 pandemic by converting roadway facili-
ties into openpedestrian spaces. ese conversions improved access to public
open space, but measuring the variation in that improvement among differ-
ent populations requires clear definitions of access and methods for measur-
ing it. In this study, we evaluate the change in a utility-based park accessibil-
ity measure resulting from street conversions in Alameda County, Califor-
nia. Our utility-based accessibility measure is constructed from a park activ-
ity location choice model we estimate using mobile device data — supplied
by StreetLight Data, Inc. — representing trips to parks in that county. e
estimated model reveals heterogeneity in inferred affinity for park attributes
among different sociodemographic groups. Wefind, for example, that neigh-
borhoods with more lower-income residents and those with more residents
of color show a greater preference for park proximity while neighborhoods
withhigher incomes and thosewithmorewhite residents showa greater pref-
erence for park size and amenities. We then apply this model to examine the
accessibility benefits resulting from COVID-19 street conversions to create
a set of small park-like open spaces; we find that this policy has improved eq-
uity in that marginalized communities including Black, Hispanic, and low-
income households receive a disproportionate share of the policy benefits,
relative to the population distribution.
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1 Introduction

Parks and other open spaces generate immense value for the public who are able to access them. e
City Parks Alliance (2019) categorizes the observed benefits of urban parks as encouraging active
lifestyles (Bancro et al. 2015), contributing to local economies, aiding in stormwater management
and flood mitigation, improving local air quality, increasing community engagement (Madzia et al.
2018), and enhancing public equity.
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For many, the value of public parks and open public spaces increased during the widespread lock-
downs enacted in 2020 to slow the transmission of COVID-19. With other entertainment venues
shuttered and people otherwise confined to their homes, periodic use of public space provided an
opportunity for physical and emotional relief unavailable in other forms. Paired with this increased
demand for public open space — and the with the epidemiological requirement to leave sufficient
space between other users — was the related collapse in demand for vehicular travel. As a result, cities
around the world began closing select streets to automobile travel, thereby opening them as pedestrian
plazas, open streets, or slow streets (Combs andPardo 2021;Glaser andKrizek 2021; Schlossberg et al.
2021). e effective result of this policy was to create a number of “parks” in urban areas thatmay have
had poor access previously. Understanding the equitable distribution of these benefits is an important
land use policy issue. e potential for non-emergency temporary or permanent street conversions
also brings up interesting problems for land use and transportation policy; indeed, the possibility for
transportation infrastructure to become a socially beneficial land use that goes beyond servingmobility
needs is a tantalizing proposition.

Unfortunately, quantifying the benefits derived from access to parks in general is a complicated
problem. Many previous attempts at quantifying access in terms of isochronal distances or open space
concentration have resulted in a frustrating lack of clarity on the relationship betweenmeasured access
and measures of physical and emotional health (Bancro et al. 2015). Central to this confusion is the
fact that people do not always use the nearest park, especially if it does not have qualities that they find
attractive. A better methodology would be to evaluate the park activity location choices of people in
a metropolitan area to identify which features of parks — distance, amenities, size, etc. — are valued
and which are less valued. e resulting activity location choice model would enable the evaluation of
utility benefits via the choice model logsum (de Jong et al. 2007; Handy and Niemeier 1997).

In this study, we seek to evaluate the socio-spatial distribution of benefits received by residents
of Alameda County, California resulting from the temporary conversion of streets to public open
spaces during the spring and summer of 2020. We estimate a park activity location choice model using
location-based services (LBS) data obtained through StreetLight Data, Inc., a commercial data aggre-
gator. e resultingmodel illuminates the degree to which simulated individuals living inU.S. Census
block groups of varying sociodemographic characteristics value thewalking distance between their res-
idence and parks, the size of the parks, and the amenities of parks including sport fields, playgrounds,
and walking trails in Alameda county. We then apply this model to examine the inferred monetary
benefit resulting from the street conversion policy, and its distribution among different sociodemo-
graphic groups.

e paper proceeds in the following manner: A discussion of prior attempts to evaluate park ac-
cessibility and preferences is given directly. A Methodology section presents our data gathering and
cleaning efforts, the econometric framework for the location choice model, and the approach taken
to apply the models to analyze open streets projects. A Results section presents the estimated choice
model coefficients alongside a discussion of their implications, including the implied benefits resulting
from the street conversions in Alameda County. Aer presenting limitations and associated avenues
for future research, a final Conclusions section outlines the contributions of this study for recreational
trip modeling and location choice modeling more generally.

2 Literature

Understanding the equity benefit distribution of park access requires us to consider multiple litera-
tures. First, we discuss theories of justice as they have been applied to transportation policy to intro-
duce our conceptualization of equity. Next, we consider the disparity in park utility perception among
different populations. We subsequently consider quantitative techniques to evaluate the access that in-
dividuals have to park facilities. Finally, we consider recent research documenting and analyzing street
conversions instigated by the COVID-19 pandemic.
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2.1 Equity and theories of justice

e pursuit of equity, as it pertains to distributions of costs and benefits, is necessary, though insuf-
ficient, to the pursuit of justice, which Fainstein (2010) argues should be a central pursuit of urban
policy and planning. Fainstein (2010) draws on theories of justice to propose that a just city is one
that is equitable, diverse, and democratic. Schweitzer and Valenzuela (2004) discuss the literature on
environmental justice and transportation in terms of cost- and benefits-based claims of injustice (both
of which relate to equity under Fainstein’s framework of the just city) and process-based claims (which
relate to democracy under Fainstein’s framework).

Taylor andTassiello Norton (2009) apply theories of justice to categorize equity-based arguments
in support of various transportation finance mechanisms. Pereira et al. (2017) similarly survey the
moral philosophy literature and apply it to transportation policy evaluation. Both papers emphasize
that claims of distributional (in)justice must specifywhat is being distributed in addition to what that
distribution should be be. Taylor and Tassiello Norton (2009) argue that the distributions of revenue
collection, expenditures, and benefits from use of transportation infrastructure must be considered
together. Pereira et al. (2017) apply Rawlsian egalitariansim (Rawls 2001) and capabilities approaches
(Nussbaum 2001; Sen 1999) to argue that the transportation policy should focus on the distribution
of accessibility, broadly defined as the ability to both access the transportation system and use it to
access destinations. ey join Martens (2012) in calling for further research to arrive at a operational
definition of accessibility that best aligns with a justice-theoretic approach.

In this study, we follow Pereira et al. (2017) in focusing on accessibility and adopt a utility-based
accessibilitymeasure, aswediscuss in the following sections. While our analysis does not rely on a strict
definition of an ideal distribution of accessibility, we start from a proposition rooted in both Marxian
ethics (Heller 1976) and liberation theology (John Paul II 1991) that an equitable distribution is one
that favors vulnerable and marginalized populations.

2.2 Sociodemographic variation in park utility

e idea that different racial, ethnic, or cultural groups have different recreational styles, and might
thus have different needs and preferences for parks and open space, has been thoroughly discussed in
the leisure studies literature. Husbands and Idahosa (1995) offer a detailed review of that research as
of the mid-1990s. In general, explanations for racial and ethnic differences in park use can be clas-
sified into two categories: cultural and lifestyle differences on the one hand, and discrimination and
marginalization on the other.

Byrne andWolch (2009) summarize literature in the former category, noting that Black park users
have been described as preferring more social, sports-oriented spaces, relative to white park users who
prefer secluded natural settings (Floyd and Shinew 1999; Gobster 2002; Ho et al. 2005; Hutchison
1987; Payne et al. 2002; Washburne 1978); Asian park users are described as valuing aesthetics over
recreational spaces (Gobster 2002; Ho et al. 2005; Payne et al. 2002); and Latino park users are said
to value group-oriented amenities like picnic tables and restrooms (Baas et al. 1993; Hutchison 1987;
Irwin et al. 1990).

In an observational and survey-based study of park users in LosAngeles, Loukaitou-Sideris (1995)
found a high-level of enthusiasm for park use among Hispanic residents. While she found, consistent
with prior research (Baas et al. 1993; Hutchison 1987; Irwin et al. 1990), that Hispanic park users
showed a preference for passive recreation, she found that to be the case for all other user groups as
well. She also found that Hispanic park users were the most likely to actively appropriate and modify
park space, for example, by bringing items from home. She found that Hispanic park users tended to
visit parks as family groups; African American park users tended to visit parks as peer groups; Cau-
casian park users tended to visit parks alone; and Asian residents were least likely to visit parks, even
in a predominantly Asian neighborhood. Interviews with local elderly Asian residents (Chinese im-
migrants) suggested that a lack of interest in American parks was rooted in perceptions of the ideal
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park as “an aesthetic element of gorgeous design,” leaving them unimpressed with poorly landscaped
American parks emphasizing recreational functions.

Byrne and Wolch (2009) criticize such scholarship as having grossly exaggerated ethno-racial dif-
ferences in park use and preferences, and suggest a model for explaining park use based on four ele-
ments: Sociodemographic characteristics; park amenities and surrounding landuses; historical/cultural
context of park provision (including development politics and discriminatory land-use policies); and
individual perceptions of park space (including safety and sense of welcome).

Byrne (2012) applies a cultural politics theoretical frame to why people of color are underrepre-
sented among visitors to some urban parks. Focus groups of Latino residents of Los Angeles empha-
sized the importance of parks to children. Participants described visiting parks with their children
and the positive and negatives associations that parks evoked of their own childhood memories of
parks and wilderness. Participants described barriers to visiting parks including distance, inadequate
or poorly maintained facilities, and fear of crime. ey cited a lack of Spanish-language signage not
only as a barrier to understanding but also as a signal that a park was not intended to serve Spanish
speakers. Participants also expressed that they did not feel welcome in parks located in high-income
or predominantly white neighborhoods because they expected that other park users would have racist
attitudes, that amore boisterous Latino ‘recreational style’ would not be tolerated, or that there would
be other behavioral norms they were not aware of.

2.3 Defining andmeasuring park accessibility

“Accessibility” is an abstract concept that describes how easily an individual can accomplish an activity
at a particular space. ough not strictly quantifiable, the idea of quantifying access is tempting and
has been frequently attempted. Handy andNiemeier (1997) identify three broad types of accessibility
measures: cumulative opportunity or isochrone measures, gravity-based measures, and utility-based
measures. Dong et al. (2006) follow the same basic classification approach as Handy and Neimeier,
illustrating mathematically how the three different types of measures can be collapsed into each other.
Geurs and van Wee (2004) group cumulative opportunity and gravity-based measures into a single
category that they refer to as location-based measures. In this, Geurs and van Wee (2004) rely on the
distinction that utility-based measures incorporate revealed preferences of individuals for particular
destination characteristics (including but not limited to distance and location) while location-based
measures are entirely geo-spatial in their definition.

Cumulative opportunitymeasures are calculatedby counting thenumber of origins or destinations
within a threshold travel cost of a location (where “cost”might be some combination of distance, travel
time, and/or monetary cost of travel). A strength of cumulative opportunity measures lies in their
simplicity and intuitive interpretation, and thismay explain why Boisjoly and El-Geneidy (2017) have
found that it is universally used in published metropolitan transportation plans. However, they may
be too simple, especially with regard to trip costs near the threshold. An example of a cumulative
opportunity measure might be the number of parks within a ten-minute walk of a person’s home,
or the number of households living within ten minutes of a park. is measure would imply that a
household living immediately adjacent to a park has the same access to it as one that lives nineminutes
away, but that a household living eleven minutes away has no access to it.

Gravity-based accessibility measures take a similar approach to cumulative opportunity measures,
but theoretically include all possible destinations and weight them according to the travel cost that
they impose, based on an impedance function (oen a negative exponential calibrated to observed
trip distributions). Cumulative opportunitymeasuresmay be considered a special case of gravity-based
measures, where the impedance function takes the form of a binary step function that equals zero aer
a cutoff travel cost (which is why Geurs and van Wee (2004) classify them both as location-based).

A major advantage of gravity-based accessibility measures lies in their consistency with travel be-
havior theory: Gravity-based measures have their roots in the trip distribution step of the traditional
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four-step travel demand forecastingmethod, where trips originating in a particular zone are distributed
among destination zones, proportionate to each zone’s gravity-based accessibility. In spite of their the-
oretical advantages over cumulative-opportunity measures, the practical advantages of gravity-based
measures are less clear. Based on their finding that cumulative-opportunitymeasures and gravity-based
measures area highly correlated, Boisjoly and El-Geneidy (2016) argue that the greater simplicity of
cumulative-opportunity measures makes them appropriate for transportation planning applications.

Páez et al. (2012) distinguish between positive and normative accessibility indicators, where pos-
itive indicators are based on information about the degree to which destinations are observed to be
accessible and normative indicators also incorporate a normative judgment of the degree to which des-
tinations ought to be accessible. ey develop a normative location-based accessibility measure incor-
porating average trip lengths into a cumulative opportunitiesmeasure, varying the isochrone threshold
by socioeconomic characteristics.

While traditional four-step travel demand models distribute zonal trips based on a gravity-based
accessibility model, the travel demand modeling profession has shied more recently towards a desti-
nation choice framework that distributes trips based on discrete-choice regressionmodels. McFadden
(1974a) applied discrete choice models to urban travel demand to predict mode choice, and modern
disaggregate activity-basedmodels apply them to all travel behavior choices, including to select among
alternative routes or alternative destinations (de Dios Ortúzar and Willumsen 2011). ough the
application of random utility models to destination choice is not new (see Anas 1983), the increas-
ing availability of computing resources makes estimating and applying discrete choice models on large
alternative sets in a practical context more feasible.

Destination choice models estimate the probability of selecting a particular destination among a
set of alternatives based on the relative attractiveness, or utility, of each alternative. Utility may be a
function of distance or travel time alone (in which case, a utility-based accessibility measure might
be quite similar to a location-based measure), but the function can also incorporate other destination
characteristics that lead one destination to be more highly-valued and used than another.

Although Páez et al. (2012) focus on location-basedmeasures in classifying accessibilitymetrics as
positive or normative, they also describe utility-basedmeasures as “essentially positivistic” (p. 143) and
critique them in terms of practicality, noting that, in order to limit the size of the choice set to be com-
putationally manageable, the analyst must either aggregate destinations to a higher spatial resolution
or calculate utility based on a randomly-selected subset of all available alternatives.

Siddiq and D. Taylor (2021) review 54 different accessibility tools utilizing a variety of different
accessibility metrics and classify accessibility measures as either people-based or place-based. ey de-
fine people-based measures as those that account for individual traveler characteristics, perceptions,
and constraints. is includes all utility-based measures, as well as variations on cumulative opportu-
nity measures (such as those proposed by Páez et al. (2012)) that incorporate socioeconomic data on
travelers. ey argue that people-based measures are most appropriate for equity analysis.

2.3.1 Location-based measures of park accessibility

ParkScore (Trust for Public Land 2019), developed by the Trust for Public Land, is a popular measure
of park accessibility that starts from a cumulative opportunity measure (the share of the population
that resides within a 10-minute walk of a green space) and adjusts this value based on the total city
green space, investment, and amenities weighted against the socioeconomic characteristics of the pop-
ulation outside of the 10-minute walk threshold. e resulting score is a convenient quantitative tool
in estimating the relative quality of green space access across cities (Rigolon et al. 2018). ParkScore
may be less useful at identifying the comparative quality of access within a city, particularly since the
vast majority of residents in dense areas like San Francisco (100%) and New York City (99%) may live
within the binary 10-minutewalk threshold. eCenters forDiseaseControl and Prevention (CDC)
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has developed an “Accessibility to Parks Indicator” along similar lines (Ussery et al. 2016), calculating
the share of the population living within a half-mile of a park for each county in the U.S.

Urban scholars have used gravity-based measures to explore the spatial distribution of park access
across Tainan City, Taiwan (Chang and Liao 2011) and to estimate the relationship between park
access and housing prices in Shenzhen, China (Wu et al. 2017).

Some scholars have used location-based measures of park accessibility to evaluate equity in park
access. Chang and Liao (2011) use a gravity-based measure to determine that low-income neighbor-
hoods have less access to parks than higher-income neighborhoods in Tainan City, Taiwan. Bruton
and Floyd (2014) conduct a neighborhood-level analysis of park amenities inGreensboro, NorthCar-
olina, and find that low-income neighborhoods tend to have parks with more picnic areas, more trash
cans, and fewer wooded areas, but they do not address the question of the extent to which different
populationsmight value these different amenities. Kabisch andHaase (2014) find that neighborhoods
in Berlin with high immigrant populations and older populations likewise had less access to parks, and
they pair these findings with survey results suggesting that these disparities are not consistent with the
preferences expressed by those populations.

2.3.2 Utility-based measures of park accessibility

A utility-based measure of park accessibility can incorporate characteristics of parks in addition to
travel time or distance, including park size, cleanliness, or the availability of particular amenities. e
degree to which these park and trip attributes influence the destination utility can be estimated statis-
tically using survey data.

ough destination choice utility models have not commonly been used to measure park acces-
sibility, scholars have acknowledged that park accessibility metrics should be linked with park use,
since a park that has many visitors must by definition be accessible to those visitors. McCormack
et al. (2010) provide a comprehensive review of this literature; it is sufficient here to note that most
studies find park use to depend on a complicated interplay between park size, maintenance, facilities,
and travel distance. Many of these attributes are incorporated into ParkIndex (Kaczynski et al. 2016),
which estimates the resident park use potential within small grid cells by applying utility preference
coefficients estimated from a survey in Kansas City.

ere are limited examples of researchers using a destination choice model to predict recreation
attractions. Kinnell et al. (2006) apply a choice model to a survey of park visitors in New Jersey, and
estimate the relative attractiveness of park attributes including playgrounds, picnic areas, and park
acreage weighed against the travel disutility and the relative crime rate at the destination. In a similar
study, Meyerhoff et al. (2010) model the urban swimming location choice for a surveyed sample. In
both studies, the researcherswere attempting to ascertainwhich attributes of a recreation generated the
most positive utility, and therefore which attributes should be prioritized for improvement. ough
neither was attempting to understand relative park accessibility, Macfarlane et al. (2021) applied the
Kinnell et al. (2006) estimates in an exploration of utility-based park accessibility and its relationship
to aggregate health outcomes.

One primary obstacle to estimating discrete-choice models on the park destination problem has
been the lack of sufficiently detailed, trip-level data on park users. Most destination choice models in
practice are estimated fromhousehold travel surveys thatmust focus on all trip purposes, and necessar-
ily group multiple recreation and social trips together (National Academies of Sciences Engineering
andMedicine 2012). However, the advent of large-scale mobile device networks and the perpetual as-
sociation of unique devices with unique users has given researchers a new opportunity to observe the
movements and activity location patterns for large subsets of the population (Naboulsi et al. 2016).
Suchpassively collected locationdata—sometimes referred to as part of a larger category of “BigData”
— is a by-product of other systems including cellular call data records (e.g., Bolla andDavoli 2000;Cal-
abrese et al. 2011), probe GPS data (Huang and Levinson 2015), and more recently Location Based
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Services (LBS) (Komanduri et al. 2017; Roll 2019). LBS use a network of mobile applications that
obtain the users’ physical location at different points in the day. Commercial vendors repackage, clean,
and scale these data to population or traffic targets and provide origin-destination flows to researchers
and practitioners. Monz et al. (2019), for example, demonstrate that passive device data can accurately
estimate trip flows to natural recreation areas.

A number of methods have been proposed to develop destination choice information from these
passive data. Bernardin et al. (2018) employs a passive origin-destination matrix as a shadow price ref-
erence in an activity-based location choice model, iteratively adjusting the calibration parameters of
the choice utilities to minimize the observed error between the passive data and the modeled predic-
tions. Kressner (2017) uses the passive flow data as a probabilistic sampling frame to recreate individ-
ual trips through simulation. A similar method developed by Zhu and Ye (2018) uses the passive data
set directly, sampling 10,000 random trips from GPS traces of taxi trips in Shanghai and estimating a
destination choice model. Employing the passive data set in this way provides the authors an oppor-
tunity to examine the choices of a large sample of a small population (taxi passengers). e Zhu and
Ye (2018) methodology could be extended to other situations where collecting a statistically relevant
survey sample would be prohibitively difficult, but where passive device location data reveals which
destinations people choose among many observable options.

2.4 Street Conversion Equity Analysis

In their analysis of over one thousand reallocations of street space that occurred in response to the
global COVID-19 pandemic, Combs and Pardo (2021) find that a plurality created additional space
forwalking, cycling, and recreation, although some reallocated space to commerce (e.g. outdoordining
and shopping) or converted short-term parking to urban freight or food delivery.

Ifwedefine anurbanpark as a public space that is designated for the purpose of recreation, exercise,
and social gathering, then the rapid reallocation of street space to accommodate recreation and active
travel could be characterized as a proliferation of small urban parks. Researchers at theTrust for Public
Land have explicitly described the reallocation of street space from cars to pedestrians as a strategy to
relieve pressure on parks (Hussain 2020) and have suggested that these actions should (and, in New
York, had failed to) prioritize areas that would otherwise have low access to parks (Compton 2020).
Fischer and Winters (2021) have likewise done an equity analysis of street reallocation from vehicles
to pedestrians in three mid-sized Canadian cities and found that interventions were generally more
common in places with higher proportions of white residents and fewer children. e analyses by
both Compton (2020) and Fischer and Winters (2021) were both based on proximity alone rather
than on utility-based accessibility measures.

Of course, streets that reallocate space for active travel and recreation do not have the amenities or
general character of most parks, and classifying them as equivalent to their greener peers in an accessi-
bility analysis would be erroneous formany reasons. But a utility-based accessibility frameworkwould
allow us to discount these street parks for the amenities they lack while also considering the benefits
proffered by their availability and proximity. Further, we can model these tradeoffs with statistical
weights determinable through observing park trip distribution patterns revealed through passive mo-
bile device data.

3 Methodology

In this section, we describe the methodology we follow for this analysis. We first describe how we
created a data set on which to estimate park activity location choices for a sample of observed trips in
Alameda County, California. en we provide an overview of destination choice modeling and using
such models to derive utility-based accessibility.



       .

3.1 Study area

Alameda County is one of nine counties that constitute the San Francisco Bay Area metropolitan
region in California. Alameda is the seventh most populous county in California with a population
of 1.5 million (U.S. Census Bureau 2019), and has 14 incorporated cities and several unincorporated
communities. It is an economically and ethnically diverse county and hence it was an attractive area to
use for this study. e racial makeup of AlamedaCounty was 49.7%White, 11.2%African American,
1.0% Native American, 38.7% Asian, 1.0% Pacific Islander, and 22.4% Hispanic or Latino of any race.
Alameda County has a diverse set of parks, ranging from local small community parks, urban and
transit-accessible parks like the Lake Merritt Recreational area, coastal access points, and suburban
recreational areas like Lake Chabot.

3.2 Data

We constructed an estimation data set from a publicly-available parks polygons layer, a commercially
acquired passive device origin-destination table representing visitors to parks and inferred residential
block groups for these visitors, and AmericanCommunity Survey data for the residence block groups.
We also constructed a data set representing open street installations thatwere implemented in response
to the COVID-19 pandemic.

3.2.1 Model estimation data

We obtained a polygons shapefile layer representing open spaces in Alameda County, California from
the California Protected Areas Database (GreenInfo Network 2019). is database was selected be-
cause it included multiple different types of open space including local and state parks, traditional
green spaces as well as wildlife refuges and other facilities that can be used for recreation. We removed
facilities that did not allow open access to the public (such as the Oakland Zoo) and facilities whose
boundaries conflated with freeway right-of-way – this prevents trips through the park from being con-
flated with park trips in the passive origin-destination data.

From this initial parks polygon data set, we obtained park attribute information through Open-
StreetMap (OSM) using the osmdata package for R (Padgham et al. 2017). ree attribute elements
are considered in this analysis. First, we identify playgrounds using OSM facilities given a leisure =

playground tag. e tagged facilities can be either polygon or point objects; in the former case we use
the polygon centroid to determine the point location of the playground.

Second, we consider sport fields of various kinds identified with the OSM leisure = pitch tag.
is tag has an additional attribute describing the sport the field is designed for, which we retain in
a consolidated manner. Soccer and American football fields are considered in a single category, and
baseball and soball fields are combined as well. Basketball, tennis, and volleyball courts are kept as
distinct categories, with all other sport-specific fields combined into a single “other.” Golf courses are
discarded. As with playgrounds, polygon field and court objects are converted into points at the poly-
gon centroid. We identified trails and footpaths using the path, cycleway, and footway values of the
highway tag. A visual inspection of the resulting data revealed that the large preponderance of side-
walks and cycling trails within parks in Alameda County are identified properly with these variables.
Trails are represented in OSM as polylines, or as polygons if they form a complete circle. In the latter
case, we converted the polygon boundary into an explicit polyline object.

It is possible for each of these facilities to exist outside the context of a public park. For example,
many private apartment complexes have playgrounds and high schools will have sports facilities that
are not necessarily open to the general public. We spatially matched the OSM amenities data and
retained only those facilities that intersected with the CPAD open spaces database identified earlier.

An additional amenity of parks that may affect their attractiveness is the land use that surrounds
them (Clion et al. 2016). Accordingly, we counted the number of features in OpenStreetMap that



City parks and slow streets 

Figure 1: Location of parks in Alameda County.

are tagged with the amenities bar, cafe, fast_food, restaurant, bank, and pharmacywithin 500 feet
of the boundary of each park.

We provided the park boundaries layer to a commercial firm, StreetLight Data Inc., which de-
velops and resells origin-destination matrices derived from passive device location data. e provider
employs a proprietary data processing engine (called Route Science) to algorithmically transform ob-
served device location data points (the provider uses in-vehicle GPS units and mobile device LBS)
over time into contextualized, normalized, and aggregated travel patterns. From these travel patterns,
the Route Science processing algorithms infer likely home Census block group locations for com-
posite groups of people and converts raw location data points into trip origin and destination points
(Friedrich et al. 2010; Pan et al. 2006).

For each park polygon, the firm returned a population-weighted estimate of how many devices
were observed by home location block group over severalmonths in the period betweenMay 2018 and
October 2018. We transformed this table such that it represented the weighted unique devices trav-
eling between block groups and parks. We discarded home location block groups outside of Alameda
County; the imputed home locations can be far away from the study area for a small amount of trips
and are unlikely to represent common or repeated park activities. Table 1 presents descriptive statistics
on the 500 parks assembled for this study, grouped according to the park type as defined onCPAD. A
little more than half of the parks have identified paths, while around 40% of the identified parks have
playgrounds and sport fields.

In order to understand the demographic makeup of the home block groups and potentially the
characteristics of the people who make each trip, we obtained 2013-2017 five-year data aggregations
from the American Community Survey using the tidycensus (Walker 2019) interface to the Census
API for several key demographic and built environment variables: the share of individuals by race,
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Table 1: Park Summary Statistics

Local Park (N=441) Recreation Area (N=59)

Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

Acres 59.8 370.5 125.6 505.1
Mobile Devices 1450.0 6685.4 2659.0 6161.0
Shops 1.9 6.2 0.9 2.6

N Pct. N Pct.
Type Local Park 441 100.0 0 0.0

Local Recreation Area 0 0.0 57 96.6
State Recreation Area 0 0.0 2 3.4

Access Open Access 441 100.0 59 100.0
No Public Access 0 0.0 0 0.0
Restricted Access 0 0.0 0 0.0

Playground FALSE 213 48.3 43 72.9
TRUE 228 51.7 16 27.1

Any Sport Field FALSE 270 61.2 38 64.4
TRUE 171 38.8 21 35.6

Football / Soccer FALSE 414 93.9 51 86.4
TRUE 27 6.1 8 13.6

Baseball FALSE 363 82.3 45 76.3
TRUE 78 17.7 14 23.7

Basketball FALSE 337 76.4 52 88.1
TRUE 104 23.6 7 11.9

Tennis FALSE 387 87.8 52 88.1
TRUE 54 12.2 7 11.9

Volleyball FALSE 433 98.2 57 96.6
TRUE 8 1.8 2 3.4

Trail FALSE 143 32.4 21 35.6
TRUE 298 67.6 38 64.4

the share of households by income level, household median income, the share of households with
children under 6 years old, and the household density. An important attribute of the choice model
is the distance from the home block group to the park boundary. Because we have no information
on where in the block group a home is actually located, we use the population-weighted block group
centroid published by the Census Bureau as the location for all homes in the block group. We then
measured the network-based distance between the park boundary and the home block group centroid
using a walk network derived from OpenStreetMap via the networkx package for Python (Hagberg
et al. 2008),

3.2.2 Model application data

We compiled a list of streets in Berkeley, Oakland, and Alameda that were converted to public open
space from each city’s respective websites (City of Alameda 2020; City of Berkeley 2020; City ofOak-
land 2020) and referred to the “Shiing Streets” COVID-19 mobility data set (Combs et al. 2020) to
determine whether other cities and places within Alameda County have similar Open Streets projects
(as best as we could determine, they did not). Based on the information we gathered from these
sources, 74 individual streets were converted; these streets represent 27.6 total miles across the cities of
Berkeley, Oakland, and Alameda. For the purposes of this analysis, we represent each opened street as
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Table 2: Block Group Summary Statistics

Unique (#) Missing (%) Mean SD Min Median Max

Density: Households per
square kilometer

1040 0 1727.2 1577.7 0.0 1374.0 21 943.1

Income: Median tract
income

978 3 106 026.7 48 909.9 13 472.0 98 206.5 250 001.0

Low Income: Share of
households making less
than $35k

977 0 16.2 13.2 0.0 12.9 100.0

High Income: Share of
households making more
than $125k

1022 0 38.6 20.8 0.0 36.9 89.2

Children: Share of
households with children
under 6

976 0 14.5 8.7 0.0 13.2 48.7

Black: Share of population
who is Black

914 0 11.6 14.0 0.0 6.3 80.8

Asian: Share of population
who is Asian

1022 0 26.7 20.6 0.0 20.8 93.9

Hispanic: Share of
population who is
Hispanic*

1031 0 22.2 18.7 0.0 16.0 88.2

White: Share of
population who is White

1030 0 33.5 22.5 0.0 28.8 93.6

* Hispanic indicates Hispanic individuals of all races; non-Hispanic individuals report a single race alone.

a single “park”without any sport facilities or playgrounds, but with a trail / walking path. e database
provides the opened streets as polyline objects; we assert a 25-foot buffer around the line to represent a
polygon with a measurable area. e 25-foot buffer effectively counts one vehicle lane and one shoul-
der parking lane in each direction as converted to “park” space. Finally, wemeasure the network-based
distance from each population-weighted block group centroid to the nearest boundary of each new
open space facility created by this policy.

3.3 Model estimation

In random utility choice theory, if an individual living in block group n wishes tomake a park trip, the
probability that the individual will choose park i from the set of all parks J can be described as a ratio
of the park’s measurable utility Vni to the sum of the utilities for all parks in the set. In the common
destination choice framework we apply a multinomial logit model (McFadden 1974b; Recker and
Kostyniuk 1978),

Pni =
exp(Vni )∑
j∈J exp(Vn j )

(1)

where the measurable utility Vni is a linear-in-parameters function of the destination attributes.

Vni =Xniβ (2)

whereβ is a vector of estimable coefficients giving the relative utility (or disutility) of that attribute to
the choice maker, all else equal. It is possible to add amenities of the park or the journey to the utility
equation. However, as the number of alternatives is large, it is impractical to consider alternative-
specific constants or coefficients and therefore not possible to include attributes of the home block
group or traveler n directly. We can, however, segment the data and estimate distinct distance and size
parameters for different segments to observe heterogeneity in the utility parameters between different
socioeconomic groups.
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e logarithmof the sum in the denominator of Equation 1 (called the logsum)provides ameasure
of the consumer surplus of the choice set enjoyed by person n (Ben-Akiva and Lerman 1985;Williams
1977),

C Sn = ln
∑
j∈J

exp(Vn j )+C (3)

where C is a constant indicating an unknown absolute value; the difference of logsum values in two
different scenarios eliminates C . Additionally, dividing the difference in logsum from choice set J and
choice set J ′ by a cost coefficientβ

δC Sn = (ln
∑
j∈J ′

exp(Vn j )− ln
∑
j∈J

exp(Vn j ))/β (4)

gives an estimate of the benefit received by person n in monetary terms. us, such a “utility-based”
accessibility term is continuously defined, containsmultiple dimensions of the attributes of the choice,
and can be evaluated in monetary terms (Dong et al. 2006; Handy and Niemeier 1997). Note also
that the logsum increases with the size of the choice set: if a new alternative q is added to J , then
ln
∑

j∈J exp(V j )< ln(
∑

j∈J exp(V j )+exp(Vq )) for any value of Vq (Ben-Akiva and Lerman 1985,
p. 300).

In themost typical cases, researchers estimate the utility coefficients for destination choicemodels
from household travel surveys. For example, the California add-on to the 2017 National Household
Travel Survey could be used for this purpose for frequent trips like commutes to work and school.
However, as a 24-hour trip diary, it is less useful for recreational trips thatmay take place less frequently.
For better data on park access, we need to synthesize a suitable estimation data set. We do this by
sampling 20,000 random discrete device origin-destination pairs from the commercial passive data
matrix, weighted by the volume of the flows. is corresponds to a 4.3% sample of all the observed
device origin-destination pairs.

e sampled origin-destination pair gives the home location as well as the “chosen” alternative for
a synthetic person. In principle the individual’s choice set contains all the parks in our data set; in prac-
tice it can be difficult to estimate choice models with so many alternatives (|J |= 500). For this reason
we randomly sample 10 additional parks to serve as the non-chosen alternatives, with a different set
of 10 parks for each synthetic choice maker. Such random sampling of alternatives reduces the effi-
ciency of the estimated coefficients but the coefficients remain unbiased (Train 2009); a more elegant
sampling approachmight have resulted in smaller estimated standard errors, but the estimation results
(presented below) suggest this is not a concern in this application. As the model has no alternative-
specific constants, the standard likelihood comparison statistic against the market shares model ρ2 is
not computable. We instead use the likelihood comparison against the equal shares model ρ2

0.
e resulting analysis data set therefore contains 20,000 choice makers that select between 11

parks including the park they were observed to choose; the measured distance between the choice
maker’s block group and all parks in the choice set; and the acreage and other amenities of each park
in the choice set. We use the mlogit package for R (Croissant 2019; R Core Team 2020) to estimate
the multinomial logit models.

3.4 Model application

Using the full set of Alameda County parks — including those added by street conversion — we can
apply a destination choicemodel to calculate the change in park choice utilities and utility-based acces-
sibility values for each block group inAlamedaCounty. As shownwith Equation (4), the difference in
utility-based accessibility values with and without the opened streets is the additional consumer sur-
plus provided by the policy, converted into a monetary value by a cost-utility coefficient. e purpose
of converting the logsum into amonetary value is to scale the benefits in terms that analysts and policy
makers can compare more easily than raw utility values. e data set used for this research does not
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have any information on travel costs or entrance fees, and such data would likely not be relevant in the
context of urban parks. As a result, there is no direct link between the utility and a monetary cost in
our estimated models.

As a substitution, we use an estimate of the cost coefficient obtained from theMetropolitanTrans-
portation Commission (MTC, San Francisco Bay regional MPO) “Travel Model One” activity-based
travel demand model (Metropolitan Transportation Commission 2012). In this model, the utility of
destination choice for social and recreational trips uses themode choicemodel logsumas an impedance
measure. e mode choice model cost coefficient varies with each individual’s value of time. e aver-
age value of time in the synthetic population for the calibration scenario is $7.75 per hour. Dividing
that value of time by the in-vehicle travel time parameter of−0.018 results in an implied mode choice
cost coefficient of (−0.018/mi n ∗ 60mi n/h r )/(7.75$/h r ) =−0.139/$.

4 Results

We estimated multinomial logit park activity location choice models on the data set described in the
previous section. We applied a Yeo-Johnson transformation (Yeo and Johnson 2000) to both the walk
distance (in meters) between the park and the block group centroid, and to the park acreage. e
Yeo-Johnson transformation replicates the constantmarginal elasticity of a logarithmic transformation
while avoiding undefined values (e.g., Y J (0) = 0). For simplicity, we call this transformation log() in
themodel results tables. Using a constantmarginal elasticity is better reflective of how people perceive
distances and sizes; a one-mile increase to a trip distance matters more to a two-mile trip than a ten-
mile trip.

Table 3 presents the model estimation results for each estimated model. e “Network Distance”
model, which only considers the distance to the park and the size of the park. results in significant
estimated coefficients of the expected sign. at is, individuals will travel further distances to reach
larger parks. e ratio of the estimated coefficients implies that on average, people will travel 0.288
times further to reach a park twice as large.

Table 3 also shows the results of the “ParkAttributes”model, which represents the presence of any
sport field with a single dummy variable, and the “Sport Detail” model, which disaggregates this vari-
able into facilities for different sports. e value of the size and distance coefficients change modestly
from the “Network Distance” model, with the implied distance to size trade-off changing to 0.259.
Examining the two amenities models — independently and in comparison with each other — reveals
a few surprising findings. First, it appears that playgrounds and sport fields in general contribute nega-
tively to the choice utility equation. is is both unintuitive and contradictory to previous findings in
this space (e.g., Kinnell et al. 2006). Considering different sports separately, there is a wide variety of
observed response with tennis and volleyball facilities attracting more trips, and football and basket-
ball facilities attracting fewer, all else equal. Trails and walking paths give substantive positive utility
in both models.
Bothmodels also contain an estimate of the number of shops within 500 feet, which is significant and
positive. e difference in likelihood statistics between the three models is significant (likelihood ra-
tio test between Sport Detail and Park Attributes model has p-value 5.41e-26), and so in spite of the
curious aggregate findings, we move forward with this utility specification.

It is worth investigating the heterogeneity in preferences that exist among populations. ough
the income and ethnicity of the synthetic park visitors is not known, we can segment the estima-
tion data set based on the socioeconomic makeup of the visitors’ residence block group. e mod-
els presented in Table 4 were estimated on segments developed in this manner. Models under the
“Race/Ethnicity” heading include a race- and ethnicity-based segmentation: simulated individuals
living in block groups withmore than thirty percent Black residents are included in the “>30%Black”
model, an analogous segmentation for block groups with high Asian and Hispanic populations are in
the “>30%Asian” and “>30%Hispanic”models respectively, and the “Other”model contains all other
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Table 3: Estimated Model Coefficients

Network Distance Park Attributes Sport Detail

log(Distance) −1.358 *** −1.387 *** −1.378 ***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

log(Acres) 0.391 *** 0.347 *** 0.357 ***
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Playground −0.471 *** −0.590 ***
(0.022) (0.023)

Trail 0.462 *** 0.472 ***
(0.024) (0.024)

Sport Field −0.414 ***
(0.023)

Basketball −0.251 ***
(0.031)

Baseball 0.210 ***
(0.030)

Football / Soccer −0.400 ***
(0.042)

Tennis 0.187 ***
(0.030)

Volleyball 0.185 **
(0.061)

Other Sport −0.621 ***
(0.043)

Shops 0.032 *** 0.035 ***
(0.001) (0.001)

Num.Obs. 20.000 20.000 20.000
AIC 58 736.3 56 157.9 56 039.6
Log Likelihood −29 366.1 −28 072.9 −28 008.8
ρ2

0 0.388 0.415 0.416

Standard errors in parentheses.

block groups. Another set of model segmentation relies on the share of the population in each block
group with household incomes above or below certain thresholds, and a third relies on the share of
households with children under 6 years old. Again, we use the threshold definitions largely informed
by the distributions in Table 2.
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emodel estimates inTable 4 reveal noticeable heterogeneity in the park location choices among
visitors from different block group segments. Park visitors living in block groups with a high propor-
tion of Black and low-income residents show less affinity for trails and other walkways, but appear
considerably more sensitive to the distance to a park. Park visitors living in high-income neighbor-
hoods are less sensitive to the distance to a park, but receive more utility from certain amenities, in
particular trails and tennis courts. Block groups with a high proportion of Hispanic residents and
residents with children under 6 show the least negative response to playgrounds of all the segments.

Seeing that there is a difference in the response in the model segmentation, it is also worth con-
sidering the role of our segmentation thresholds in these findings. Figure 2 shows the estimated coef-
ficients and confidence intervals for these different amenities at different threshold levels of segmen-
tation. e threshold level means that at least that percent of the block group’s population falls in that
category. e confidence intervals widen as more observations are excluded from the model. e esti-
mated coefficients for the different segmentations are identical when the share equals zero, and simply
represent the “Sport Detail” model from Table 3.

Overall, increasing the segmentation threshold level reveals additional information about user
preferences. First, it should be noted that there is some inconsistency: for instance, block groups with
at least 30% of low income households show a lower importance of distance than block groups with
either 20% or 40% low income households, though all three estimates are within the same confidence
intervals. e increasing width of the confidence interval, however, means it is sometimes difficult to
make robust statements. Residents of block groups with a higher share of Asian individuals or high in-
comehouseholds both show relativelymore affinity for tennis courts and trails relative to other groups.
Residents of block groups with increasing shares of Hispanic individuals show the highest affinity for
playgrounds, and park goers from neighborhoods with a greater share of Black individuals are most
sensitive to distance and least sensitive to park size.

4.1 Equity Analysis of COVID-19 Street Openings

In this section, we apply the models estimated above to evaluate the benefits of the street conversion
policy in termsof aggregate value determinedby the change in accessibility logsum, aswell as the equity
of the policy with respect to different income and ethnic groups. In this analysis, we apply the “Sport
Detail” non-segmented model from Table 3, as it had the best fit of these models.

Figure 3 presents this monetary valuation spatially. Unsurprisingly, the benefits are concentrated
in the block groups surrounding the opened streets. Most residents of central Oakland see a benefit of
somewhere around $1, while some zones see an equivalent benefit of as much as $30. One property
of logsum-based accessibility terms is that additional options will always increase the total logsum,
whether or not those options are realistic (Ben-Akiva and Lerman 1985, p. 300). In this application,
these benefits are apparently small, on the order of 10 cents for most block groups away from where
the street openings occurred. More importantly, the majority of the benefits accrue from increased
proximity to a facility and the attributes of the facility as indicated in Equation (3) and Table 3.

More interesting than the total benefit or even its spatial distribution, however, is the social equity
of its distribution among different population segments. If we assign the block-group level monetary
benefit to each household in the block group, we can begin to allocate the distribution of benefits pro-
portionally to households of different sociodemographic classifications. Specifically, if a block group
with N total households has a measured consumer surplus δC S , then the share of the total benefits
going to a particular population segment k is

Sk =N ∗ Pk ∗δC S (5)

where Pk is the proportion of the block group’s population in segment k . ere is some oppor-
tunity for confusion when some demographic variables we use (share of households with children,
household income) are defined at the household level and others (specifically ethnicity) are defined
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cioeconomic threshold levels.
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Monetary Benefit ($)

(0,0.1]

(0.1,0.25]

(0.25,0.5]

(0.5,1]

(1,2]

(2,10]

(10,50]

Figure 3: Monetary value of street opening to residents based on utility change. Streets converted to
pedestrian plazas are shown in black.

at the person level. It is similarly not clear whether the benefits of improved park access should be
assigned at the person level, the household level, or the number of total park trip makers in each block
group. In theory, the benefits would accrue each time a person chose to make a trip to a park or closed
street, but to estimate this would require a trip propensity or generation model, which we have not at-
tempted here. For consistency and simplicity, we assert that the benefit is assigned to each household,
and that persons receive a proportional share of the household benefit. For example, a block group
with 30%Black individuals will receive 30% of the benefits assigned to all the households in the block
group.

Table 5 shows the total benefit assigned to households in this way as well as the share of all mone-
tary benefits in the region. In some cases, the policy of opening streets as public spaces had a pro-social
benefit, as 18.7% of benefits went to Black individuals, even though only 11.4% of the population of
Alameda County is Black. Similarly, roughly one-quarter of total benefits went to households making
less than $35,000 per year even though only one-fih of the households are in this category. On the
other hand, a smaller than expected share of benefits is allocated to Asian individuals and households
making more than $125,000 per year.

5 Limitations and Future Directions

e utility-based accessibility metrics we present and apply in this paper are evaluated from a discrete
choice model estimated on simulated decision makers constructed from a third-party passive origin-
destinationmatrix. ismethodological choice has some strengths: Foremost among these is the abil-
ity to readily and affordably construct a large data set on an infrequent trip purpose. Most destination
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Table 5: Equity Distribution of Street Opening Benefits

Group Benefit Percent* of
Benefits

Households** Percent of
Households

Households with Children
under 6

$137,832 14.19 83,868 14.53

Income < $35k $209,230 21.53 90,762 15.73
Income > $125k $312,926 32.21 229,963 39.84
Black $173,839 17.89 61,971 10.74
Asian $188,261 19.38 167,135 28.96

Hispanic $216,825 22.32 119,013 20.62
White $332,917 34.26 194,263 33.66
All Households $971,600 100.00 577,177 100.00

* As individuals and households will belong in multiple groups, the percents do not sum to 100.
† Race and ethnicity are person-level attributes; households are assumed to follow the same distribution.

choice and activity location models are estimated on small-sample household travel surveys. Secur-
ing sufficient responses to estimate a rich behavioral model on a trip purpose as infrequent as parks
has proven prohibitively expensive outside of extensive research activities (e.g., Kaczynski et al. 2016).
Using passive data sets to increase the effective sampling rate possible in a discrete choice model is a
potentially powerful strategy, and its application here is an important contribution of our work.

At the same time, passive data sets available from commercial providers do not reveal any details
about the specific trip makers beyond what can be learned from their residence block group. In this
researchwewere able to determinewhether a device resided in a block groupwith a high proportion of
low-income households, but could not have confidence that a particular device belonged to a member
of such a household. Similarly, there is no information on what kind of trip the device-holder actually
accomplished at each park. ere is even substantial question as to whether the device-holder was in
the park at all, given spatial error in the underlying LBS data and the potential for conflating nearby
activity locations. ese limitations combined mean that it would likely be infeasible to directly ob-
serve devices that traveled to the converted streets during the COVID-19 lockdowns. e ideal data
set for estimating individual park activity location choices generally and in special situations remains
a high-quality, large-sample survey of real individuals.

e individual-level demographic data would also be valuable in understanding more clearly the
observed heterogeneity in response among different income or ethnic groups. e trends and correla-
tions revealed in the presented models may reflect situational inequities rather than true preferences.
For example, the distinct observed parameters on size and distance for block groups with high mi-
nority populations may indicate that areas with large minority populations tend to have smaller parks
that aremore geographically distributed relative to other areas of the region. is interpretation could
also explain some of the non-intuitive response observed in our models, especially in regards to play-
grounds. Similarly, the use of individual-level estimation data would enable heterogeneity in the ben-
efits calculation: individuals could receive benefits for the choice attributes they are observed to care
most about, rather than an average effect for all people as used in this research.

We limited our analysis to home locations and parks in AlamedaCounty, California. It is possible
that some Alameda residents visit parks in neighboring counties, just as it is possible that parks in
Alameda County attract trips from outside the county borders. is is most likely for block groups
and parks on the north and south borders of the county. e scope of this analysis was determined by
the passive data set available for the research, but the county boundaries are not a general requirement
for all studies of this kind.

edistance to a parkwas represented in this study using awalk network retrieved from theOpen-
StreetMap project. ough perhaps superior to a Euclidean distance, this measure still has many lim-
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itations. First, we were unable to verify the integrity of the underlying network information; based
on our prior experience, it is likely that some broken or improperly connected links artificially inflated
themeasured distance for an unknown number of park / block group pairs. Amore serious limitation,
however, is that experienced travel distances are a function of the transportmode employed by the trav-
eler. Using bare distances does not provide any detail on how access to parks might be increased with
improved transit service, for example. Using amode-choicemodel logsumas amulti-modal impedance
term in the activity location choice model would enable this kind of analysis. Using the mode choice
logsum would also enable the inclusion of qualitative path attributes (sidewalk quality, greenery, etc.)
known to influence experienced travel impedance for particular modes of travel (Clion et al. 2016).

e monetary benefits we present in this analysis are heavily dependent on two separate assump-
tions. First, reasonable researchers might have selected different values of time or cost coefficients.
Second, the decision to assign one benefit to each household could also have been made differently.
A change in either assumption would lead to a highly different total benefits estimate, but it would
not change the distribution of the benefits, which is the objective of this study. At some level, con-
verting the esoteric measure of choice model logsums into a unit that can be conveniently compared
against other policies is desirable to help the public and policy makers evaluate such decisions. Fur-
ther research should establish guidelines and practices for applying accessibility logsums in monetary
cost-benefit analyses.

Importantly, this research does not attempt to determine how many people traveled to the con-
verted streets, or howCOVID-19 affected park destination choice, thoughother researchers have used
passive LBS data to answer similar questions (Doucette et al. 2021). Of course, COVID-19 led to the
closure of some park facilities — playgrounds, pavilions, and in some cases entire parks — that were
not captured in this analysis. ese closures would lead to a decrease in the consumer surplus for park
access, which might overwhelm or at least change the distribution of positive benefits we measured
here. It is also possible that the activities accomplished at the converted streets are fundamentally dif-
ferent than those accomplished at the parks. Although including the attributes of the converted streets
(or lack of attributes, as it were) in the utility specification helps to represent these features as funda-
mentally different from other parks, it is possible that an entirely different utility equation estimated
on a data set including both parks and urban plazas and other similar facilities would be appropriate.
is is le for future research.

6 Conclusions

Converting city roadways into pedestrian-oriented public spaceswas in someways an obvious response
to the COVID-19 pandemic: Vehicle traffic demand was down, and there was also a critical need for
pedestrian-oriented open spaces in many communities. e research we present here suggests that
this policy had measurable and meaningful benefits to neighborhoods in Alameda County, Califor-
nia, and that these benefits were distributed in an equitable manner in the sense that the distribution
favored marginalized populations. e total benefit to households in the community is estimated at
approximately $1 million with disproportionately high benefits going to Black, Hispanic and low-
income neighborhoods. ere is, however, a disproportionately low benefit to neighborhoods with
high Asian populations that might be addressed were the policy to continue, be repeated, or made
permanent in some way.

In estimating these benefits, we applied an emerging technique to estimate park choice preferences
and utility from passive mobile device data. is technique allowed amore nuancedmeasure of access
that allowed us to consider the converted streets as providing quantitatively different amenities than
other city parks and its application here is a primary contribution of this work. A policy of perma-
nently closing these streets to vehicle traffic may or may not have negative effects on transportation
access that would need to be considered against the benefits we measured in this research. But utility-
based access measures provide amechanism toweigh the benefits of access against the costs of travel in
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a theoretically coherent manner. Adopting such flexible methods of measuring access will help trans-
portation and land use planners better understand the nuances and trade-offs inherent in a wide range
of policy proposals.
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