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2 Goldberg 

Abstract 

 

This thesis presents a new dataset on fare-free public transport (FFPT) in the United States. Over 262 

public transport agencies are identified to have suspended fares as a response to COVID-19. Both 

geographical and theoretical perspectives on this phenomenon are reviewed. This paper draws upon 

previous literature which understands the governance of public transport not merely as a rationale, 

scientific discipline, but rather as an inherently political subject, influenced by normative values, social, 

historical, and political processes. Research from the urban commons and commoning, policy change, 

and policy mobility are reviewed in order to provide a basis for the analysis of FFPT as a response to 

COVID-19. After mapping the 262 cases and providing data on their population size and socio-economic 

profiles, the results of eight interviews are discussed. To this end, the findings indicate the importance 

of non-elite actors, namely bus operators and their unions in advocating for FFPT. In addition, the role 

of policy entrepreneurs appears an important condition for the maintenance of FFPT in the long term. 

However, this research also stresses the highly conditional nature of FFPT, showing that the local 

factors shape the policy to a degree which proves difficult to draw generalizations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
3 I. Introduction 

I. Introduction 

COVID-19 has engendered immense repercussions for individual and societal mobility. As the virus 

spreads through communities around the world, people are instructed to stay at home, leave only when 

necessary, and distance themselves from others as much as possible. In the United States (U.S.) alone, 

at least 316 million people were placed under mandatory lockdown in April 2020 (Moreland et al. 2020). 

Sudden border closures and lockdowns, along with images of practically abandoned airports, highways 

and city centers reflect a sentiment that COVID-19 catalyzed a global experiment of immobility 

(Freudendal-Pedersen and Kesselring 2021). Based on a survey of 2,351 counties in the U.S., a decrease 

in mobility was observable in 96.7% of them, albeit with varying levels of severity. At the national scale, 

COVID-19 appears to have slowed physical movement significantly. Hence, the pandemic is generally 

understood to be a time of relative stasis.  Yet, while the U.S. federal government instituted policies to 

reduce mobility in an effort to slow the spread of COVID-19 (Adey et al. 2021), the majority of urban 

public transport (PT) agencies in the U.S. suspended the collection of fares - widely regarded as one of 

the most significant barriers to access mobility services (Hodge et al. 1994; El-Geneidy et al. 2016)  

The pandemic must be regarded, first and foremost, as a public health emergency which has 

taken the lives of millions globally. The first known case of COVID-19 in the United States was detected 

in January 2020 - there have since been over 31 million recorded cases, including more than 561 

thousand deaths (Center for Disease Control 2020). Hardships are also faced in the form of social 

isolation and economic distress. Furthermore, COVID-19 has accentuated deeply structured 

inequalities in U.S. society along lines of race, income and gender (Abedi et al. 2020, Perry et al. 2021). 

PT is closely tied to these issues in a variety of ways, as it is often linked with issues of social, spatial, 

and economic inequality and justice (Golub, Marcantonio and Sanchez 2013; Cresswell and Uteng 2016; 

Marcantonio et al. 2017; Enright 2019).  

For example, urban highway systems in the United States have physically segregated 

neighborhoods, and led to an uneven distribution of environmental harms, often disproportionately 

affecting urban residents of racial minority and lower socio-economic class (Bullard 2003). Relatedly, 

PT services, primarily used by marginalized urban residents, have historically received less federal and 
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state funding than infrastructure geared towards private automobiles. As Bullard reports, 20% of 

federal transportation funding goes to PT, while the rest is invested in the highway system (2003, 1186). 

Additionally, there are discrepancies between the type of PT services and their users. While bus systems 

tend to serve lower-income neighborhoods, and receive less funding, commuter rail projects are 

generally more expensive to build and operate, while serving higher-income areas (Golub, Marcantonio 

and Sanchez 2013; Sanchez, Stolz and Ma 2003).  

Across the county, PT ridership plummeted in March and April 2020 (Liu, Miller and Scheff 2020; 

“COVID-19 Takes a Big” 2021). Due to stay-at-home orders, a range of activities, including shopping 

malls, offices, gyms, restaurants and schools closed (Wu et al. 2020). For most students, classes were 

made virtual, and for some workers, teleworking eliminated the need to travel to a job site every day. 

For others, lay-offs and furloughs meant there was no work at all (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2020). That 

being said, there are disparate levels of ridership reduction. For example, Liu and colleagues (2021) find 

that while ridership declined by over 90% in Metrorail, a commuter rail service in the Washington, D.C. 

area, other agencies such as VIA in San Antonio, Texas, experienced only 30% declines. This, as the 

authors suggest, is due to varying levels in PT dependence. 

In the United States, PT riders are typically categorized in two groups: choice riders, and 

dependent riders (Lubitow, Rainer and Bassett 2013; Lachapelle et al. 2015; Brown et al. 2014). Choice 

rider is a term used to label PT passengers who have access to automobiles, but choose to take PT. 

There may be a multitude of reasons for this, including convenience or “attitudes, perceptions and 

norms” (Spears, Houston and Boarnet 2013). Due to the perceived threat of COVID-19 spreading 

onboard public PT vehicles, a ‘retreat’ to the personal automobile may be taking place, as it is deemed 

a safer mode of travel from an epidemiological standpoint (Basu and Ferreira 2021; Adey et al. 2021, 6). 

This threatens to significantly delay the return for pre-pandemic levels of ridership. However, there 

seems to be little evidence for disease spread via PT (Schwartz et al. 2020; Howland 2020 et al. 2020).  

PT dependence refers to the lack of choice experienced by a traveller. Without access to private 

vehicles, dependent riders rely on PT to access commercial services, schools, health care, and 

employment, among others. Based on research thus far, PT dependent riders appear to be more likely 
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to have been riding PT during the pandemic (Liu et al. 2020; “Transit is Essential” 2020). Many of these 

riders are low-income and racial minorities, or otherwise marginalized. In the U.S., low-income, racial 

and ethnic minority groups make up roughly 60% of all riders (Clark 2017), while accounting for less 

than 25% of the population (U.S. Census Bureau, n.d.).  

Riders dependent on PT have faced multiple hindrances simultaneously. This presents the basis 

for frame COVID-19 as an ‘unveiling’ of injustices in American urban transport systems (Tai et al. 2021; 

Steward 2020; Verma 2020). Socially vulnerable PT riders may have lost jobs and therefore been put 

under greater financial pressures (Cajner 2020; Tai et al. 2021). This is especially significant due to the 

fact that, in the United States, transportation costs make up the second largest household expense on 

average. For lower income groups, transportation is a larger expense in proportion to income than 

those with higher earnings (“The High Cost” 2019). Additionally, if they remained at work, they may 

have faced increased likelihood of contracting COVID-19. Finally, due to widespread PT service 

reductions during the COVID-19, the availability of transport was now impacted, effectively decreasing 

the accessibility of essential places for dependent riders (Dickens 2020).  

In many cases, service reductions were warranted due to financial constraints, or as a response 

to changing levels of PT demand (Bellis 2020). Funding sources that PT agencies typically rely on, 

including local or state gas taxes, sales taxes, road tolls and fare revenue, saw decline in the county as 

a whole (National Governors Association 2020). PT agencies were tasked with maintaining service to 

their constituents in the face of uncertainty over epidemiological risk - all the while facing financial 

uncertainty. News media went so as to warn that the pandemic had triggered a PT ‘death spiral’, 

referring to the vicious cycle of service reductions, decreased ridership, and increasing financial 

pressures, all of which reinforce each other (Verma 2020; Abbas 2020; Bryant 2020).  

In response to the pandemic, PT agencies have invested heavily in the sanitation and cleaning 

of their fleets. One common reaction was to install various types of air filtration systems in vehicles to 

reduce the risk of respiratory droplets remaining in the air while passengers are on board (METRO Staff 

2021; “Covid-19: MTA Pilots” 2020, Rynning 2020; Perrero 2021). The sanitization of busses and trains 

has occurred more frequently during the pandemic, and many agencies offered free personal protective 
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equipment such as masks and hand sanitizers in stations and vehicles (American Public Transportation 

Association 2020). In addition to these changes, as this thesis will exemplify, most PT agencies in the 

United States suspended fare collection, thereby providing fare-free public transport (FFPT).  

FFPT is therefore an important policy both in terms of understanding the national response, 

and examining the local implications of COVID-response strategies from PT agencies. In an urban 

context, certain narratives incline towards treating the pandemic as a chance to ‘slow down,’ rethink 

commuting habits, and thereby merit changes to urban mobility landscapes, specifically those geared 

towards cycling (Kraus and Koch 2021; Goetsch and Quiros 2020; Prapavessis and Sui 2020). This is one 

example in which COVID-19 has been framed as an ‘opportunity’, and a time to pursue pre-existing 

agendas in urban change. The past year might then be understood as a ‘window of urban opportunity’ 

(Acuto et al. 2020), in which the path dependent operation of urban spaces and services was shaken up, 

possibly causing fundamental changes in path development. In this regard, this thesis investigates the 

conditions under which COVID-19 presented a moment of substantial policy change, leading to the 

adoption of FFPT.  

FFPT is not a policy that has only been used in emergency contexts. In fact, a growing debate 

around the policy among PT agencies in the U.S. began in the years leading up to the pandemic (Dowd 

2019; Barry 2020; Hess 2020; Nguyen 2019; Connolly 2020; Portillo 2020). Outside of an emergency 

situation, the policy is primarily justified as a means to (1) improve ridership, (2) reduce financial 

barriers, (3) improve local sustainability, and (4) reduce the cost of fare collection and enforcement 

(Barone n.d.; Barry 2020; Casales 2020). 

Globally, there are over 100 known cases of FFPT, mainly located in North America, Europe and 

Brazil (Kębłowski 2019). FFPT in the U.S. is present in three types of localities: college towns, tourist 

resorts towns, and small urban or rural communities (Kębłowski 2019). In December 2019, locally 

elected officials in Kansas City, Missouri, voted unanimously to suspend fares (Starling 2019). The PT 

network, known as RideKC, did not officially suspend fare collection until the pandemic, and FFPT is 

still seen as a temporary measure until it is safe to return to fare collection (“Fares & Passes” n.d.). In 

Thurston County, Washington, FFPT was instituted on 1 January 2020, in part due to a local 1% sales 
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tax dedicated to PT funding approved by voters in 2018, which was used to cover lost fare revenue 

(Englehardt 2019). These two cases are notable in that they are both relatively large, and perhaps mark 

a shift in where FFPT is expected to be implemented.   

FFPT may take a number of different forms. Following Kębłowski’s (2019) definition of full FFPT 

are policies which provide fare-free services to “the vast majority of routes and services provided within 

a given PT network, available to the vast majority of its users, most of the time, and for a period of at 

least 12 months.” This is in contrast to partial FFPT, which is provided in socially, temporally, or 

geographically limited forms. Partial FFPT is relatively common and includes programs that offer fare-

free travel for seniors, youth, or within specific places like universities or downtown districts (Kębłowski 

2019). One crucial distinction between FFPT and fare suspension is that the latter refers to a relatively 

temporary policy, while the former is perceived as more permanent. This study focuses on the removal 

of fares for any amount of length, granted that FFPT was not limited in any other sense.    

Meanwhile, recent scholarship in critical urban transport examines policies not merely as tools 

to improve accessibility, mobility, or environmental sustainability, but as fundamentally political 

projects (Cresswell 2010; Aldred 2019; Sheller 2015; Kębłowski, Van Criekingen and Bassens 2019; 

Reigner and Bernac 2019). On the other hand, theoretical and practical investigations of the urban 

commons have recently considered how to steer urban spaces and services away from 

commodification, and towards an alternative form of resource management, based on a value system 

that places social benefit over monetary value (Susser and Tonnelat 2013; Radywyl and Biggs 2013; 

Huron 2015; Foster and Iaione 2016; Shah and Garg 2017; Parker and Schmidt 2017; Williams 2018) . At 

this intersection, Nikolaeva and her colleagues (2019) put forward the ‘commoning of mobility’ as a 

means to steer transport away from technocratic management governed by market logic. In a similar 

vein, FFPT is sometimes advocated as means of decommodifying PT, recognizing its value as a common 

or public good (Schein 2011, Larrabure 2016; Cohen 2018). By examining FFPT in the context of COVID-

19 through the lens of commoning, these perspectives are examined in closer detail.   

To this end, the research question addressed is: Under what conditions does the suspension 

of public transport fare collection in the United States during COVID-19 constitute a policy change 
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contributing to the commoning of mobility? Additionally, this dissertation includes the sub-question 

of: which public transport agencies in the United States suspended fare collection during the 

COVID-19 pandemic? To this end, new data on the geography of FFPT in the United States is presented. 

In order to answer these questions, a mixed method approach was adopted, utilizing both quantitative 

data on where FFPT was provided, and qualitative interviews with PT officials in a select number of 

cases.  

 The following section reviews literature on the governance of urban transport systems, first by 

reviewing mainstream approaches, followed by scholarship in the spheres of the urban commons, 

policy change, and policy mobility. These bodies of work are intended to aid in the analysis of the 

three hypotheses. The next section outlines the materials and methods used in the research, while 

presenting the geographical findings of the research. In section V, results of the interviews are 

discussed. A discussion of the findings is presented in section VI, while the final section concludes the 

thesis.  

 

II. Literature Review 

 

In this section, previous literature on the governance of PT fare policy in the United States is reviewed. 

It begins by providing a broad review of sustainable mobility, currently the dominant approach to urban 

transport issues (Amekudzi and Meyer 2006; Giuliano 2011; Kębłowski, Van Criekingen and Bassens 

2019; Gallo and Marinelli 2020), while then narrowing the focus down to sustainable mobility 

perspectives on PT pricing, and FFPT in particular. As will be discussed further, sustainable mobility 

focuses on the governance of PT fares mainly as a means to manipulate ridership levels. In order to 

provide a more holistic understanding of fare policy during COVID-19, the theoretical bodies of the 

urban commons, policy change and policy mobility are then examined in relation to FFPT.  
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Sustainable Mobility and Public Transport 

While different disciplines, such as transport economics and land-use planning seek to analyze 

urban mobility systems, much research tends to deal with three key negative effects of these systems: 

economic, environmental, and social (Cervero and Landis 1995; Button 2010; Duranton and Turner 

2012; Miller et al. 2016). In the United States, the term ‘sustainable transportation’ is preferred over 

‘sustainable mobility,’ but are in essence closely related (Richardson 1999; Zhou 2012). Indeed, there 

are differences in the uptake of these concepts in the United States and Europe; noticeably, there is a 

stronger multi-level governance focus on sustainable mobility in Europe than there is in the United 

States (Zhou 2012) Nevertheless, the concepts of sustainable transportation are principally based on 

‘the three pillars’ of: environment, economy, and society (Black, Páez and Suthanaya 2002; Banister 

2008; Banister et al. 2011; Zhou 2012).  

 Environmentally, the transportation system is a major source of pollutants and greenhouse 

gasses, it fragments ecological landscapes, and degrades the environment through noise and air 

pollution (Bertolini, le Clerq and Straatemeier 2008, Seto, Sánchez-Rodríguez and Fragkias 2010). The 

economic costs of the system are understood, for example, as individual and societal time loss due to 

congestion, and the infrastructure costs of maintaining a decentralized transport system (Ewing 1997; 

Weisbrod, Vary, and Treyz 2001). Socially, U.S. urban transportation systems are criticized for their 

orientation to move residents from suburbs to downtowns and central business districts, while leaving 

many without transport options (Allen 2009; Wellman 2014). In addition, there are concerns over the 

accessibility of PT systems for the elderly, passengers who are differently abled, or low-income, all of 

which are groups that fall under the general terms of ‘transportation disadvantaged’ (Giuliano 2005; 

Attoh 2012; Bejleri et al. 2018).  Furthermore, certain research examines the socio-spatial inequities in 

provisions of transportation, along cleavages of race, gender, class, and ethnicity, but these are 

generally not associated as sustainable transportation studies (Wellman 2014; Manaugh, Badami, and 

El-Geneidy 2015; Sheller 2015; Cresswell and Uteng 2016). 

Increasing PT ridership is widely understood to be a remedy for all three of these issues, but 

different disciplines and perspectives emphasize different reasons why PT is effective, and what factors 
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affect its usage (Kohn 2000; Taylor and Fink 2003; Kennedy et al. 2005; Alam et al. 2018). According to 

Kim and his co-authors (2016), PT ridership is affected either by external or internal factors. External 

factors include those which PT agencies do not typically have control over, such as land use patterns, 

spatial mismatch, and population characteristics. On the other hand, internal factors include service 

quality and quantity, fare levels, and other elements which PT agencies do have jurisdiction over (Kim 

et al. 2016). 

 In addition, sustainable transportation perspectives point out that the current spatial layout of 

urban centers in the U.S. are not conducive to providing quality PT services, and therefore advocate for 

PT oriented development, and other methods of compaction (Kenworth and Laube 1996; Boarnet and 

Compin 1999; Loo, Chen, and Chan 2010; Boschmann and Brady 2013). Land use patterns are often 

given much attention, as spatial planners advocate for increased urban density, which, as they argue, 

will then improve the accessibility of public transport and make PT networks more feasible. This 

emphasis is privileged over research on the importance of PT within the current urban environment - 

which in the United States is often sprawled, suburban and incompact (Nechyba and Walsh 2004). 

Furthermore, research which does focus on PT frequently frames it as an economic benefit and does 

not consider its social value (Nikolaeva et al. 2019). 

That being said, within sustainable mobility, there is a recognition of the need for PT, there is a 

significant amount of research focusing on pricing strategies as a means to maximize its modal share 

(Cervero 1990; Litman 2004; Kennedy et al. 2005; Taylor et al. 2009; Schimek 2015). These studies 

primarily use elasticity to measure what the impact of fare changes will be on PT ridership (Cervero 

1990; Kain and Liu 1999; Litman 2004; Proost and Dender 2008; Taylor et al. 2009; Sharaby and Shiftan 

2012). The underlying principle among these works are the desire to find an “optimal” balance between 

fare levels and revenue, so that PT agencies can increase ridership yet maintain balanced budgets. To 

this end, political agendas are seen as one factor in determining the feasibility of fare changes, but they 

are not seen as the central reason for change themselves. Sustainable mobility posits that in order to 

improve PT ridership, planners should focus on improving service quality, even if it means charging 

higher fares (Cervero, 1990). This logic is underpinned by what McCollum and Prat (2004) calls “fare 
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equity”, by which they mean the setting of fares at a level which expresses the quality and operating 

cost of service.  

Based on this perspective, FFPT would necessarily be of lesser quality, and is an option that 

planners should not pursue. Indeed, many critiques of FFPT claim it is too expensive, and that it comes 

at the cost-of-service improvement (Baum 1973; Perone and Volinski 2002; Fearnley 2013; Cats, Susilo 

and Reimal 2017; Tomanek 2017). As Fearnley contends, “price paid is a good indicator of a passengers’ 

need and preferences” (2013, 87), in essence claiming that if prices are higher, travelers will be more 

selective with how they travel. Based on the premise that too much travel is unsustainable, this 

argument thus discourages FFPT, in favor of market-oriented approaches.  

These critiques are based on a rather narrow view of FFPT, and do not, as Štraub and Jaroš 

argue, contextualize the policy within broader urban mobility strategies, which utilize “multilateral 

agreement[s] and cooperation between local/regional stakeholders'' to develop, implement and 

operate a fare-free network (2019, 56). In addition, Kębłowski (2019), highlights that providing FFPT 

does not necessarily reduce the quality of service, and can, in some cases, create increased operating 

efficiency by improving boarding times, which speed up vehicles (see also: Kębłowski et al. 2019).   

Cats and his co-authors (2014; 2017), in their studies on Tallinn, Estonia, conclude that FFPT led 

to a modal shift from walking and cycling trips to PT, but did not necessarily reduce car usage, a finding 

supported by several studies (Perone and Volinski 2002; Volinski 2012; Fearnley 2013; Tomanek 2017). 

Other scholars warn against the emergence of “problem riders” (Perone and Volinski 2002) who 

generate excessive amounts of mobility by aimlessly riding the bus and are often rowdy. Similarly, 

Fearnley (2013) affirms that FFPT is a policy which invites “socially deprived people” to ride, without 

having actual travel needs (Danish Board of Technology 2006 in Fearnley 2013, 85).  

However, there is a lack of consensus on the merits of FFPT in pursuing sustainable mobility, as 

other scholars argue in favor of the policy as a tool to improve environmental, economic and social 

conditions (Štraub and Jaroš 2019; D’Alessandro 2008). These studies point to evidence that FFPT 

improves ridership, thereby getting drivers out of their cars, and into lesser polluting modes of 

transportation, which consequently reduces congestion and emission, thereby improving the local 
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environment. A crucial distinction between these perspectives, however, is that certain studies (Štraub 

and Jaroš 2019; Štraub 2020) frame FFPT within a larger mobility strategy, while the lion's share of 

previous research on FFPT singles it out, examining the policy in a vacuum, and focusing solely on 

modal split, but not analyzing other potentially important aspects.  

The present section focuses on fares, not necessarily as a means to increase ridership, but 

rather as a critical aspect of any given PT agency’s governance priorities, and an important site of 

political decision making which can be understood as an outcome not only of explicitly PT related goals, 

but also of normative values, social, historical, and political processes. Following Kębłowski, Van 

Creikingen and Bassens, this study adopts a “critical” lens (2019, 26), attempting to go beyond the 

mainstream discourse of emission reduction, and analyzes the political structures and motivations 

affecting fare policy. In sum, sustainable mobility, despite being perceived as “one of the most 

widespread objectives in transport policy” (Gallo and Marinelli 2020), cannot alone provide an 

explanation for the removal of PT fare during COVID-19. 

Urban Commons, Commoning and Mobility 

Researchers in the fields of mobility justice and critical mobilities point to socio-spatial 

disparities that cause some groups to not only have greater access to transportation, but also greater 

decision-making power over infrastructure and transportation investments (Sheller and Urry 2006; 

Enright 2019; Reigner and Bernac 2019). Based on the assertion that PT is a public good, and a human 

right, authors in these fields critique the contemporary urban transport systems for its unevenness 

(Coggin and Pieterse 2015; Sheller 2015; Attoh 2012; Enright 2019). These perspectives point to forces 

of neoliberal urbanization, namely urban entrepreneurialism, which have historically divested from low 

income, non-white neighborhoods, and favored infrastructures and amenities for suburban white 

populations, leading to the current, unjust transportation system. More recently, policies such as 

pedestrianization, and transit-oriented development are adopted in the name of sustainable mobility, 

often without room for discussion as to who benefits from them (Kębłowski, Van Criekingen and 

Bassens 2019). Contemporary transportation projects, framed as ‘smart’ or ‘sustainable’ infrastructure, 
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appear to be geared towards the needs of ‘glocal’ elites and spaces of financial importance (Baeten and 

Essebo 2012) .  

 The urban commons movement, similarly, identifies spaces of neoliberal enclosure, and 

proposes an alternative in the form of commons, which are spaces free from capitalist enclosures 

(Susser and Tonnelat 2013; Huron 2015; Williams 2018). In other words, the commons seek to mitigate 

“pervasive privatization and marketization of ... shared resources—from land and water to knowledge 

and urban spaces—and reassert greater participatory control over those resources and community life” 

(Bollier 2016, 2) Beginning with Elinor Ostrom’s landmark book Governing the Commons (1990), 

researchers and activists explore the usefulness of modelling urban interventions based on resource 

management networks; the fundamental principles of which are  “mutual support, conflict, 

communication and experimentation” (Bollier 2016, 2).  These are the social acts that allow for the 

commons to exist, known in short as ‘commoning’. 

Commoning is the social act of managing shared resources, and it is not a new phenomenon. 

Commoning as a practice has existed for centuries and is currently receiving attention from academics 

and activists because of its potentially emancipatory effects from the forces of neoliberalism, 

globalization, privatization, and marketization (Klein 2001; Chatterton 2010; Bollier 2016; Kirwan, 

Dawney and Brigstocke 2016; Holemans, Oosterlynck and De Moor 2018). Bollier (2016) identifies the 

reclamation of ‘common wealth,’ (i.e., achieving a new value system that is not centered around 

financial or monetary values) as the ultimate goal. Likewise, commoning is done with intention by 

increasing participatory control of the resources of community life, to negate the forces of wealth 

accumulation and concentration.  

  However, as the traditional understanding of commons is based primarily on rural and 

indigenous traditions, its adoption in urban contexts remains ongoing.  There are various conceptions 

of how the state may assist in the commons, and the degree to which institutions should involve 

themselves is contested. A central point of discussion - for which there is yet no consensus - is what role 

municipal government agencies could, or should play in maintaining the urban commons. Some 

authors avert promoting government involvement, claiming that the commons should exist separate 
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from both market and state (Klein 2001; Bollier 2016), while others point to specific areas where the 

state may be helpful, such as ensuring spaces of negotiation, securing technical and material support, 

and assisting in compliance supervision (Grafton 2000; Susser and Tonnelat 2013; Mansbridge 2014). 

 Michael Bauwens points to city governments as having a higher potential for commons-based 

practices (“State Power and Commoning” 2016, 34). Likewise, Foster and Iaonie (2016) contend that 

urban governments are capable of staking a normative claim to access such resources, and thereby 

recognizing the “social value or utility that such access would generate or produce” (Foster and Iaione, 

2016, 288).  The authors argue that democratic innovations may be able to internalize this normative 

claim and provide more equitable access to urban resources. The authors discuss how this relates to 

infrastructure such as highways, but public transport is never mentioned. Susser and Tonnelat provide 

a more explicit reference to PT, arguing that public services “represent a strong potential toward the 

commons” (2013, 109). Other scholars focusing on commoning in the city, see government institutions 

as necessary for ensuring that commoning may happen within certain spaces, and that they are not 

enclosed by the private sector (Arvanitidis and Papagiannitsis 2020).  

In relation to urban mobility, Leigh (2011) operationalizes Ostrom’s (1990) work to describe PT 

as a ‘common pool resource,’ since it is not feasible for private firms to create universal systems, and if 

they did, it would cause significant complications arising from monopoly control. In addition, it is 

difficult (and illogical) to prevent users from accessing PT systems, and therefore the logics of the 

commons can be applied. 

 Nikolaeva and her colleagues (2019) connect the commons literature with critical mobilities, 

under the term ‘commoning mobility’. For the authors, the commoning of mobility is crucial for steering 

PT away from technocratic management and defying the market logic under which it is currently 

governed. In addition, they call for a societal revaluation of mobility, pointing to its social, non-

monetary benefits, in line with what Bollier (2016) terms ‘common wealth.’ In regard to public policy, 

an intention to bolster the social value of PT may be understood as one step towards a reclamation of 

‘common wealth’.  

“Commoning mobility proposes a reconsideration of the value of mobility and its collective 

repercussions in addition to the communal management of transport. This  means rethinking the role of 
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mobility as what keeps communities both connected and diverse. Mobilities may be the means through 

which we interact with each other and with the environment around us (Te Brömmelstroet et al., 2017), 

something we share and can collectively govern rather than something we value only as it is converted 

into financial equivalent, square kilometres, and minutes of commute.” (Nikolaeva et al. 2019).  

Based on the quote above, there is considerable room for further research into what practices and 

policies may be attuned to commoning mobility. Nevertheless, these actions should be made with both 

an intention to highlight ways in which mobility is valuable not only in financial or economic terms, 

while increasing levels of collective governance.  

Elements of the commons appear in FFPT literature (Larrabure 2016; Schein 2011) , albeit these 

are far from the dominant rhetoric. Kȩbłowski and his colleagues, claim that implementing FFPT is 

“recognised outside academia as an important ingredient of ‘just mobility’” (2019, 6). FFPT as a 

commons, or as a policy of solidarity, is discussed primarily outside formal academics, and is a position 

which has been taken by social movements, as can be seen in Toronto, Canada, and Brazil, for example. 

In Larrabure’s examination of the fare-free movement in Brazil, he contends that the movement itself 

“took meaningful steps towards creating a new commons, a political space in which a postcapitalist 

future is pre-figured,” but notes that FFPT by itself does not imply a democratic form of decision 

making, a central aspect in the new (urban) commons (2016, 1).  

The Greater Toronto Workers Assembly, a labour-led collective, has called for the removal of PT 

fares in Canada’s most populous city (Schein, 2011). Central to their argument is that “mass transit is a 

public good that should be paid for by fair taxation,” while calling for the decommodification of the 

system and the end of neoliberal policies which put a disproportionate financial burden on the user 

(Schein 2011, 115). The author calls for a new funding scheme for the PT network, so that costs are not 

merely pushed down to the users, but that the whole of society contributes, because PT produces 

‘social, economic and environmental justice’ that the whole of society benefits from.  

Despite FFPT being proclaimed as a policy which advances an anti-market, anti-capitalist form 

of socio-technical organization, there are certainly reasons to question this claim. As the commons 

literature stresses, community control over decision making is an essential element of commoning 

(Foster 2011; Huron 2015; Bollier 2016; Gibson-Graham et al. 2016; Williams 2018; Nikolaeva et al. 2019). 
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These authors stress the central role of ‘commoners’ - those who enable the effective management of 

shared resources. Notably, no previous literature on FFPT reviewed in this research indicates that the 

community is deeply or meaningfully involved in the decision-making process. That being said, most 

studies of FFPT focus purely on the measurable effects of the policy on modal shift. However, the 

decision to remove fares in Europe’s two largest cases, Tallinn, and Luxembourg, had a noticeable lack 

of public input, as it was a decision pursued by politicians and high-level bureaucrats (Kębłowski et al. 

2019; Carr and Hesse 2020). Thus, there are serious questions about whether FFPT can be considered a 

reclamation of the urban commons at all, but more research must be done in order to know under what 

conditions do urban residents play a central role in establishing the policy. 

 Thus, this research seeks to examine such claims by focusing on the provision of FFPT as a 

potential form of commoning mobility, holding urban government agencies as central actors. 

Simultaneously, it responds to a lack of urban commons literature which analyzes non-natural 

resources, goods and spaces as sites of commoning (Euler 2018; Williams 2018).  Based on the existing 

literature, the focal points of analysis will be: (1) the extent to which the implementation of FFPT was 

an act of mutual support between the PT agencies, their riders and employees, including drivers, 

maintenance and cleaning staff, will be crucial to answering this question (Huron 2015; Bollier 2016; 

Williams 2018). In addition, (2) whether or not the implementation of FFPT significantly moves towards 

a social revaluation of PT, highlighting non-monetary benefits, rejecting logics of marketization, and 

intending to provide more equitable access (Nikolaeva et al. 2019). If local PT agencies are indeed 

seeking to common their services, then putting the interests of their users and employees over profit-

motives is a necessary requisite.  

Finally, (3) since commoning is a social process, which most scholars will agree is dependent 

upon non-elite actors working in some form of collaboration (Klein 2001; “State Power and 

Commoning” 2016; Mazzuco 2017; Parker and Schmidt 2017), it is important to examine who sought to 

implement the policy. To this end, there are expected differences in the commoning potential of 

policies orchestrated by a supra-national organization or private consultancies, versus those 

advocated for by local activists, NGOs and non-profit organizations. Therefore, even though it is already 
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clear that FFPT is not outside the state, identifying the actors that are involved in its implementation is 

critical. In essence, if FFPT was indeed advocated primarily by non-state, non-profit actors, then this 

would be a sign that it is potentially an act of commoning mobility.  

Policy Change and Crisis  

“Only a crisis - actual or perceived - produces real change. When that crisis occurs, the 

actions that are taken depend on the ideas that are lying around. That, I believe, is our 

basic function: to develop alternatives to existing policies, to keep them alive and 

available until the politically impossible becomes the politically inevitable” (Friedman 

2002 [1962], xiv).   

 

While FFPT may, under certain conditions, stake PT has a commons, it is important to examine 

what conditions of the past year brought about ubiquitous adoption of this policy. This quote from 

Milton Friedman, a notorious proponent of neoliberal capitalism, neatly summarizes a strand of 

literature on the causes of policy change. To get a richer understanding of what causes policy change, 

it is important to begin from foundational knowledge about policy.  

There is no single agreed-upon definition of what constitutes a policy. Birkland (2020) includes 

at least three definitions that are all broad, and distinct from one another. They include: (1) “Actions of 

government and intentions that determine those actions” (Cochran et al. 2010 quoted in Birkland 2020, 

4); (2) “whatever governments choose to do or not to do” (Dye 2013 quoted in Birkland 2020, 4); and (3) 

“the sum of government activities.” (Peters 2010 quoted in Birkland 2020, 4). Based on these definitions, 

it is clear that PT pricing strategies are considered policy. Mintrom and Norman note that “public 

policies are designed and implemented to address particular problems'' (2009, 650). In the case of fares, 

this problem is typically understood as relating to a need to balance budgets - keeping charges low 

enough to encourage riders, while simultaneously ensuring enough revenue flow. Public policies 

typically share some similar characteristics, including the framing that they: (1) are in the ‘public 

interest,’ (2) may be influenced by external actors, but are ultimately decided upon by governmental 

authorities, and (3) are sites of social, economic, and political contestation (Birkland 2020).  
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The process of policy change is approached differently from various perspectives in policy 

studies. Incrementalists understand policy change as a slow, steady process whereby policy makers 

continuously acclimate policy as issues and conditions evolve (Wilson 2000; Carstensen 2011). 

Neomarxist scholars suggest that policy change happens as a response to government bodies dealing 

with the contradictions of capitalism. On the one hand, governments must ensure a system of capitalist 

accumulation, but at the same time protect their constituency from the negative externalities (air 

pollution, toxic waste, environmental degradation, etc…) that it produces (Wilson 2000). Another 

strand of literature, coined as the “advocacy coalition framework” (ACF) contends policy makers 

assemble along the lines of ideology and belief systems, and build agendas to institute policy change 

over a span of decades (Sabatier 1988). These groups align themselves in ‘policy subsystems,’ which 

can be distinguished as various domains, or subjects, for example: energy, education or transportation 

policy. The number of actors involved in policy subsystems are enormous, and include both 

governmental, and non-governmental actors, including from private enterprise or academia (Sabatier 

1988).  

The notion of punctuated equilibrium, meanwhile, denotes a conception of policy change as 

long periods of relative stability, interrupted by relatively short periods of rapid change (Wilson 2000, 

True, James and Baumgartner 2019). “Focusing events” (Birkland 1998; Farley et al. 2007; O'Donovan 

2017) are moments when certain issues are given a spotlight, appearing to have increased significance 

by society as a whole - these are usually moments of crisis. Public policy studies acknowledge that 

focusing events hold potential for relatively drastic policy change. (Birkland 1997; Boin, Hart and 

McConnell 2008; Nohrstedt and Weible 2010; Hogan and Feeney 2012; Marsden and Docherty 2013; 

O’Donovan 2017; Crow and Albright 2019). This is not to say that all focusing events necessarily create 

policy change, or that they are the only moments in which policy change occurs, but merely that they 

present potential for reform, under the right conditions.  

Before delving into these conditions, it is first important to distinguish between definitions of 

crisis. As the Friedman quote explicitly states, a crisis may be either “actual or perceived,” indicating 

that crisis is to some extent a social construction (Moffat 2010; Schultz and Raupp 2010). However, there 
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are some important characteristics that crises share. Firstly, a crisis is seen to have a detrimental impact 

on all or more of the affected population (Castles 2010). Secondly, a crisis typically leads to a breakdown 

in the standard decision-making process, and is an event that is “unexpected, or unusual in size” 

(Kapucu and van Wart 2006). Finally, crises are traditionally understood to be ‘external’ shocks to the 

policy system. However, as Nohrstedt and Weible contend, there is lack of conceptual clarity regarding 

this claim, as crisis often involves “threats to societal values, uncertainty, and urgency regarding 

important decisions” (2010, 5). Therefore, while a crisis may appear to have been caused ‘externally,’ it 

has internal consequences to policy subsystems.  

As Kapucu and van Wart (2006) show, policy change is dependent on the nature of the crisis at 

hand. Therefore, there is a difference between policy changes in response to a terrorist attack, such as 

on November 11 2001, and the disasters of persistently worsening hurricanes along the Gulf of Mexico - 

but both reactions entail risk mitigation (Kapucu and van Wart 2006). Several authors argue that 

moments of disasters provoke the “questioning or discrediting of established policies, practices and 

institutions” (Nohrstedt and Weible 2010, 3). In other words, crises may be perceived to occur in part 

due to some policy failures, or it may become clear that current policies are unable to meet the needs 

of the moment (O’Donovan 2007; Hogan and Feeney 2012; Marsden and Docherty 2013). In terms of 

transport, there is an historical precedent that these arguments apply. For example, the Oil Crisis of 

1973 appears to have significantly impacted government approaches to transportation and energy 

policies, and its effects must be accounted for beyond the scope of transportation in a narrow sense 

(Ikenberry 1988).  

While policy changes may be framed as responsive to an immediate crisis, they may have long 

term, possibly detrimental impacts. Kirkpatrick and Brenzau (2016) point to the racialization of the 

fiscal crisis management in Michigan, which disproportionately affected black households even after 

the initial crisis was over. In addition, crises may present “framing contests” whereby policy actors 

compete among each other to gain legitimacy for their responses as the most appropriate for the 

moment at hand (Boin, Hart and McConnell 2008). As Boin and colleagues state, "it appears that 

disruptions of societal routines and expectations open up political space for actors inside and outside 
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government to redefine issues, propose policy innovations and organizations reforms" (Boin, Hart and 

McConnell 2008, 82).  

While government institutions as a whole are considered decision-makers in terms of policy, a 

plethora of scholarship has focused specifically on individuals, and their influence over such 

institutions (Allison and Halperin 1972; Wright 1974; Mintrom 1997). These approaches stipulate that 

governmental organizations do not always act perfectly rationally and coherently but are subject to 

political conflicts that shape policy outcomes. Similarly, the notion of policy entrepreneurs (PEs) 

denotes the importance of specific actors within policy subsystems that are critical in driving policy 

changes. (Mintrom and Vergari 1996; Mintrom and Norman 2009; Meijerink and Huitema 2010; Hogan 

and Feeney 2012). PEs play central roles within advocacy coalitions, helping to advance ideas, policies 

and win framing contests. They are also adept in harnessing focusing events to direct both public and 

elite attention to a specific policy problem, while framing their solutions as the best, and therefore 

creating opportunities for rapid mobilization (O’Donovan 2017).  

In essence, there are certain interactions and processes which may create conditions for policy 

change to occur during a crisis - and specific actors within advocacy coalitions appear to be critical in 

pushing such change. Yet, it is unreasonable to assume that this happens in every moment of crisis, 

thus the question remains: under what conditions does policy change occur?  

 First and foremost, the size and unexpectedness of the emergency is a key factor (Castles 2010). 

It is expected that crises which are larger in magnitude and are perceived to happen with greater 

frequency will have more potential to trigger policy change. The recurrence of an event is likely to imply 

greater policy change, especially for the long-term, as responses will be perceived as necessary to 

mitigate similar future scenarios (Castles 2010) Secondly, the proximity of a focusing event to a policy 

subsystem is an important explanatory variable for policy change post-crisis (Nohrstedt and Weible 

2010). Proximity here is used in a dual sense of policy and geography. Policy proximity refers to how 

deeply a crisis “touches” a policy subsystem, while geographic proximity is concerned with how close 

in physical distance a crisis is to certain subsystems. For example, COVID-19 has been widespread 

geographically, but has had intense presence in certain hotspots, such as New York City. Meanwhile, 
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the disease itself is very closely tied to health care policy, but perhaps less so to nuclear waste 

management strategies. Taking into account both policy-proximity and geographic-proximity is an 

important nuance when weighing the potential of an event to stimulate policy change.  

 Besides characteristics related to the crisis itself, several factors can also be identified which 

relate to the internal dimensions of policy subsystems. For example, Sabatier (1988) stresses the 

importance of an advocacy coalition’s strength and legitimacy in pursuing policy change. In addition to 

this, one could see the relative importance of PEs to advocate for the policies of their coalition by 

engaging in ‘framing contests’ during a crisis (Mintrom and Vergari 1996). Following Boin, 't Hart & 

McConnell (2008), the approval of a policy by an expert commission is a critical factor in winning framing 

contests. Policy change is itself conditioned, too, by the availability of ideas that PEs are able to frame 

- a key aspect of Friedman’s quote. Policy ideas which are already present before a crisis may have 

greater likelihood of being implemented during or after a focusing event (Friedman 2002 [1962], xiv). 

Similarly, Hogan and Feeney (2012) argue, if there are a lack of viable alternatives, then policy 

subsystems will fall back to the status quo. This relates closely to Birkland’s (1997) assertion that for a 

crisis to be fully exploited by PEs, some policy groundwork has to have been laid in the past. A crisis is 

thus not necessarily a time to come up with completely new ideas, but to assert alternatives by using 

the moment to capture both the public’s, and elites’ imaginations. Finally, since policy subsystems 

include a broad range of actors, PEs will have a smaller likelihood for success if they do not have a 

combination of bottom-up and top-down support (Meijerink and Huitema 2010).  

 With this in mind, the literature on policy change in the context of crisis would suggest that FFPT 

would be adopted during a crisis if: (1) FFPT is considered as a potential policy option prior to the crisis, 

(2) there is both elite and non-elite support for the policy, along with an approval of an expert 

commission, and (3) there is a PE to advocate for FFPT. The interaction between these conditions are 

important for the empirical analysis of this study.  

Both policy change and PE literature is focused primarily on national-level changes (Lewis and 

McGhee 2001), even though they “can be found anywhere” (Meijerink and Huitema 2010). Thus, this 

paper seeks to contribute to a lack of scholarship on this subject which considers urban governance. 
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Secondly, research on PEs attests that they guide policy ideas in their own groups interest, there 

appears to be a lack of reflexivity/reflection on what these interests are, and what kind of implications 

this has for democratic decision making.  

Policy Mobility 

Thus far, an alternative understanding of FFPT has been detailed, along with the mechanism 

that may explain why PT fares were altered in response to COVID-19. Yet, local PT agencies and their 

staff do not operate within isolated bubbles, but are able to interact directly, and learn about each other 

digitally.   As will be further elaborated, the decision to suspend fares in response to COVID-19 was taken 

by over 60% of the PT agencies studied. That being said, there is no evidence that federal transportation 

authorities endorsed this policy, thus putting into question how the majority of PT agencies arrived at 

the same policy solution. The concept of ‘policy transfer’ (along with the associated policy diffusion and 

policy learning), popularized by the Dolowitz and Marsh Framework (2000), is defined as “the process 

by which knowledge about policies, administrative arrangements, institutions and ideas in one political 

system (past or present) is used in the development of policies, administrative arrangements, 

institutions and ideas in another political system” (2000, 5).   

 Marsden and Stead’s (2011) study provides empirics for how policy transfer works in the field of 

transportation. Their study, along with others, help to identify widely adopted policies and ‘best 

practices’ in urban transport and land use planning (May 2015; McLeod, Scheurer and Curtis 2017). 

There exists a significant connection between policy transfer and sustainable mobility research (Pojani 

and Stead 2015; Stead 2016; Sheldrick, Evans and Schliwa 2017; Thomas et al. 2018; Canitez 2020). At 

this intersection, scholars examine the validity of using popular concepts within sustainable mobility 

across territories, often looking at where the policies originated, and what organizations may have been 

involved in spreading the ideas globally. Policy transfer as a concept is critiqued with arguments similar 

to those used against sustainable mobility; in that it tends to see the world without political, social or 

spatial lenses. Actors are assumed to be totally rational,and have no other motivations than finding the 

‘right’ policy (Peck 2011; McCann 2011; McCann and Ward 2012). Furthermore, the assumption of 



 
23 II. Literature Review 

rationality leaves little room for contestation, and therefore policy transfer as a perspective may 

institute post-political environments (Adscheid and Schmitt 2019; Carr and Hesse 2020) 

 On the other hand, policy mobility investigates similar processes, but rather than seeing 

transfer as ‘rational’ behavior, its starting point is that policy movement is deeply political and shaped 

by social relations. Policy mobility studies analyze how policy ideas, models and lessons flow through 

space and thus ‘mutate’ as they are embedded in various local contexts (Peck 2011). McCann (2011) 

critiques the study of policy transfer for not allowing enough room for the examination of social 

processes involved in the movement of policy. Furthermore, he warns of dangers posed by current 

trends, as hegemonic policy agendas drive the neoliberalization of urban governance.  

Policy mobility is a dialectic process, whereby policies are conceived of as ‘fixed’ in place and 

localized, while it is this very fixation that allows them to be mobilized globally (Cochrane and Ward 

2012; McCann and Ward 2012; Temenos and McCann 2013; Baker and Temenos 2015). This is because 

policies must be put into practice before they can be legitimized and promoted. Therefore, policy 

mobility is naturally a geographic discipline, as it seeks to discover the socio-spatial implications of 

policy, where it is implemented, how local contexts and social relations shape the policy itself, and 

thereby how it ‘mutates’ as it is moved. Policy mobility is not about developing “incontestable truths, 

but looking for better ways of understanding the world” (Cochrane and Ward 2012, 10). Additionally, 

these studies seek to identify the seemingly ‘mundane’ (McCann 2011) actions performed by decision 

makers. 

 The geography of FFPT is documented by Kębłowski (2019), who documents over 100 cases of 

full FFPT, primarily located in the United States, Brazil, and European countries. The first cases of FFPT 

included experiments, widely deemed as failures, in Denver, Colorado and Trenton, New Jersey 

(Studenmund and Connor 1982). However, there has been an increasing interest in the policy within 

the last decade, and as FFPT is implemented around the world, the arguments used to justify its 

adoption multiply and diverge (Štraub 2020), pointing to the ‘mutation’ of policy (Peck 2011).  

 In Tallinn, FFPT has served as a tool to attract residents to officially register in the territory, 

thereby effectively increasing the local tax base (Cats, Susilo and Reimal 2017, 1092; Kębłowski et al. 
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2019). Meanwhile, in Frýdek-Místek, Czech Republic, FFPT was implemented (along with other policies) 

to reduce congestion in the city center by inducing a modal shift (Štraub 2020). In other municipalities, 

environmental and physical health benefits of riding PT are given greater weight in justifying FFPT 

(Štraub and Jaroš 2019), while Perone and Volinski (2002) cite the elimination of personal disputes 

between riders and drivers over payment as a potential rationality. Furthermore, as mentioned 

previously, some argue for FFPT as a way to advance an anti-capitalist alternative future (Schein 2011). 

All this to say that FFPT, as other policies, cannot be essentialized, and is dependent on where, why, 

how and by whom it is utilized (McCann and Ward 2012).  

 A central focal point of policy mobility are the actors who do the ‘mobilizing.’ McCann groups 

three different types of actors as having the potential to play a role in policy mobilization: (1) ‘local 

policy actors’, (2) the ‘global policy consultrocracy,’ and (3) ‘informational infrastructures’ (2011, 114). 

Among those considered to be local policy actors are “urban planners, working within the state; private 

policy consultants providing services to the state; and civil society groups, including political activists 

and nonprofits” (McCann 2011). Based on a conference gathering, Baker and Temenos (2015) note the 

presence of ‘mayors, politicians, planners, and architects,’ all of whom show tendencies of solving local 

issues with policy ideas from elsewhere. In addition, city branding, and marketing professionals seek to 

frame cities as commodities, and sites of investment - often by engaging in inter-urban competition, 

which requires one to be up to date with fresh policy ideas (McCann 2013).  

 The global policy consultrocracy is made up of ‘individuals, firms and think tanks’ (McCann 

2011). These actors have proliferated in recent decades and provide the legitimacy that is often used to 

mobilize policy. This set of actors can influence policy decisions through digital means, like blogs, 

newsletters, or other mediums (Peck 2011). In addition, they may organize conferences or networking 

events around specific policies, as well as provide translational work which allows for policies to be 

measured consistently across various settings (Wood 2015). 

 Finally, the ‘informational infrastructure’ is a term that McCann uses to describe the 

“organizations, institutions, and technologies that interpret, frame, package, and represent 

information about best policy practices” (2011, 114).  For example, the Institute for Transportation and 
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Development Policy (ITDP), which created a rating system for BRT projects around the world, and 

thereby brought attention to Bogota as the ‘gold standard’ in such projects (Wood 2015). In addition, 

such organizations as the American Public Transportation Association (APTA), who publish reports on 

transport-related issues such as TOD, the use of Big Data for planning, and COVID-19 responses 

(“Research Reports” n.d.). In addition, media sources play significant roles in framing stories, as was 

seen around the announcement of FFPT in Luxembourg (Carr and Hesse 2020). Drawing from the policy 

change literature, expert commissions may be apparent in this set of actors. 

 Together, all these organizations make up “global circuits of knowledge” (McCann 2011). 

However, there is a danger in viewing these as fluid and mobile in an absolute sense, since they rely on 

immobile technologies (i.e., the internet), along with permanent or temporary spaces like conferences 

or headquarters which allow for a certain degree of fluidity (Sheller and Urry 2006). As policy mobility 

research stresses, these circuits of knowledge are simultaneously enacted by individual policy makers, 

and ‘conditioned by ideological and institutional contexts’ (McCann and Ward 2012). It is for this reason 

that the bulk of policy mobility literature addresses the role of hegemonic organizations, such as the 

European Commission, UN agencies, large consulting firms, and national governments as constituting 

a global knowledge circuit which primarily circulates neoliberal urbanism, further entrenching a 

context of urban entrepreneurialism and interurban competition (Peck 2011; Temenos and McCann 

2013; Wood 2015; Adscheid and Schmitt 2019; Carr and Hesse 2020).  

 Nevertheless, in a study of drug policy in Vancouver, British Columbia, McCann (2008) finds that 

the mechanisms of policy mobility led to an alternative, more progressive approach to drug use in the 

city. Therefore, he considers whether the circuits through which hegemonic-agenda policy flows may 

be used to spread anti-hegemonic policy which does not incline towards neoliberal urbanism. Temenos 

and McCann follow up on this, stating that: “An analysis of the local politics of policy-making also 

highlights how activists hoping to radically change cities can also be transfer agents, by using similar 

circuits and strategies as business and political elites to spread their own particular ‘best practices’” 

(2013, 351).  
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 Recent research on the role of non-elite actors suggests that they have more influence on policy 

mobility than has been previously acknowledged (Baker, McCann and Temenos 2019). In the authors 

perspective, policy elites are “people in positions of Relative power by virtue of their ability to access 

and harness resources (e.g., political authority, money, knowledge, social connections etc.) to influence 

the policy process.” (Baker, McCann and Temenos 2019, 132). Thus, since this thesis focuses on the 

decisions made in individual PT agencies, elite actors may be considered as those in executive or 

managerial positions, members of the board of directors, locally elected officials, or other state and 

federal government officials. On the other hand, non-elite actors may be bus operators and their 

unions, riders, or grassroots organizations involved in policy advocacy.  

It is therefore a central point of this research to uncover the circuits through which FFPT flowed, 

along with which methods were used to promote it and the actors involved. This is important, because 

if FFPT can be considered as an ‘alternative’ policy (which may not always be the case), then examining 

further how it was mobilized, and who played important roles in mobilizing it, has potentially 

interesting implications for the larger contexts and conditions through which transport policy in the 

U.S. in spread. Secondly, this article sees an importance in recognizing the mutation of FFPT across two 

levels. There is quite a clear difference in the rationale and implementation of FFPT in the context of 

COVID-19, as opposed to previous cases. Simultaneously, there is room for understanding how FFPT 

may have diverged as a policy within the past year alone. 

 In summary, this literature review has shown that mainstream conceptions of transportation 

do not provide the adequate frames to understand the widespread implementation of FFPT during 

COVID-19 in the United States. In response, three separate bodies of literature have been reviewed and 

assessed that may inform this research. These three concepts were then operationalized and 

transformed into a series of guiding questions and reflections that provide perspective for answering 

the research question. Table 1 presents the operationalization of the three bodies of literature reviewed 

in relation to FFPT.  
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Table 1. Operationalization of the literature reviewed in Section II (table by author) 

Operationalization of the literature 

FFPT could be a commoning of 

mobility if... 

Policy change during a crisis is likely to 

occur if... 

Important elements of the 

policy’s movement to unpack 

are... 

 it is an act in support of bus operators and 

riders

there is both bottom-up and top-down 

pressure, backed by approval of expert 

commissions

discovering the knowledge circuits 

through which FFPT was spread

it is instituted with non-monetary 

rationales, and moves towards a social 

revaluation of PT

the policy adopted was somewhat well known 

prior to the crisis

the mutation of FFPT from previous 

uses to its adopting in the context of 

COVID-19

non-elite actors were critical to its 

implementation

there is evidence of a policy  entrepreneur in 

the local policy subsystem

the mutation of FFPT within the 

context of COVID-19

III. Methodology

Phase I: Case Collection 

This section presents the methods and materials used to answer both questions addressed in this 

thesis. In line with the geographical perspective of policy mobility, where FFPT was offered during 

COVID-19, is examined first. The National Transit Database (NTD), a “repository of data about the 

financial, operating and asset conditions of American transit systems,” (“National Transit 

Database”, n.d.) is a comprehensive compilation of all public transit networks in the county. The NTD 

is managed by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), a branch of the U.S. federal government, whose 

stated goal is to enhance PT through assistance to local transit authorities - including $12 billion in 

investments per year (“About FTA”, n.d.). Since 1974, the FTA is required by law to collect and publish 

data on every publicly owned and operated PT system in the country; all the information is then made 
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publicly available virtually in the NTD. The NTD thereby provides a definitive list of all PT systems in the 

United States. By utilizing this resource, an exhaustive review of PT agencies is possible.  

The NTD distinguishes between 2 categories of reporting agencies: urban and rural. This thesis 

looked solely at urban reporters, which are segmented into 5 different types: full, reduced, separate 

service, build and plan (FTA Office of Budget and Policy, n.d.). Only full reporting agencies were 

considered in this study. Consequently, this thesis focuses on the largest urban transit agencies in the 

United States. Furthermore, within the urban full-reporting group, several criteria were screened when 

deciding whether the cases are to be included in the study. These criteria are that the agency: (1) 

provides service to the general public, and not solely to university or other public or private institution; 

(2) has at least one fixed route and is not strictly a paratransit, on-demand service; (3) is not a private

charter bus company providing commuter-only services; and (4) was not providing FFPT prior to COVID-

19. Regarding the last stipulation, it should be noted that transit agencies which were fare-free in the

past, discontinued FFPT before COVID-19, and then removed fares during the pandemic, were still 

considered. The logic behind these criteria is to identify transit agencies that provide fixed route 

services to the general public and that these agencies required passenger fares prior to the pandemic.  

Granted these conditions, a total of 420 PT agencies met the criteria to be included in the study. 

For these 420, evidence that fares have been removed was researched by examining each agency's 

websites, their social media, and local news media. If an announcement came directly from an agency’s 

website, via a press release or a service alert, then this alone was considered sufficient evidence. 

However, if an announcement was posted only via social media, journalistic sources are necessary to 

validate the information. In some cases, information was sufficiently vague to warrant a phone call or 

email. The data collected includes not only the dates when fares were removed, but also when they 

were reinstated. The same principles of evidence-verification apply to fare reinstatement dates as well.  

In many cases, fare removal was coupled with a requirement to board through the rear doors, 

with the exception of passengers who required a ramp or were for other reasons unable to board 

through the back doors. That being said, several agencies implemented rear-door boarding policies, 

but there was no evidence that fares were officially suspended. This was the case in agencies such as 
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Los Angeles Metro, where passengers were still asked to carry proof of fare payment with them, even 

though they were not expected to validate it (Hymon 2020). This case, along with similar instances, were 

not considered as the implementation of FFPT. In addition, agencies which provided temporally or 

socially limited FFPT during COVID-19, such as Wichita Transit, in Kansas, were not considered in this 

study (Swaim 2020). In essence, only agencies which suspended fare collection on most routes, for most 

riders, at most times were considered as providing FFPT, in line with Kębłowski’s (2019) definition of 

full FFPT. 

This first phase of research was completed between 17 August 2020, and 30 October, 2020. 

Following this, the service area of each transit agency was determined. In cases where a city or county 

appeared in the name of an agency, this was used directly. For example, the Montebello Bus Lines, 

Loudoun County Transit, and Fairfield and Suisun Transit were collected as the City of Montebello, 

Loudoun County, and the cities of Fairfield and Suisun, respectively (“Service Data” n.d.; “Local Bus” 

n.d.; “About FAST” 2018). In cases where the service area was less obvious, such as agencies with names 

like El Metro, Metro Bus, or The Wave, their websites were consulted to find which areas they service 

(“System Map” n.d.; “Fixed Route Bus Service”, n.d.; “Wave Transit Mission” n.d.) The majority of 

agencies list their service areas on their websites, but when this was not available, the system’s route 

maps were used to determine territorial boundaries. Due to this decision, it is likely that service areas 

tend to be urban cores and may not always include suburban peripheries where transit may be 

provided, albeit in more limited quantities. This is important to keep in mind for the following sections, 

as it affects data collection. 

Phase II: Data Collection on Four Indicators 

Phase two of the research involved collecting data on the service areas of fare-free agencies. 

This was done with two primary intentions. Firstly, to populate a new data set with relevant 

information, so as to get a better understanding of types of agencies which suspended fares, and 

secondly to create a framework that would ensure that cases chosen for interviews were at least 

partially representative of the total dataset. Thus, four indicators were collected on the service areas of 

all agencies. The indicators collected provide information on each service area’s: (1) population size, 



30 Goldberg 

(2) vulnerability to COVID-19, (3) relative household wealth, and (4) economic situation during the

pandemic.  

Indicator One: Population 

Population data was extracted from the American Community Survey (ACS), which is conducted 

annually by the Census Bureau, a U.S. federal government agency, conducts the American Community 

Survey. The ACS is sent to a random sample of approximately 3.5 million households, and includes 

questions regarding personal information, including “education, employment, internet accesses and 

transportation” (“The Importance of ACS” n.d.). The ACS differs from the decennial census in that it is 

conducted more frequently (every year instead of every ten years) and features more questions. While 

ACS results are published each year, the survey also compiles data into 5-year estimates; the latter is 

used in this study because it has lower margins of error and is therefore more accurate (“ACS 5-Year 

Data”, n.d.). In addition, not all localities studied are included in the annual publications. The 2018 five-

year estimates are a compilation of data from 2014-2018 and include all relevant geographies (“ACS 

2014-2018”, n.d.). For service areas made up of multiple geographic units, the populations are added 

together to produce a sum. At the time of research, this was the most recent five-year estimate data 

available. While a nation-wide census was taken in 2020, these results were unfortunately not yet 

published during this stage of research. Because transit networks are not always perfectly aligned with 

municipal boundaries, the population data collected is not always perfectly suited. Consequently, 

population size should be seen as suggestive, and not definitive.  

Indicator Two: Vulnerability to COVID-19  

Surgo Ventures, a non-profit organization based in Washington, D.C., produces data to aid 

governmental decision making from local to global levels (“About Surgo Ventures” n.d.). The 

organization produces the COVID-19 Community Vulnerability Index (CCVI), a composite of 7 themes, 

namely: “(1) Socioeconomic status, (2) Minority status & language, (3) Household & transportation 

(4) Epidemiological factors (5) Healthcare system factors (6) High-risk environments (7) Population

density” (Baer et. al. 2021). When combined, data on these factors produce an index which may indicate 

how vulnerable communities are to COVID-19. CCVI is measured between zero and one, with zero being 
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the least vulnerable and one being the most. The index is featured on the website of the Centers for 

Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), which heads the U.S. federal government’s response to COVID-

19 (“Reporting County-Level” n.d.).  

CCVI is measured on the levels of census tract, county, and state. County level data is closest to 

the majority of service areas and was therefore used. Consequently, service areas that were collected 

at the city-level were then rounded up to their county. For instance, CCVI for Blacksburg Transit, serving 

the City of Blacksburg, Virginia, is drawn from Montgomery County, Virginia. In addition, for several 

agencies that spanned more than one county, a weighted average was taken using the county’s total 

population, derived from the ACS 2018 5-year average. Using weighted average ensured that data from 

multiple counties was not skewed if, for example, a county had high CCVI but low population, and other 

had low CCVI but high population. In addition to CCVI, data on the mean household income (MHI) of 

each service area was collected.  

Indicator Three: Mean Household Income 

MHI was collected as a proxy for the socio-economic profile of service areas as a whole. The ACS 

2018 5-year estimates, used for indicator one, was also employed to derive MHI. MHI measures the 

money generated by individuals on a regular basis (“Subject Definitions”, n.d.). In addition, MHI does 

not include funds received through government assistance programs such as social security, or through 

capital gains, the sale of property, tax refunds and other irregular payments (“ACS 2018 Subject 

Definitions” n.d., 82). In addition, this indicator required a weighted average for service areas with 

multiple jurisdictions. The number of households was used as the assigned weight. Finally, the value 

was then divided by the average income of the state as a whole, to produce a percentage which reflects 

how much greater or lesser the service area’s MHI is from the state in which it is located. The logic 

behind this is to produce data that is adjusted for state-wide conditions, which allows for more apt 

comparison. Since income in the U.S. varies greatly, household wealth is relative to the state, rather 

than the country as a whole. Comparing the wealth of cities in California, where the state average 

income is $101,493, with those in North Carolina, where the average income of $73,753 would be amiss.  
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Indicator Four: Unemployment Rates 2020 

The second socio-economic indicator intends to capture the relative impact of COVID-19 on 

each service area’s local economy. To this end, two data points for each service area were collected in 

this stage: the unemployment rate in February 2020, and that in April 2020. By comparing these two, 

calculating the relative impact of COVID-19 on local economies is possible. The U.S. Bureau of Labor 

Statistics publishes monthly unemployment data (“Local Area Unemployment Statistics” n.d.). Their 

definition of an unemployed person is that who is “aged 16 years and older who had no employment 

during the reference week, were available for work, except for temporary illness, and had made specific 

efforts to find employment sometime during the 4-week period ending with the reference week” 

(“Glossary” n.d.). Employees temporarily furloughed from their jobs but awaiting a recall to work are 

also considered unemployed. 

For service areas that included multiple jurisdictions, a weighted average calculation similar to 

that used in the previous indicators was utilized. The weight used was the estimated population of the 

workforce, which is extracted for the month in question. For example, to measure the unemployment 

rate of Capital Area Transit, whose service area includes Dauphin and Cumberland counties in 

Pennsylvania (“General Information” n.d.), the total number of persons in the workforce for February 

2020 and April 2020 is extracted for each county, then used respectively to measure the weight of their 

unemployment rate. Subsequently, an area with a larger workforce is given more weight than an area 

with smaller workforce. Apart from the economic impact of COVID-19, data on epidemiological risk is 

also considered. The collection of this data concludes phase two of the research, providing both 

geographical data on FFPT and data to construct a framework to guide decisions regarding the 

interview stages.  

Phase III: Ideal Type Formation 

In order to choose which agencies to interview, they were first categorized into ideal types, 

ensuring that the cases selected were at least partially representative of all cases collected. The ideal 

types are based on the four indicators indexed in phase two of the methodology. The first step of this 
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process was calculating the mean within two standard deviations (SD) for all indicators. This allows for 

filtering out outliers, and thereby produces an average closer to the majority of all cases. Next, data 

points for each indicator are given a rate of high or low, which indicates whether they were of greater 

or lesser value than the mean within two SD.  

Once this process was completed for all four indicators, cases were assigned high or low values 

in relation to each indicator. For example, if an agency’s service population is 750,000, they were 

assigned a value of high for said indicator because they are above the mean within two SD. The agencies 

are then classified based on all possible combinations of the values. Since there are four indicators and 

each indicator has two possible values, either high or low, a total of sixteen ideal types exists. For clarity, 

Annex A lists all possible combinations of indicators, thus displaying the 16 ideal types. After 

categorizing all agencies into ideal types, agencies are selected for interviews. 

Phase IV: Interviews 

Agencies were not evenly distributed throughout the 16 ideal types, and therefore, the eight 

most populated ideal types are considered for interviews. The interviews were completed in April and 

May 2021. Interview participants included administrative and executive officials working in transit 

agencies, including agency directors, general managers, marketing and communications officials, 

customer service managers, planning managers, as well as finance directors. Interviews were done in 

conjunction with a broader research project titled “From Low Fares to No Fares: An Analysis of 

Economic, Operational, Socio-Spatial and Political Dynamics of Fare-Free Public Transport” 

(abbreviated as LiFT) (“From Low Fares” n.d.). A questionnaire regarding FFPT was sent to all cases 

discovered in this research under the framework of the LiFT project. Survey respondents who indicated 

they could be contacted for follow-up interviews were then selected.   

The interviews were semi-structured, lasting between 30 and 70 minutes, and were all 

completed via video conferencing software. The transcripts were then produced, and analyzed using a 

coding system developed on the basis of the operationalized literature. To anonymize individual 

respondents, the participants interviewed are referred to either as interviewees, or as transit officials 
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(TOs). The following section presents and provides initial analysis of the indicator data among all 

agencies, before presenting the case studies and examining the results of the interviews.  

IV. Results

In sum, 263 agencies were found to have suspended fare collection, equivalent to 63.5% of all agencies 

studied. Since not all agencies had reinstated fare collection before the 30th of October, cases are 

distinguished as either discontinued or ongoing. If there was evidence that fare collection resumed 

before the 30 October 2020, then cases were labelled as ongoing. Cases that reinstated fare collection 

prior to that date are considered discontinued. 106 agencies (40.3%) remained fare-free by 30 October 

2020, while 157 (59.7%) had resumed fare collection by that date. Figure 1 displays a map of all cases 

collected in this phase.  

At first glance, the majority of cases appear to be clustered along the east and west coast. The 

northwestern states (near Wyoming, Montana, Nebraska) have fewer cases in general. This is primarily 

due to the fact that there are less full urban reporting agencies in these states. For example, Montana 

did not have a single urban full reporter.  Cases appear to be clustered around major urban centers, for 

example the states of California (San Francisco and Los Angeles), Washington (Seattle), Maryland and 

Virginia (Washington D.C.), New York (New York City) and Florida (Miami). This result is partially due to 

the urban focus on this research.  

Interestingly, cases appear within both progressive and conservative states. However, to 

complete further research on the implications of traditional partisan political divides on the adoption 

of FFPT, rural agencies should be taken into account. This is primarily due to rural-urban political 

cleavage embedded in American society (Scala and Johnson 2017; Niskanen Center 2019). Aside from 

the geographical spread of FFPT during COVID-19, the policy appeared in places of varying 

characteristic.  
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Figure 2 presents results of the population data collection exercise. The average population of 

all agencies is 380,973. Putting this in perspective, the two largest known cases prior to COVID-19 were 

the country of Luxembourg and the city of Tallinn, with populations of 634,700 and 438,000, 

respectively (“Population” 2021; “Tallinn city” n.d.). While these two cases appeared to be unusual in 

size relative to other fare-free locales, they are only slightly above average looking at cases of FFPT 

during COVID-19 in the United States. Evidently, there is a slight discrepancy between the sizes of 

municipalities where FFPT is ongoing, and where it is discontinued. There were several notable 

expectations to this, however, including Broward County Transit, population 1.9 million, King County 

Transit, population 2.2 million, and SMART, population 3.8 million.   

Figure 2. Average population of FFPT service areas (figure by author) 

Generally, service area populations may tend to be smaller than in actuality. This is due to the 

fact that it is typical for urban PT agencies located in cities tend to provide some service for outlying 

areas, yet these could not be easily accounted for. Population data from this research is striking 

because there are a wide array of populations, ranging from 14,788 people in Williamsburg, Virginia, to 

8,443,713 in New York City. Thus, this data suggests that previous research on FFPT which claims FFPT 

to be a feasible policy only for smaller urban communities (Perone & Volinski 2002) is open for debate.  
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The data suggests that FFPT is provided among municipalities with higher rates of COVID 

vulnerability, as compared with the country as a whole. Ongoing cases in sum have slightly higher CCVI 

scores, but this is not necessarily a statistically significant value. The focus on urban areas may 

influence these results, as more populated places tend to have lower COVID vulnerability as a result of 

higher population density and riskier transportation and housing situations (Baer et. al. 2021). Service 

area CCVI scores covered almost the entire range of possible scores, with the least vulnerable being 

Duluth, Minnesota, with a CCVI of 0.093, and the most vulnerable being St. Louis, Missouri at 0.993.  

Figure 3. CCVI of FFPT service areas (figure by author) 

The results of the average service area MHI are presented in figure 4 below. These results 

suggest that FFPT was provided in places that are overall relatively less wealthy. In addition, ongoing 

cases seem to be located in cities that are slightly more wealthy than discontinued cases - but this 

difference is marginal and does not appear statistically significant. A structural difference between 

income levels of urban and suburban areas could partly explain why FFPT appears in relatively less 

wealthy areas (Fry 2020). MHI ranged significantly from 49.5% in Saginaw, Michigan, to 283% in Fort 

Bend, Texas.   
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Figure 4. MHI of FFPT service areas, as a % of state MHI (figure by author) 

COVID-induced economic downturns had marginal correlation with fare suspension, as shown 

in figure 5. Overall, service areas where FFPT has been provided tended to suffer less from 

unemployment when compared to nation-wide statistics. However, there does not appear to be a 

significant difference between ongoing and discontinued cases. The range of data points was 

significantly wide in this indicator. Green Mountain Transit, serving Burlington, Vermont, experienced 

the most severe unemployment differential, at 855.6%, while Centre Area Transportation Authority, 

operating in State College and Bellefonte, Pennsylvania, endured a 156% increase in unemployment 

rate between February and April 2020.  

In sum, the geographic spread of FFPT covered nearly all U.S. states. While previous research 

has found FFPT primarily in smaller urban communities, universities and resort towns, the adoption of 

FFPT during COVID-19 occurred in service areas of vastly different population size and socio-economic 

profile. FFPT was not adopted in a single type of municipality or county but appeared in places of 

greatly varied characteristic. In order to select cases that were representative of the 262 cases, 

interviews were selected based on the formation of ideal types. 
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Figure 5. Unemployment rate change of FFPT service areas between February and April 2020 (figure by author)  

At least two cases fit into each ideal type. Ideal types four and five were the least populated, 

with only two cases each, while ideal types nine and fourteen had the most cases, with 34 and 29 PT 

agencies, respectively. Appendix A includes a complete review of which agencies fit under which ideal 

types. In order to focus the interviews, the eight most populated ideal types were selected. The eight 

agencies are presented in the figure below, followed by a map of the service areas. 

Table 2. List of interviewed PT agencies (figure by author) 

PT Agency Service Area Ideal Type 

Broward County Transit Broward County, Florida 1 

Eau Claire Transit Eau Claire, Wisconsin 9 

CityBus of Greater Lafayette Lafayette, Indiana 10 

DASH (Alexandria Transit Company) Alexandria, Virginia 11 

Unitrans Davis, California 13 

Modesto Area Transit Modesto, California 14 

Greater Richmond Transit Company Richmond, Virginia  15 

Stark Area Regional Transit Authority Stark County, Ohio 16 
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Figure 6. Map of interviewed PT agencies 

Interview Results 

The following section presents qualitative data gathered during interviews with TOs from each 

of the eight selected ideal types. While the interviews intended to touch upon the various hypotheses 

of this thesis, their semi-structured nature allowed for a more natural discussion, and therefore not all 

the data is equally comparable. That being said, the information within the subsections is structured 

with relative consistency. First, the cases are introduced using statistics on ridership, operating 

revenues, and routes. Next, acknowledgements of FFPT prior to COVID-19 are outlined, followed by a 

description of the decision-making process to suspend fares during the pandemic. Rationales for FFPT 

are then outlined, concluded by a consideration of FFPT in the future.  

Ideal Type 1: Broward County Transit (BCT) 

BCT is the primary PT operator in Broward County, Florida. The county is located in the northern 

part of the greater Miami metropolitan area. BCT’s operating expenditure in 2019 was $153,820,388 per 

year. In the same year, it serviced roughly 226,070,563 passenger kilometers (PKM) (NTD 2020, 192) 

Based on service area population, operating budget, and PKM, BCT is the largest agency interviewed. 

BCT’s farebox recovery ratio (FRR), the amount of money generated by fare revenue as a percentage of 
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total operating costs, is 28.4% (NTD 2020, 192). The agency currently operates 42 routes (“Bus Routes” 

n.d.). Fares on all routes were suspended on March 24, 2020, and fare collection resumed on June

1,  2021. 

As a densely metropolitan area off the coast of the Atlantic, Broward County experiences 

frequent and intense hurricane activity (Taylor et al. 2007; Torres and Alsharif 2016, 38). This, as the 

interviewee suggested, has established protocols for rapid emergency response within county 

government. Previously, BCT provided fare-free busses as evacuation shuttles to clear hurricane prone 

areas along the county’s coast. It is therefore evident that the policy of FFPT was somewhat known in 

the agency prior to COVID-19.  

The decision to remove fares from the entire PT system during the pandemic was based on the 

emergency order of the County Administrator, whose emergency decision making powers span across 

many different public services in Broward County. The County Administrator’s decision was taken with 

the support of nearly all BCT staff from the executive positions to the operators. Interestly, it appears 

that two sets of actors sought knowledge from external sources to inform decisions in Broward County. 

Firstly, the interviewee notes that the bus operators union was in discussion with other union chapters 

throughout the U.S. regarding FFPT, and that the union and operators “really pushed” the idea to 

suspend fares. This is evidence of a bottom-up pressure to act, a requisite both for commoning and 

policy change. 

Secondly, executive staff at the agency were “looking at what was going on in the rest of the 

industry as well” by staying up-to-date on email newsletters, attending webinars from the American 

Public Transportation Association (APTA), and dialing in for conference calls. The mention of APTA 

points to the fact that there was validation from an expert commission, which could lead to policy 

change - it also provides some clue into the knowledge circuits of this policy. While the TO did not 

indicate that FFPT was fully endorsed by APTA, they did infer that the policy was mentioned by the 

organization. Executives at BCT also met frequently with other agencies in the South Florida region; 

namely PalmTran, Miami-Dade Transit and Tri-Rail, all three of which also suspended fares in March 

2020.  
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The interviewee stated that the rationale behind FFPT was “purely based on safety,” intended 

to “try to protect our bus operators.” Without needing to pay a fare, riders could simply board through 

the rear doors, avoiding close contact with drivers. This was done to ensure that drivers felt safe coming 

to work, which would allow for BCT to maintain a “continuity of service,” and ensure that riders could 

use the system. BCT officials stressed that most system users are low income, making around $25,000 

a year, and that most riders during the pandemic were either essential workers or dependent on PT to 

access critical services, hence highlighting the importance of maintaining service. Plastic curtains were 

installed around the driver's seat by summer of 2020, but FFPT remained despite these protections. The 

policy thus intended to ensure the safety of an at-risk workgroup in the PT agency, bus operators, while 

also maintaining an essential service for vulnerable populations in Broward County. In other words, the 

stated goals of FFPT are suggestive of being in-line with values of solidarity and support characteristic 

of commoning. 

Financial considerations did not appear to be high on the agenda. As the interviewee noted: “At 

the moment [of fare removal] we were not greatly considering revenue loss issues or anything like that.” 

Additionally, they noted that “public safety was going to be the priority and then all of our actions really 

fell in behind public safety." However, it was not anticipated that fares would remain off the system for 

as long as they did. Thus, while the initial decision to implement FFPT was not contingent on financial 

relief, federal emergency funding in the form of the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security 

(CARES) Act allowed for FFPT to be provided for over a year. Thus, the initial decision was evidently 

made based on a non-monetary rationale, prioritizing safety and service to operators and riders over 

fare revenue losses. Taking into account federal monies, it can still be argued that BCT defied market 

logic, since CARES Act aid earmarked generally for “to support capital, operating, and other expenses” 

(“Coronavirus Aid” 2021), but could have been used for a plethora of other reasons. Instead, BCT 

appropriated a large portion of the money to cover lost fare revenue.  

No evidence of community governance in the FFPT implementation was found, largely due to 

its emergency nature. However, as the decision to suspend fares was advocated for by the union and 

individual operators, there does appear to be a form of non-elite pressure. The TO  posited that some 
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riders have requested fares to return as a means to limit bus capacity, and as a way to prevent non-

essential travel. However, based on the interview it could not be concluded that community actors were 

meaningfully involved in FFPT-related decisions, limiting its potential as a form of commoning 

mobility. 

Given the experience of the past year, BCT now plans to study the impact of FFPT on a long-

term basis. This will be done sometime after fares are reinstated on June 1, 2021. This, however, is 

positioned to have a different logic entirely than the emergency order to suspend fares. Instead of using 

it as a means to maintain social distance, the long-term FFPT study will seek to consider the policy as 

“an enhancement of the public good,” which would both improve access for low-income riders, and 

potentially draw new riders to the systems. The underlying rationale would be to transition away from 

an urban mobility system dominated by single occupancy vehicles. “I think in the long term, if the 

market, if you will, is not providing enough of the social good, is there some other way to do 

it?...Because I do think that overall, for sure, public transit is a public good.” The TO’s interest in FFPT 

as a future, more permanent policy suggests that COVID-19 may catalyze a long-term policy change in 

Broward County. Additionally, it highlights the mutation of FFPT within a single jurisdiction, as the 

policy is used in one means as a safety precaution, and in other as an effort to improve the accessibility 

of the PT system. 

Ideal Type 9: Eau Claire Transit (ECT) 

In contrast to BCT, ECT was the smallest agency interviewed based on service area population, 

ridership and operating budget. Eau Claire is located in eastern Wisconsin, in the midwestern United 

States. In 2019, ECT’s operating budget was $5,266,954, and it provided 2,678,582 PKM (NTD 2020, 312). 

ECT runs 19 fixed routes, 3 express routes and a couple of seasonal routes during summer and winter, 

while 24.6% of its operating budget was derived from fares in 2019 (“Maps and Schedules” n.d.a; NTD 

2020, 312). FFPT was provided between March 20 and October 5, 2020.  

Since 1997, FFPT has been provided to university students in Eau Claire, Wisconsin, through a 

partnership between the university and the local PT agency (“Transportation Around Campus” n.d.). 

According to an official at ECT, this program has successfully improved operations by reducing 
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boarding times and increasing ridership. Each year, students account for roughly 40% of ridership on 

the PT network, according to the interviewee. Therefore, the PT agency can be considered experienced 

with a form FFPT, and the TO expressed satisfaction with the policy in the university context. However, 

the rationale behind FFPT in the context of COVID-19 was guided by entirely different purposes, 

according to the interviewee. 

The decision to suspend fares in March 2020, akin to BCT, was done in order to physically 

separate drivers. Ultimately, this decision was an executive one taken by the city manager in Eau Claire 

but guided by executive-level staff at the ECT. The local operator’s union expressed support for FFPT. 

The official interviewed noted that the decision was at least partly inspired by what other systems were 

doing at the time. The Wisconsin Public Transportation Association (WIPTA) seems to have an 

important platform for knowledge exchange. WIPTA, while not being an official governmental 

organization, is a membership-based organization that comprises nearly all PT agencies in Wisconsin. 

WIPTA represents its member agencies in both state-wide and national legislative matters (“WIPTA 

Home” n.d.). The organization’s involvement points to the importance of expert commissions in 

sanctioning policies as a precursor to policy change. Moreover, the two sets of actors, WIPTA and the 

operator’s union, appear to be a combination of elite and non-elite strategies for affecting policy 

change. Direct agency-to-agency communication through emails was also noted, while ECT will 

frequently “take lead from what Milwaukee and Madison [the two largest cities in Wisconsin] do in many 

cases, too,” according to the TO. Therefore, it appears that the knowledge circuits ECT tapped into were 

primarily regional and state-level. 

Besides the physical separation of riders, it was also stressed that the policy supported drivers 

by not having them deal with farebox issues and thereby simplifying their jobs. In addition, the official 

noted that there were people who relied on ECT services to access essential places - but it is unclear to 

what degree FFPT was directed towards economic relief for these groups. There is evidence to suggest, 

then, that FFPT did center bus operators, while also providing some benefit to riders. The policy thus 

appears as primarily intended to mitigate risk of virus infection to bus drivers, while potentially 

providing some economic relief as a secondary intention. 
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 Financial considerations were present, and the state of ECT’s financial status was continuously 

tracked throughout the FFPT period. While federal funds brought financial relief, and allowed fares to 

remain free for as long as they did, “even lacking that [federal funding], the decision [to suspend fares] 

still would have been made.” This signals that, at least initially, there was a value switch, and that FFPT 

defied traditional market-oriented policy making. However, there is no evidence that this value switch 

will be ingrained in a long-term policy change.  

The decision to reinstate fares was contingent upon the installation of barrier doors for the 

driver seat, and enhanced cleaning protocols. The TO stated that in the event of a similar crisis in the 

future, ECT would likely try to find ways to collect fares from the rear door. Thus, there is a clear limit to 

COVID-19 being considered as a focusing event triggering a policy change towards FFPT in Eau Claire. 

The TO mentioned that this decision is largely influenced by contextual factors, including the level of 

subsidy provided by the state for PT.  

No evidence of community engagement with FFPT was present. Despite there being some 

grassroots advocacy for FFPT for youth in Eau Claire prior to COVID, there was “very minimal feedback 

from the general public.” While these grassroots advocates expressed support for FFPT, some 

individuals in Eau Claire expressed dissatisfaction with the idea, claiming that “the taxpayer [should 

not] take the full brunt” of FFPT provision. This points to an important partisan dynamic in the U.S., 

whereby conservatism is traditionally opposed to higher taxing and increased government spending 

(Rudolf and Evans 2005; Faricy and Ellis 2014, 70), alluding to a possible politicalization of FFPT.   

Ideal Type 10: CityBus of Greater Lafayette 

Lafayette, Indiana, is located in the northwestern part of the state, which is also in the 

midwestern region of the United States. CityBus’s 2019 operating budget was $11,885,947, and it 

completed 13.6 million PKM in the same year. Its FRR was 33.7% in 2019 (NTD 2020, 299), and the agency 

currently operates 22 regular fixed routes, and 6 fixed routes serving educational centers, including 

those for Purdue (“Maps and Schedules” n.d.b). FFPT was provided for five weeks between April and 

May 2020 - the shortest period of any agency interviewed.  
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West Lafayette, which is also partly serviced by CityBus is home to Purdue University, with a 

student enrollment of 45,000 (“Purdue Enrollment Numbers” 2020). CityBus provides FFPT for students 

of Purdue University through a contract which guarantees CityBus revenue irrespective of service 

usage. The funds gained by CityBus through this contract are reflected in their FRR. This experience 

indicates that CityBus was aware of FFPT as a policy prior to COVID-19, albeit in a manner with user-

group limitations. Similarly to BCT and ECT, the decision to remove fares in March 2020 was advocated 

for by the local operator’s union, suggesting that non-elite actors played an important role. Officially, 

the decision was voted on by the CityBus Board of Directors. As a municipal corporation, CityBus’s 

governance structure is centered around its Board, meaning that validation for FFPT did not need to 

come from officials outside the agency, as was the case in both previous cases (“About CityBus” n.d.). 

However, the decision was influenced by external sources, corresponding to ECT and BCT. 

 Based on the interviewee's assessment, the knowledge that fares were being suspended 

elsewhere may have been “the impetus for this decision to go fare-free”, according to the TO, “if other 

people can do it safely … and make it work, then I think that kind of ... proves that we can make it 

happen too.” Following the literature on policy mobility, a clear expression of how policies must be 

situated in one place before they can be mobilized and spread is evident (. However, the channels 

through which the policy spread to CityBus remained unclear, in part because the TO did not have direct 

access to such information.  

Several rationales can be identified for FFPT at CityBus. Firstly, FFPT was considered to be an 

act of “good faith” to both riders and drivers at the time - FFPT reduced the risks associated with close 

interaction, a benefit to both groups. However, as the interviewee noted, “COVID has been an economic 

hardship for a lot of people, our passengers included. So, we wanted to make sure our essential workers 

could get to work.” Thus, there are clear implications of this policy both for public health, and for 

economic relief. Notions of solidarity and support, both for riders and drivers, underpin this rationale, 

suggesting its potential as an act of commoning. Finally, the TO notes that FFPT “was good PR for us, 

very good optics for us” alluding to the success of CityBus executives in framing their policy as 
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appropriate response to COVID-19. Despite the positive reactions to FFPT experienced at CityBus, the 

policy was discontinued after only five weeks, and fare collection resumed in early May 2020.  

This decision was partly due to a concern within the agency that FFPT may become an 

expectation of riders. Executives at CityBus were described as being part of an “old school, more 

traditional mentality,” indicating that they may be aligned with an advocacy coalition resistant to an 

FFPT policy change. As the interviewee noted, CityBus has one of the highest FFR in the state of Indiana, 

indicating that fare revenue was an important financial source. In addition, there were concerns over 

‘joyriders,’ unhoused riders and others who rode the bus without a specific destination. Yet, as reported 

by the TO, these concerns were not outweighed by the physical distance allowed for by FFPT, and the 

fact that it simplified the work of bus operators, by removing the chance of fare-related difficulties and 

disputes.   

While the interviewee spoke well of the policy, and highlighted several justifications for it, 

perspectives of higher-level decision makers in the agency may have differed. Therefore, there does not 

appear to be a PE that successfully advocated for FFPT, and the agency reverted back to the status quo 

of fare collection relatively quickly. Interestingly, during the weeks of fare suspension, the agency only 

lost roughly $600 per day from lost fare revenue, largely because ridership was unprecedentedly low 

and therefore there was a scarcity of riders to collect fare from. In April, CityBus received more than $11 

million in CARES Act funding. In addition, Purdue University maintained its payments for unlimited 

access for their students, which was described as a significant source of income for the agency. 

Therefore, financial considerations over lost fare revenue appears to be minimal. Given the benefits of 

FFPT as described by the interviewee, the resumption of fares is potentially based on an ideological 

basis, and not on an operational one, denoting the importance of PEs to institute policy change. 

Ideal Type 11: Alexandria Transit Company (DASH) 

The Alexandria Transit Company operates a system known as DASH in the City of Alexandria, 

Virginia. The city is located in the greater Washington, D.C. metropolitan region. DASH’s operating 

expenditure was $22,140,878 in 2019, and it provided 7,773,332 PKM, while collecting an FFR of 28.7% 

(NTD 2020, 146). DASH operates 11 routes (“Route Schedules” n.d.); the lesser number of routes is 
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explained by the fact that DASH contracts out 40% of service operations to the Washington 

Metropolitan Area Transit Authority. Fares were suspended on March 19, 2020 and reinstated almost 

exactly one year later on March 15, 2021.  

In Alexandria, Virginia FFPT is “something that’s kind of been on the back burner and has 

occasionally been raised as a policy option in the past,” but was never pursued because of the cost, and 

concerns over regional integration, according to the interviewee. Because there are several different PT 

providers in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area, concerns have been raised previously regarding 

the impact that FFPT may have on coordination among all the PT agencies, as well as the commuter 

experience. Essentially, previous debates over FFPT in Alexandria appear to have concluded that it is 

infeasible. However, it is notable that a full FFPT policy was considered prior to COVID-19. 

 In March 2020, the decision to suspend fares was made under similar reasons to the previous 

case studies: public health and safety. Akin to CityBus, DASH’s fare suspension was an executive 

decision validated by the 11-member Board of Directors, who are appointed by City Council (“ATC 

Board” n.d.). The TO stated that “the union was certainly supportive” of FFPT, indicating that there was 

agreement from non-elite actors. Coordination among other PT agencies through the Northern Virginia 

Transportation Commission (NVTC), and regional connections through the Washington Metropolitan 

Transit Authority (WMATA) were mentioned as knowledge circuits through which FFPT became 

popularized.  

 FFPT was intended to benefit both riders and drivers because “they were carrying an inherent 

risk.” Fare suspension allowed for physical distancing between the riders and the driver. The 

interviewee stressed that FFPT aided PT riders who, due to COVID-19, were losing their jobs, or working 

reduced hours. Due to financial hardships experienced by an already low-income group, the TO pointed 

to the role FFPT played in providing economic relief to “those most vulnerable in the community.” 

However, this benefit may have not been immediately clear, as the interviewee stated that FFPT 

“started out as primarily a safety thing, but maybe it’s kind of shifting more towards the equity access 

thing.” Nevertheless, aspects of support for agency staff and riders is present in both rationales. 
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 Yet, the TO indicated that there was not a complete disregard for the financial feasibility of the 

policy. Federal and state emergency funding was used to cover lost fare revenue. The reinstatement of 

fares in March 2021 came after driver barrier doors were installed and it was deemed safe to collect 

fares. Unlike previous cases, the presence of unhoused passengers or ‘joyriders’ was not considered a 

big concern. “Whether they’re joyriding or going to work...we’re not too particular about who rides,” 

the interviewee stated.  

 Around the time that fare collection resumed, the Mayor of Alexandria began to advocate for 

FFPT as a long-term policy option. On 6 May 2021, the City Council of Alexandria voted to remove fares 

from DASH starting in September 2021, lasting for at least ten months (“Transit Vision Plan” 2021). 

However, this policy will have slightly different logic, as it seeks to remove “a huge barrier to riding 

transit,” thereby increasing ridership levels and reducing trips by single occupancy vehicles. The 

“economic and social equity motivation is by far the largest” for long-term FFPT. Despite there being a 

difference in stated goals of FFPT during and after COVID, the interviewee suggested that the experience 

gained while providing FFPT during the pandemic carries forward to inform the future of fare policy in 

Alexandria. This highlights COVID-19 as a focusing event, and a time in which DASH gained experience 

in providing fare-free services. In addition, based on the information provided by the TOs, it appears 

that the mayor may be an important PE working to institute a long-term policy change.  

Ideal Type 13: Unitrans 

 Davis, California is a relatively small town near Sacramento, the state capital. It is home to a 

campus of the University of California, known as UC Davis. The City of Davis contracts out the 

responsibility of operating a PT system to the university. The network has 20 fixed routes, an operating 

budget of $5.8 million, of which 55.6% comes through fares and other directly generated revenue 

sources (NTD 2020, 482). FFPT was provided between 18 March and 30 September, 2020.  

Despite being run by the university, Unitrans “characteristically, much more like a public transit 

service than like a campus shuttle service.” Nearly all of Unitrans’ employees are undergraduate 

students, who are hired part-time to manage operations, drive routes, do maintenance and fulfill other 

positions. Furthermore, undergraduate students, who account for 90% of ridership, pay a fee for PT 
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services, regardless of use. Therefore, all undergraduates are eligible for unlimited access passes, 

allowing them to ride the system without the need for cash fares. 

 In the past few years, FFPT has been brought up on at least five different occasions. Unitrans 

provides FFPT during the first 15 Spare-The-Air days, which are announced when relatively high levels 

of air pollution are detected, as determined by a regional air quality management organization (“Air 

Quality Information” n.d.). During these days, individuals are asked to change their travel behaviors by 

teleworking, taking PT, and driving low-emission vehicles, among other things. Secondly, FFPT was 

provided during nearby wildfires which brought high levels of smoke to the region. Thirdly, in 2012, 

Unitrans considered removing all fares from their system (Sacramento Area Council of Governments, 

n.d., 7-17). This resulted in the application of a grant to run a pilot program. This grant was denied, 

however, and Unitrans was unable to implement a complete removal of fares. Fourthly, all PT fares 

were removed from the system in March 2020 in response to COVID-19. Finally, Unitrans applied and 

successfully received a grant to provide FFPT for all youth aged 17 and under in Davis in the summer of 

2020.  

 In the context of COVID-19, the decision to go fare-free was an executive one. Unlike other 

agencies, this decision did not need to be validated by officials from the City of Davis, due to its unique 

governance structure. Additionally, there is no operator’s union in Davis, and the TO did not mention 

any form of non-elites that supported FFPT. The interviewee suggested that there was coordination 

among the local paratransit service Davis Community Transit, and an intercity network known as 

YoloBus, but there was no mention of other organizations or knowledge circuits. Therefore, it appears 

that the knowledge circuits tapped in by Unitrans were primarily local, and that the decision was an 

executive one made on the basis of locally identified needs.  

Importantly, the interviewee noted that Unitrans has been “largely ignored since the pandemic 

began...there’s not been much focus on transportation or transit services here in Davis… by the 

university or by the city.” This sentiment reflects a perception that COVID-19 did not present a focusing 

event for PT, and therefore may not present a time for substantial policy change.  
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 The stated rationale for FFPT during COVID-19 was the physical separation of bus operators 

from boarding passengers through boarding most passengers through the rear doors, and because fare 

collection through the rear doors was operationally infeasible, all fare collection was officially 

suspended. During COVID-19 ridership dropped 98%, from around 22,000 trips per day to about 450. 

Yet, the student fees for PT remained in place, so revenue remained “healthy” according to the official. 

In addition, the decreased demand for PT services led to major service reductions, which reduced 

operating costs to an extent that the lost farebox revenue collected among only the 10% of non-student 

riders did result in net losses.  

 Fares were reinstated on 30 September, 2020, a decision made once all vehicles were equipped 

with barrier doors to segregate the operators. In addition, the perceived risk of unhoused residents 

riding the bus for shelter helped inform the decision. The interviewee noted that police incidents 

related to PT services increased from roughly three per year to nearly one a week during the fare-free 

period. In addition, they affirmed that bus operators were heavily engaged with the decision to 

reinstate fares, and there was no opposition to doing so.   

 Overall, the interviewee suggested that while COVID-19 was perhaps not a focusing event for PT 

services in the City of Davis as a whole, there was some indication that it had some effect on the 

executive level. As the official said: “I think we now feel more comfortable with [FFPT] thanks to the 

pandemic fare-free model.” Moving forward, Unitrans will be providing fare-free services for youth 

under 17. In other ways, the pandemic can clearly be seen as a focusing event for Unitrans, namely in 

regard to their employment model. “What the pandemic did, though, is expose… a severe weakness 

in…our [employment] model,” the official stated, referring to the fact that while it is cost effective to 

employ a workforce of primarily part-time, student workers without benefits, it does not provide them 

any incentive to remain at the agency. Therefore, once the pandemic broke out, nearly one third of the 

staff immediately quit.  

Ideal Type 14: Modesto Area Express (MAX) 

The city of Modesto is located near the geographic center of California, nestled in the northern 

San Joaquin Valley, the most productive agricultural region in the world (“San Joaquin Valley” 2021). 
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MAX provides service primarily to Modesto, along with a few routes operating in the neighboring cities 

of Ceres and Salida. The system’s operating budget in 2019 was $18,257,83, while PKM exceeded 

9,864,000 and FRR was tallied at 18.4% in the same year (NTD 2020, 432). MAX operates 23 routes, 

including express inter-city services to Stockton, as well as connection with commuter rail networks 

(“Maps and Schedules” n.d.c). Fares were suspended in response to COVID-19 on 3 April, 2020, and 

collection was reinstated nearly 7 months later on 30 September, 2020.  

MAX has previously experimented with FFPT, albeit for promotional reasons. FFPT has been 

provided for limited time periods of a month, week or day, primarily as a means to attract new riders. 

The MAX reported these promotional periods as a success and stated that they believe “free fares is the 

way to go,” and that they are “a proponent of it for sure.” However, the interviewee conceded that they 

do not make the final decision but have recommended FFPT to higher authorities in the past.  

 The decision to suspend fares during COVID-19 was advocated for by senior officials in the 

agency but was ultimately based on the power of the City Manager’s office in the City of Modesto. Both 

an internal assessment of needs presented by operators, along with a scanning of external agencies 

lead to the decision to suspend fares. As the interviewee stated, “in those conversations with them 

[operators] when the pandemic started, seeing what other places were doing, seemed like that we 

should do it, too.” Thus, the actions of executive staff, along with the input from operators themselves 

appear to be the two decisive factors triggering the decision. 

 In line with all other case studies, the decision to implement FFPT was one made for the 

maintenance of physical distance. However, the official noted that for riders who “needed to take the 

bus, it was providing some economic relief as well, because we realized that a lot of people that may 

have taken the bus may have lost their job or had reduced [working] hours.” Therefore, FFPT at MAX 

was conceived of providing both epidemiological security as well as an economic hardship mitigation. 

The TO also cited economic relief as an important aspect for FFPT outside of the COVID-19 context. 

 The decision to suspend fares was not dependent on extensive financial analysis, but rather a 

“back-of-the-napkin” kind of calculation, as the TO phrased it. This points to the possibility that 

monetary considerations were not central to the removal of fares, and therefore that other values, 
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including safety and solidarity were placed above. Despite there being limited evidence of community 

involvement in the decision to suspend fares, the interviewee suggested that if riders and local 

associations had been more vocal about maintaining FFPT, it would have likely remained in place for 

longer. Ultimately, the decision was made by the City Manager’s office to reinstate fares in September 

2020. However, the interviewee expressed a lack of clarity regarding the reasoning behind this decision. 

The TO noted that PT is only one piece of the public services managed by the City Manager’s office, 

suggesting that for the City Manager, COVID-19 did not represent a focusing event for PT services, and 

FFPT was seen purely as a temporary measure but there was no reason to consider it as a long-term 

policy change option. FFPT will continue to be used for limited-time promotional reasons, according to 

the TO.  

Ideal Type 15: Greater Richmond Transit Company (GRTC)  

Richmond, Virginia is the state’s capital, and its fifth most populous city. GRTC provides local 

service within the city, as well as some service in the bordering Henrico and Chesterfield countries. In 

2019, the network operated on a budget of $55,433,474, and provided just over 72 million PKM in that 

same year; 20.9% of the operating expenses were collected through fare box and other directly 

generated revenue (NTD  2020, 118). GRTC’s network is currently composed of 42 routes (“Schedules & 

Routes” n.d.). Fares were removed from all routes of March 19, 2020, and fares remain suspended until 

further notice. As the interviewee elaborated, the agency is taking serious consideration in keeping 

the system fare-free for the foreseeable future.  

 After hiring a new CEO in 2019, the agency began to investigate a full range of fare policies, from 

FFPT to an increase in fares. This was due to the complicated, disaggregated nature of the fare system 

within the GRTC network; the PT agency operates in three different jurisdictions, all of which have the 

ability to set their own fare rates. Thus, fares on the system varied based not only on the type of service 

taken, but also on where the passenger boarded. In March 2020, GRTC eliminated all fares from their 

system, then in June 2020, the Board of Directors voted to maintain FFPT until at least June 2021.  

 The Board unanimously approved FFPT both in March and June of 2020. Front-line bus 

operators, including the local union chapter, through executive levels were initially in favor of fare 
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removal. The Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transit (DRPT) can be considered an important 

actor, as they provided early financial relief for GRTC. In addition, this organization is now funding 

longer-term FFPT pilot programs through the Transit Ridership Incentive Program (TRIP), beginning in 

Summer 2021 (“TRIP” n.d.); although, it is important to note that GRTC was not yet confirmed to receive 

funding as part of the TRIP. The CEO of GRTC was mentioned several times as a critical actor in pursuing 

FFPT, specifically in its extension of FFPT past Spring 2020. Thus, the support of both non-elite actors, 

such as operators, as well as elite actors including the CEO and governmental agencies such as DRPT 

appeared important in the decision-making process. 

 The TO interviewed described relatively informal communication among PT agencies, 

including “side phone calls” in order to gauge the actions of peer networks. Additionally, executive staff 

attended webinars from APTA, in which the interviewee recalled FFPT being mentioned. Finally, news 

articles were spread among staff members as ways to gather knowledge and keep others informed 

about what was happening elsewhere. Similarly to other agencies interviewed, the knowledge circuits 

appear to be a mix of both regional and state-level communication networks, as well as a broader, 

national search through APTA and individual research. 

 The TO stated that GRTC “chose to suspend all fare collection for the same reason that most 

transit systems did, for public health.” However, since the past year of FFPT at GRTC, several different 

factors appeared to provide a justification for the continuation of this policy. One of these included 

racial relations within the city. As the TO stated, "...then you overlay the other social context of 2020, 

and knowing that the majority of our riders are also African American and minority populations, then 

the onus to acknowledge that and ensure that we are being equitable during a public health crisis and 

an economic recession was very clear." The ‘other social context,’ may be interpreted as a reference to 

the Black Lives Matter movement, and heightened rhetoric in the United States regarding systemic 

racism against black Americans in 2020 (Jean 2020; Resnick 2020). This point was touched on in another 

part of the interview, when the TO mentioned that there was a discussion about the equity of fare 

enforcement in general, and that GRTC tried to avert a situation present in other major US cities where 
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fare enforcement disproportionately targets black and brown riders. Thus, FFPT in Richmond can be 

understood to have an important racial dimension. 

 Before the end of the current fiscal year, ending on 30 June 2021, GRTC’s CEO will be 

recommending to the board of directors that FFPT remain for at least one more fiscal year. It should be 

noted that, as in all other cases, driver barrier doors were installed on all vehicles. Nonetheless, the 

installation of barrier doors on board vehicles was not an impetus for returning to fare collection, as 

was witnessed in nearly all other cases. In comparison to DASH, or BCT, which reinstated fares, and then 

approached long-term FFPT as an entirely different policy, GRTC appears to have incorporated many 

different justifications for the policy, some of them existing before COVID, while others appeared in the 

past year.  

Ideal Type 16: Stark Area Regional Transit Authority (SARTA) 

Stark County is located in Eastern Ohio, which is part of a larger region known as the Rust Belt, 

the deindustrialized center of manufacturing and automotive production (Hobor 2012). The city of 

Canton is both the county seat and the largest city in the county.  SARTA runs 31 fixed routes through 

Stark County, including one express bus to Cleveland, Ohio. The total operating expenses in 2019 were 

$23,192,187, PKM equaled 16,152,891, and FFR was 10.7% (NTD 2020, 273). Fares were waived on all 

routes and services between March 16 and July 1, 2020.  

Beginning in 2013, SARTA began signing contract agreements with local organizations for the 

provision of FFPT to specific communities and riders with low income. These are intended to shift the 

onus of payment from individual riders to larger groups, thereby improving access for certain 

passengers, while ensuring stable funding for SARTA. While there are several contracts in place, they do 

not cover the majority of riders. Nevertheless, they do focus on vulnerable populations in the Stark area. 

Given this information, the agency appears to have some experience and knowledge of providing FFPT, 

but there was no evidence suggesting that a full FFPT policy was considered prior to COVID-19.  

 SARTA’s FFPT policy in response to the pandemic was taken by executive level staff, with the 

support of operators and their union. However, the TO interviewed suggested that the policy came 

primarily from executive officials, and that even if operators had advocated for FFPT, the executive staff 
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had already considered it prior to the operator’s vocal support of the policy. This indicates that the 

operators were supportive, but that their backing was not necessarily critical to the policy’s 

implementation. Nevertheless, the involvement and advocacy for FFPT by operator’s unions points to 

a trend that was witnessed in the majority of cases. 

 In addition to the advocacy of the union, daily meetings occurred with other PT agencies in the 

area. “Everyone suspended fares within the same week,” stated the TO. Various committees at the 

regional and state level provided a network for staff members to connect and exchange ideas with peers 

in other agencies. However, these meetings were described not as a “hey, what are you doing? It was 

more like everybody got together and said, hey, this is what I’m doing,” thus pointing to the possibility 

that all PT agencies came to this decision separately and did not influence each other. However, the 

interviewee also stated that “everybody was doing it...it was kind of expected that we’d be doing it,” 

suggesting that indeed there was some external pressure to suspend fares.  

 The rationale behind FFPT was similar to that seen in every other case - to distance drivers from 

boarding passengers. Because PT was stated to be for essential purposes only during the period of 

FFPT, the policy was inherently directed towards essential workers and PT dependent riders, noted by 

the TO as at-risk groups. Yet, executive staff were not necessarily intending to provide economic relief 

to riders, primarily because many at-risk groups already travelled for free under the previously signed 

agreements. Therefore, FFPT in the context of COVID-19 was by-and-large safety related, but perhaps 

only because previous forms of FFPT already provided support for marginalized groups in Stark County. 

At the same time, the interviewee noted that FFPT did make the drivers job easier, as they no longer 

had to deal with farebox-related issues.  

The TO mentioned that trips on the door-to-door paratransit service offered by SARTA were 

screened to ensure they were for essential reasons. This was because paratransit is the most expensive 

service to operate, and therefore there needed to be an added level of discretion to ensure that the 

service was not used for reasons other than the stated purposes. This points to the financial 

considerations at play. The health and safety of drivers did appear to be the primary goal of FFPT, 

signaling that this was more important than the lost fare revenue. While the decision to suspend fares 
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was made before federal funding was introduced, CARES Act money was eventually used to cover lost 

revenue. Therefore, the initial decision to suspend fares was guided by non-monetary values. 

Nevertheless, the TO indicated that the financial solvency of SARTA was continually assessed 

throughout the three months of FFPT, implying that fiscal logics were not entirely disregarded.  

Fares were reinstated on July 1, following the installation of barrier doors. Since the FFPT 

period, there is no evidence of increased debate around the policy in the Stark area - either within the 

PT agency or among the general public.  

V. Discussion 

In relation to the central research question of this thesis, the following section provides a discussion of 

the main findings and considers their implications. The research question is deconstructed into two 

distinct parts, which are first addressed separately. The conditions under which FFPT constituted a pol-

icy change is reviewed initially, followed by the conditions under which FFPT contributed to the com-

moning of mobility. To do this, the operationalizations of both sets of literature are compared to the 

empirical findings of the last section, followed by an assessment of how the two correspond. 

First and foremost, the data collected points to a conceptual unclarity in the policy change lit-

erature. Previous scholarship is unclear on whether policy change is meant to be understood as short-

term or long-term change. Based on the removal of fares as a response to COVID-19, a nuance between 

short- and long-term policy change could be added. Short term cases thus refer to instances where a 

policy was changed or adopted for a relatively short period of time, while long term cases indicate those 

that keep the policy changes even after a crisis is over. For example, GRTC, DASH and BCT are consid-

ered long-term cases, not only because they implemented FFPT for the longest period during COVID-

19, but also because they are amidst discussion regarding adopting FFPT in a post-COVID context or 

have already done so. Meanwhile, the other cases, having adopted FFPT for a matter of weeks or 

months, reverted to fare collection, and show no signs of implementing a full-FFPT policy in the future 

are labelled short-term cases. However, it should be noted that even the short-term cases all provide 

some other form of partial-FFPT.  
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 The first condition considered for policy change to occur, the presence or knowledge of the pol-

icy prior to its adoption (Birkland 1997; Friedman 2002 [1962]; Hogan and Feeney 2012), is present in all 

eight of the interviewed cases. That being said, two of the long-term cases had discussions about full-

FFPT before COVID-19, while short-term FFPT cases did not present evidence of such deliberations prior 

to the crisis. There are, of course, exceptions to this. The TO at MAX indicated that they had made rec-

ommendations on FFPT before, while at BCT, no indication about the possibility of FFPT prior to COVID-

19 was present. In other words, the first condition appears generally important, but not necessarily in 

every case. 

The second condition for policy change studied was the approval of a mix of elite and non-elite 

support, along with the endorsement of an expert commission (Boin, 't Hart & McConnell 2008; Mei-

jerink and Huitema 2010). This study finds that certain aspects of this condition are important. While 

four agencies, GRTC, DASH, ECT and BCT named national or state-wide PT associations as playing a role 

in the decision to remove fares, it is unclear that these organizations sanctioned fare removal. Indeed, 

APTA, mentioned by GRTC and BCT, did promote the policy, albeit without ever officially recommend-

ing it. Rather, they informed agencies to consider fare suspension (APTA 2021, 12). In contrast, APTA 

explicitly called for other risk mitigation strategies such as increased sanitation on board vehicles. 

State-wide PT organizations (WIPTA and NVTC) were mentioned, but their roles appear to lean not to-

wards advocates for FFPT, but instead knowledge circulation platforms. Apart from these PT profes-

sional associations, there was no other evidence of elite actors having any influence on the mobilization 

of FFPT, suggesting that non-elites had relatively strong power in this case (Baker, McCann and Te-

menos 2020). 

Of seemingly greater importance than the approval of expert commissions was validation PT 

officials received from witnessing agencies nationally and regionally also implement FFPT. This points 

to an important dialectic of policy mobility, which is that before a policy is mobilized, it must be em-

bedded in place (Cochrane and Ward 2012; McCann and Ward 2012; Temenos and McCann 2013; Baker 

and Temenos 2015). Thus, while the approval of organizations like APTA and its state-level equivalents 

were important conditions for policy change in some cases, perceiving other agencies suspending fares 
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appears to be of greater importance, as it was cited by a greater number of agencies. Conceptually, this 

is difficult to consider as either a top-down, elite or bottom-up, non-elite process, but is more similar to 

what Chatterton (2016) terms “middle-out.” However, as elite position is relative (Woods 1998; Baker, 

McCann and Temenos 2020), this will depend on what scale it is examined from. While this paper exam-

ined elite positions from an urban or regional government, one could make a case that these very same 

processes are indeed non-elite practices, if examining them from a national or global lens. 

The third condition for policy change is the presence of a PE who utilizes crises as opportunities 

to frame their policy proposals as the most effective (Mintrom and Vergari 1996; Mintrom and Norman 

2009; Meijerink and Huitema 2010; Hogan and Feeney 2012). In most cases, no individual was singled 

out as being especially crucial for the adoption of the policy at the onset of COVID-19. Therefore, as a 

condition for the adoption of FFPT during COVID-19, this appears rather weak. That being said, when 

distinguishing between long- and short-term cases, the involvement of a PE appeared to have signifi-

cance. For example, in the case of GRTC, the CEO was alluded to as a PE, while at DASH it was the Mayor 

of Alexandria. In the case of BCT, no actor was singled out as vitally important to FFPT’s future consid-

erations, although the agency remains in the early stages of consideration.  

In the cases of CityBus, MAX, and ECT, there were mentions of high-level decision makers who 

actively sought a return to fare collection. These actors may also be PEs but sought to avert policy 

change and maintain the ‘status quo.’  In short, the role of individual policy makers and political officials 

appear to significantly influence the uptake of FFPT as a long-term policy option, but perhaps less so as 

a short-term option. Taken together, the three conditions for policy change were generally more pre-

sent in the longer-term cases than the shorter-term ones, but exceptions certainly exist. 

 Furthermore, this thesis has attempted to uncover the conditions under which FFPT may con-

tribute to the commoning of mobility. To this end, three conditions were developed based on urban 

commons and commoning literature. The first condition was that FFPT be intended as a form of soli-

darity and support for passengers and operators (Chatterton 2010; Huron 2015; Bollier 2016; Williams 

2018). The qualitative data points to two main ways in which FFPT achieves these goals: (1) the protec-

tion of bus drivers, and to some extent passengers, through the allowance for physical distancing and 
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(2) the economic relief it provided passengers. All cases evoked the first notion of FFPT as a means to 

better ensure physical distance, especially for the segregation of drivers from passengers. The eco-

nomic relief aspect of FFPT was cited in fewer agencies, including all three long-term (BCT, DASH and 

GRTC), and two short-term cases (MAX and CityBus). This suggests that although there were perceived 

social benefits to FFPT, these alone did not outweigh the benefits of fare collection, and there fares 

were reinstated once it was deemed safe to do so. In essence, the condition of FFPT being a policy of 

support and solidarity, in the form of allowance for physical distancing, was present in all cases. How-

ever, long-term cases highlighted FFPT as a form of economic solidarity, while only some short-term 

cases did. 

 Relatedly, the second condition for FFPT to be considered as a policy contribution to mobility 

commoning is that implemented according to, or catalyzes, the reconsideration of the value of mobil-

ity, steering away from monetary logics (Bauwens and Nairos 2017; Nikolaeva et al. 2019). In all cases, 

it appears that the health and safety of bus operators was deemed as the top priority - at least in the 

initial decision to remove fares. This signals that social values were indeed of greater priority than mon-

etary ones at the time the policy was implemented. However, this was emphasized to varying degrees. 

In the cases of BCT, and MAX there was clearly less emphasis placed on financial standing, suggesting 

that the non-monetary aspects of FFPT were prioritized. In a long-term perspective, based on the case 

of GRTC, both aspects of monetary and social values were shown to have overlapped significantly in 

the decision to remain fare-free. This finding is significant in that it may mean that practices of mobility 

commoning may even be feasible from a business perspective, contradictory to expectation. It should 

also be noted that all agencies reported using federal and state emergency funding to cover lost fare 

revenue. Accordingly, one could argue that financial considerations were less present due to a substan-

tial amount of economic relief.  

Nevertheless, financial considerations were present throughout FFPT periods in most cases. 

Evidently, due to the availability of federal, and state funding, agencies were able to continue on with 

FFPT longer than initially anticipated. While this funding may help explain why some cases maintained 

FFPT longer than others, it does not explain the initial decision to remove fares, because these funds 
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were not made available until weeks after most agencies removed fares. In other words, all agencies 

showed a tendency to prioritize the well-being of operators over the financial gains of fare collection, 

but some agencies utilized federal funding to maintain these prioritizations for longer than others. It 

should be noted that federal funding was not earmarked specifically for covering fare loss but could be 

used for other operational expenses or to finance capital projects. 

Thirdly, a condition for FFPT as a commoning of mobility is it’s ‘bottom-up’ or ‘non-elite’ 

tendencies (Klein 2001; “State Power and Commoning” 2016; Mazzuco 2017; Parker and Schmidt 2017). 

To this end, union and operator support for the policy provides some indication that this condition was 

met in most cases. However, in comparing the data, local union’s support appears to be influential to 

varying degrees. For example, at SARTA it appeared to only be a further validation of decisions made 

by executive staff members, while at BCT, the union was cited as a significant advocate for the policy. 

It is generally difficult to draw conclusions on the importance of this group of actors' support, given that 

all cases reported a unanimous support for FFPT at the onset of the pandemic. Nevertheless, while 

many cases reported that executive staff were in communication with union representatives during the 

outbreak of COVID-19, there is potentially a national dynamic to ATU’s work. The ATU’s COVID-19 

‘checklist’ makes a clear call for FFPT. Drawing from policy mobility, national union leadership may 

have served as a policy knowledge circulator, while its local chapters advocated embedding FFPT lo-

cally. 

Finally, evidence of collective governance was identified as an important aspect of commoning 

mobility (Nikolaeva et. al. 2019). Although there was evidence to suggest a non-elite orchestration of 

this policy by way of ATU, there is little evidence to suggest that individuals or grassroots organizations 

were meaningfully involved in adopting FFPT - both in short- and long-term cases. This presents serious 

limits to the commoning potential policy and is similar to a finding from Larrabure (2016). 

Taken together, the findings point to the highly conditional nature of FFPT. Certainly, the pres-

ence of a PE to push for FFPT as a long-term policy appeared important, pointing to the political nature 

of PT governance, but there remained exceptions to this. In addition, FFPT in the context of COVID-19 
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appears to have been mobilized by non-elite actors and this finding certainly warrants further investi-

gation. Interestingly, agencies which are considering FFPT as a long-term policy option showed more 

signs of utilizing the policy in order to contribute to commoning mobility. However, the policy itself 

cannot be said to have contributed to the commoning of mobility in every case. While some agencies 

hinted towards its potential to reframe the value of PT, this was difficult to measure. Furthermore, it 

appears that commoning mobility is not possible through a single policy but must be considered within 

a wider scope of social, cultural and political processes. 

This thesis has also contributed to FFPT-specific research by uncovering yet another rationale 

for fare removal. Thereby, this policy has identified multiple mutations of FFPT among U.S. PT agencies 

(Peck 2011). It is clear that the geography of FFPT within the pandemic context differs significantly from 

what would be expected according to previous literature (Perone and Volinski 2002; Kębłowski 2019) 

outside of a crisis situation. Rather than being implemented only in small urban and rural communities, 

FFPT was found in agencies of varying sizes and characteristics. This finding puts into question previous 

work that frames FFPT as an infeasible policy option for medium and large urban PT networks and sug-

gests that contextual factors influence its implementation. Furthermore, based on the interviews, it ap-

pears that relatively large agencies, such as GRTC and BCT, are taking serious consideration in the pol-

icy, indicating that the post-COVID geography of FFPT in the U.S. may continue this trend. 

VI. Conclusion 

This thesis presented a new dataset regarding FFPT in the United States. By conducting a systematic 

study of over 420 PT agencies, 262 agencies were confirmed to have suspended fares in response to 

COVID-19. While previous geographical studies of FFPT have found that the policy appears in smaller 

urban and rural communities (Perone and Volinski 2002; Kębłowski 2019), the cases presented in this 

research were of varied population size and socio-economic profile - certainly divergent from the pre-

vious findings. 106 agencies, or roughly 40%, were found to have continued with fare-free operations 

past 30 October, 2020, while the other 60% had by then returned to fare collection. Furthermore, three 

of the eight interviewed agencies were considering or have already approved the extension of FFPT into 



 
63 VI. Conclusion 

2022. It thus appears that, in the U.S., COVID-19 may potentially represent a significant time of fare pol-

icy change.  

 Besides collecting data on the new geography of FFPT, eight in-depth interviews were con-

ducted to better understand the rationale and logics behind the removal of fares in response to COVID-

19. In essence, these interviews attempted to examine COVID-19 as a crisis triggering fare policy change, 

and the potential for FFPT as a contribution to the commoning of mobility. From the literature on these 

subjects, a series of conditions were operationalized and used the basis for analysis. The findings affirm 

the highly conditional nature of the policy and exemplified how it was adopted and utilized differently 

in almost every case. While there were common rationales and logics, such as the protection of opera-

tors and riders, the conditions which led to its adoption, both as a short term and long-term policy op-

tion, varied.  

Regarding FFPT’s potential as a commoning of mobility, this thesis finds that in some cases, the 

policy may provide significant forms of support and solidarity, while simultaneously showing signs of 

opposition to standard monetary rationales. However, there is no evidence to suggest that FFPT was 

adopted because of, or instigated, a reconsideration of the value of mobility entirely. Additionally, as-

pects of collective governance were not present in any of the cases studied, concluding that FFPT dur-

ing COVID-19 cannot be considered as fully contributing to the commoning of mobility in any of the 

cases studied. That being said, there were reasons to suspect that the policy may have partially con-

tributed, but this was certainly not the case in all agencies. This thesis contends, too, that the common-

ing of mobility is not necessarily an end goal, which a single policy can fulfil, but rather a social, cultural 

and political process which requires a more holistic approach. 

Future research on FFPT in the U.S. should take a closer look into the policy’s potential as a 

contribution to commoning mobility, focusing specifically on aspects of collaborative governance and 

non-monetary value. In order to do this, a more integrated research approach would be advised, so that 

the perspectives of all relevant actors can be accounted for. In addition, future theoretical studies can 

develop in greater detail a framework for assessing PT policies as means of mobility commoning.  
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In regard to FFPT as a response to COVID-19, future research could focus closer on the role that 

the operator union chapters had on mobilizing FFPT, both in a local and national context. In addition, 

further examination of FFPT from the side of operators is warranted. If the claim that FFPT is a form of 

support and solidarity towards PT operators is valid, this should be investigated from the perspective 

of operators themselves. Additionally, the examination of differences between short and long term 

FFPT cases could concentrate on the role that non-elite actors had in sustaining (or discarding) the pol-

icy. The role of professional associations, such as WIPTA and NVTC could be examined in closer detail 

as well.  

Since the research period was completed on 30 October 2020, more research on which agencies 

returned to fare collection and when is merited. Likewise, one could look into other cases which have 

adopted FFPT as a long-term policy. Comparative studies between long- and short-term cases could 

further uncover additional factors and conditions that could explain why some agencies chose to main-

tain the policy while others did not. Finally, as PT agencies seek to recover from the pandemic, examin-

ing the rationales and reasons for FFPT moving forward, as well as its geography is certainly welcome. 
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Appendix A: Ideal Type Formation 

Ideal type 
number 

Service area 
population 

COVID Community 
Vulnerability Index 

Mean Household 
Income (as a % of 
state-wide MHI) 

Unemployment 
(difference between 
February and April 2020) 

1 H H H H 

2 H H H L 

3 H H L L 

4 H L L L 

5 H L L H 

6 H L H H 

7 H L H L 

8 H H L H 

9 L L L L 

10 L L L H 

11 L L H H 

12 L H H H 

13 L H H L 

14 L H L L 

15 L H L H 

16 L L H L 

 

 

 

 



 
66 Goldberg 

Appendix B: Typology of Cases Based on the 16 Ideal Types 
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Transit
Authority
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Rabbit  Transit Detroit DOT Mid Mon Valley
Transit
Authority
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Gold Country
Stage
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Obispo
Regional
Transit
Authority

CARTA YoloBus Albany  Transit
System

STARS Go COMO

Regional
Transit
Authority

RideKC Omni Trans Metro  Transit
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Transportation
Authority
(MB TA)

Community
Transit

Omaha Metro Detroit People
Mover
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Transit
Authority
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Transit
Authority

Greater
Portland  Transit

The Wave Capital  Area
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(CATS)

Greater
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Transit
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Niagara Frontier
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Authority

MATBUS

Broward County
Transit

SolTrans Centro Sound  Transit Mountain Metro
Transit
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Bridgeport
Transit
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Transit
Authority
(MA RT)

Connect  Transit Chatham  Area
Transit (C AT)
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Transit
Authority
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System

Mass
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Transit
Authority
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Transportation
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Transit
Authority
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Area Transit
(TC AT)
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Transit

Cedar Rapids
Transit
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Transit (A RT)

Winston-Salem
Transit
Authority
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Transit

Valley Metro Kitsap Transit
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Suffolk County
Transit
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Public
Transportation

Blacksburg
Transit

Blue Water
Area Transit

Tri Delta  Transit Manatee
County  Area
Transit

Unitrans Regional
Transit System
(RTS)

Harrisonburg
Transit

TransIT

Tulsa Transit Gold Coast
Transit

MATA King County
Transit

DART
(Delaware
Transit
Corporation)

Hampton Roads
Transit

Altoona Metro
Transit
(AMTRAN)

Lowell Regional
Transit
Authority

Rochester
Public Transit

Fairfield and
Suisun Transit
(FAST)

GoDurham Decatur Public
Transit System

Rockford Mass
Transit District
(RMTD)

Milford  Transit
District

Sonoma County
Transit

Southwest Ohio
Regional
Transit
Authority
(SORTA)

Milwaukee
County  Transit
System

County
Connection

Rio Metro
Regional
Transit

IndyGo Capital District
Transportation
Authority
(CDTA)

Kalamazoo
Metro  Transit

Madison County
Transit

The Vine Santa Cruz
METRO

Victor Valley
Transit
Authority

Montebello Bus
Lines

Billings
Metropolitan
Transit

Sarasota
County  Area
Transit

GoTriangle Central Ohio  Transit  Authority
(COTA)

Nassau Inter-
County Express
(NICE)

The COMET Space Coast
Area Transit
(SCAT)

Metro Bus Jackson County
Mass  Transit
District

Waukesha
Metro  Transit

Santa Baraba
Metropolitan
Transit District

BCRTA Augusta  Transit Battle Creek
Transit

Portage  Area
Regional
Transportation
Authority
(PARTA)

TRI-Rail CATS Fairfax
Connector

Capital  Area
Transit (C AT)

Regional
Transportation
Commission of
Southern
Nevada

Racine  Transit
(RYDE)

Merrimack
Valley Regional
Transit
Authority

TransFort Petaluma
Transit

CityLink Butte Regional
Transit (B-Line)

GTrans Dutchess
County Public
Transit

SMART
(Suburban
Mobility)

CobbLinc SamTrans Transit Authority
of Northern
Kentucky
(TANK)

Pinellas
Suncoast
Transit
Authority

Duluth  Transit
Authority

Capital  Area
Transportation
Authority
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Transit)
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System
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Transit
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Transit
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Transit (K AT)
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Transit
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Transit
Authority
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RTD Cambria County
Transit
Authority
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Transit

Concho Valley
Transit

Yuba-Sutter
Transit

SPARTA Maple Grove
Transit

AC Transit Topeka Metro CyRide People Mover Star Transit SMAT Beeline Regional
Transportation
Authority of
Central
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Sun Metro Pottstown  Area
Rapid  Transit
(PART)
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Mass  Transit
District
(CityLink)
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Transit
Authority
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Santa Rosa
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Transit (A RT)

Valley
Transportation
Authority

MAX Transit Cities Area
Transit (C AT)
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Transit System

Athens  Transit
System

VIA Green Bay
Metro

Bay Metro TheRide Turlock  Transit

Trinity Metro Link  Transit Springfield
Mass  Transit
District (SMTD)

South Metro
Area Regional
Transit
(SMA RT)

YCAT

Capital Metro Cape  Ann
Transportation
Authority

Lane  Transit
District

DASH Metro  Transit
(St. Louis)

River Valley
Transit

Metro West
Regional
Transit
Authority

CUE Bus Escambia
County  Area
Transit

Southeast  Area
Transit (SE AT)

WestC AT Visalia Transit

Whatcom
Transportation
Authority

City of Loveland
Transit (CO LT)

Monterey-
Salinas  Transit

Housatonic
Area Regional
Transit
(HARTransit)

Iowa City
Transit

Santee Wateree Regional
Transportation  Authority

Luzerne County
Transportation
Authority

Tahoe
Transportation
District

SporTran

County of
Lackawanna
Transit System
(COLTS)

Green Mountain  Transit (formerly
CCTA)

Western Reserve  Transit
Authority (W RTA)

Des Moines
Area Regional
Transit (DA RT)

Williamsburg
Area Transit
Authority

Cherriots

Eau Claire
Transit

Kenosha
Transit

Port  Authority of
Allegheny
County
Beaver County
Transit
Authority
Skagit Transit
StarTran
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Area Transit



Service Area (Municipalities/Counties) County State Transit Agency Implementation 
Date End date

Service Area 
Population 
[Indicator 1]

CCVI (county level) 
[Indicator 2]

Unemployment 
(difference between 
February and April 
2020) [Indicator 3]

MHI of service area 
(expressed as % of 
state-wide MHI) 
[Indicator 4]

1 Birmingham Jefferson Alabama MAX Transit 23-Mar 209,403 0.33906399 371% 77.91%

2 Anchorage Anchorage Alaska People Mover 18-Mar 01-Jun 288,000 0.33906399 444% 110.72%

3 Peoria Maricopa Arizona CityLink 17-Mar 175,960 0.85323145 349% 118.43%

4 Flagstaff Coconino Arizona Mountain Line 21-Mar 75,044 0.51034702 351% 105.25%

5 Tucson Pima Arizona SunTran 21-Mar 548,082 0.83667622 314% 72.12%

6 Phoenix Maricopa Arizona Valley Metro 27-Mar 01-Jun 99,621 0.95192614 406% 60.41%

7 Yuma Yuma Arizona YCAT 20-Mar 98,296 0.7892391 193% 77.49%

8 Little Rock Pulaski Arkansas Rock Region Metro 1-Apr 24-Jun 197,318 0.76886342 333% 125.18%

9 Clayton, Concord, Danville, Lafayette, Martinez, Moraga, Orinda, 
Pleasant Hill, San Ramon and Walnut Creek

Contra Costa California County Connection 24-Mar 01-Nov 469,714 0.52881248 449% 149.11%

10
San Gabriel Valley, Pomona Valley (Baldwin Park, Covina, Citrus, 
Vincent, West Covina, Rowland, Diamond Bar, Walnut, South San 
Jose Hills, Avocado Heights, Hacienda Heights, Pomona, San Dimas)

Los Angeles California Foothill Tranist 18-Mar 18-Oct 674,889 0.92964024 440% 89.20%

11 Alameda County Alameda California AC Transit 23-Mar 19-Oct 1,671,329 0.71887934 467% 120.77%

12 Redondo Beach, Hermosa Beach, Manhattan Beach, El Segundo Los Angeles California Beach Cities Transit 23-Mar 137,863 0.92964024 420% 169.80%

13 San Bernardino County San Bernardino California OmniTrans 21-Mar 01-Jun 2,180,085 0.83349252 358% 76.43%

14 San Mateo County San Mateo California SamTrans 25-Mar 16-Aug 766,573 0.44253422 543% 160.25%

15 Stockton San Joaquin California San Joaquin Regional Transit District 25-Mar 08-Aug 312,682 0.913085 248% 69.42%

16 San Luis Obispo County San Luis Obispo California San Luis Obispo Regional Transit Authority 20-Mar 14-Jun 283,111 0.42725247 467% 91.64%

17 Santa Barbara, Goleta, Carpinteria Santa Barbara California Santa Baraba Metropolitan Transit District 19-Mar 91,357 0.84368036 557% 105.18%

18 Santa Cruz County Santa Cruz California Santa Cruz METRO 20-Mar 15-Jun 273,213 0.69977714 266% 107.54%

19 Santa Rosa Sonoma California Santa Rosa CityBus 17-Mar 176,761 0.63037249 514% 89.95%

20 San Luis Obispo San Luis Obispo California SLO Transit 23-Mar 03-Aug 47,160 0.42725247 550% 76.81%

21 Santa Maria Santa Barbara California SMAT 1-Apr 107,273 0.84368036 184% 71.16%

22 Solano County Solano California SolTrans 25-Mar 08-Jun 447,643 0.67940146 387% 94.62%

23 Sonoma County Sonoma California Sonoma County Transit 23-Mar 494,336 0.63037249 518% 100.98%

24 Riverside County Riverside California SunLine Transit Agency 17-Mar 2,470,546 0.78796562 380% 83.15%

25 Torrance Los Angeles California Torrance Transit 24-Mar 143,589 0.92964024 478% 111.43%

26 Turlock Stanislaus California Turlock Transit 1-Apr 12-Oct 73,629 0.90671761 313% 75.19%

27 Visalia Tulare California Visalia Transit 8-Apr 134,608 0.88283986 329% 78.64%

28 Yolo County Yolo California YoloBus 23-Mar 01-Jul 220,500 0.82234957 242% 91.21%

29 Glendale Los Angeles California Beeline 23-Mar 199,301 0.92964024 493% 89.36%

30 Butte County Butte California Butte Regional Transit (B-Line) 13-Apr 01-Sep 219,186 0.77491245 289% 68.60%

31 Culver City Los Angeles California Culver CityBus 19-Mar 14-Sep 39,295 0.92964024 426% 118.44%

32 Fairfield and Suisun City Solano California Fairfield and Suisun Transit (FAST) 15-Mar 146,796 0.67940146 396% 97.72%

33 Ventura County Ventura California Gold Coast Transit 19-Mar 846,006 0.7055078 376% 109.16%

34 Gardena Los Angeles California GTrans 18-Mar 59,924 0.92964024 468% 71.45%

35 El Centro, Calexico, Brawley, and Imperial Imperial California Imperial Valley Transit 7-Aug 128,251 0.7860554 161% 64.51%

36 Livermore, Dublin, Pleasanton Alameda California LAVTA 20-Mar 01-Oct 236,792 0.71887934 469% 159.58%

37 Modesto Stanislaus California Modesto Area Express 3-Apr 30-Sep 215,196 0.90671761 330% 73.90%

38 Montebello Los Angeles California Montebello Bus Lines 18-Mar 02-Aug 63,099 0.92964024 452% 68.84%

39 Monterey and Salinas Monterey California Monterey-Salinas Transit 18-Mar 01-Aug 183,643 0.80356574 192% 79.22%

40 Norwalk Los Angeles California Norwalk Transit System 19-Mar 103,946 0.92964024 452% 78.34%

41 Petaluma Sonoma California Petaluma Transit 24-Mar 60,635 0.63037249 596% 110.64%

42 Merced County Merced California The Bus 10-Apr 277,680 0.91340337 180% 68.74%

43 Napa Napa California The Vine 23-Mar 13-Sep 78,130 0.69086278 497% 101.40%

44 Antioch, Pittsburg, Oakley, Brentwood Contra Costa California Tri Delta Transit 20-Mar 248,564 0.52881248 459% 95.79%

45 Davis Yolo California Unitrans 27-Feb 30-Sep 69,420 0.82234957 304% 103.09%

46 Victorville, Hesperia, Apple Valley San Bernardino California Victor Valley Transit Authority 18-Mar 01-Jun 291,588 0.83349252 290% 66.91%

47 Richmond, San Pablo, Pinole, Hercules Contra Costa California WestCAT 24-Mar 187,083 0.52881248 505% 86.90%

48 Yuba County, Sutter County Yuba, Sutter California Yuba-Sutter Transit 23-Mar 01-Jul 175,639 0.87535 214% 70.93%

49 Lancaster, Palmdale Los Angeles California Antelope Valley Transit Authority (AVTA) 24-Mar 01-Jun 312,680 0.92964024 325% 70.64%

50 El Dorado County El Dorado California El Dorado Transit 4-Apr 01-Aug 192,843 0.23877746 414% 103.35%

51 Nevada City, Grass Valley Nevada California Gold Country Stage 19-Mar 01-Aug 15,965 0.27793696 422% 55.48%

52 Kings Beach CA, Incline Village, NV, Carson City, NV, Kingsburg, NV, 
South Lake Tahoe, CA, Tahoma, CA

El Dorado CA, Placer CA, Carson, NV California Tahoe Transportation District 12-Mar 90,594 0.29734 419% 87.70%

53 Santa Clara County Santa Clara California Valley Transportation Authority 19-Mar 01-Aug 1,927,852 0.6504298 450% 151.91%

54 Pueblo Pueblo Colorado Pueblo Transit System 20-Mar 01-Sep 109,985 0.63610315 277% 64.17%

55 Loveland Larimer Colorado City of Loveland Transit (COLT) 1-Apr 01-Jun 75,395 0.2394142 410% 87.25%

56 Colorado Springs El Paso Colorado Mountain Metro Transit 2-Apr 27-Apr 457,502 0.45526902 382% 97.09%

57 Fort Collins Larimer Colorado TransFort 20-Mar 162,511 0.2394142 460% 101.23%

58 Denver Denver Colorado RTD 5-Apr 01-Jul 693,417 0.64915632 479% 115.34%

59 Hartford County, New Haven County Hartford, New Haven Connecticut CTTransit 19-Mar 05-Oct 1,754,129 0.394679 178% 82.76%

60 Greater Bridgeport Area Fairfield Connecticut Greater Bridgeport Transit 20-Mar 05-Oct 146,417 0.37440306 160% 54.85%

61 Danbury Fairfield Connecticut Housatonic Area Regional Transit (HARTransit) 20-Mar 84,479 0.37440306 188% 81.82%

62 Middletown, Middlefield, East Hampton, Portland, Durham Middlesex Connecticut Middletown Area Transit March 01-Nov 80,324 0.18465457 170% 89.07%

63 Milford New Haven Connecticut Milford Transit District 19-Mar 54,047 0.3823623 205% 97.85%

64 Norwalk Fairfield Connecticut Norwalk Transit District 23-Mar 12-Oct 88,436 0.37440306 191% 105.14%

65 New London County New London Connecticut Southeast Area Transit (SEAT) 23-Mar 05-Oct 268,881 0.26010825 277% 81.09%

66 State of Delaware N/A Delaware DART (Delaware Transit Corporation) 2-Apr 01-Jun 973,764 0.42370968 382% 100.00%

67 Washington, D.C. District of Columbia District of Columbia Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) 23-Mar 705,749 0.44571792 213% 100.00%

68 Broward County Broward Florida Broward County Transit 24-Mar 1,909,151 0.83699459 514% 98.00%

69 Collier County Collier Florida Collier Area Transit (CAT) 24-Mar 02-Aug 363,922 0.77936963 479% 127.01%

70 Escambia County Escambia Florida Escambia County Area Transit 1-Apr 311,522 0.72906718 394% 78.49%

71 Lee County Lee Florida LeeTran 21-Mar 08-Sep 718,679 0.82553327 487% 92.80%

72 Orange County, Seminole County Orange, Seminole Florida LYNX 30-Mar 01-Sep 1,776,280 0.78831804 579% 107.63%

73 Manatee County Manatee Florida Manatee County Area Transit 23-Mar 373,853 0.81184336 450% 93.34%

74 Miami-Dade County Miami-Dade Florida Miami-Dade Transit 22-Mar 2,715,516 0.89716651 787% 90.30%

75 Marion County Marion Florida Ocala SunTran 6-Apr 10-Apr 348,371 0.92359121 324% 70.07%

76 Palm Beach County Palm Beach Florida PalmTran 24-Mar 16-Aug 1,446,277 0.79783508 458% 112.42%

77 Pasco County Pasco Florida Pasco County Public Transportation 19-Mar 01-Oct 510,593 0.83349252 406% 81.32%

78 Pinellas County Pinellas Florida Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority 19-Mar 957,875 0.91404011 486% 88.40%

79 Gainesville Alachua Florida Regional Transit System (RTS) 20-Mar 31-Aug 130,790 0.64851958 328% 65.10%

80 Sarasota County Sarasota Florida Sarasota County Area Transit 23-Mar 412,144 0.61413563 493% 102.41%

81 Brevard County Brevard Florida Space Coast Area Transit (SCAT) 27-Mar 01-Oct 576,808 0.78860236 413% 87.93%

82 Fort Lauderdale Broward Florida Sun Trolley 19-Aug 178,783 0.83699459 532% 114.20%

83 Palm Beach County, Miami Dade County, Broward County Palm Beach, Miami-Dade, Broward Florida TRI-Rail 28-Mar 01-Oct 1,641,416 0.85423956 572% 106.93%

84 Volusia County Volusia Florida Votran 2-Apr 01-Jun 527,634 0.8092964 429% 76.35%

85 Chatham County Chatham Georgia Chatham Area Transit (CAT) 26-Mar 287,049 0.96243235 485% 93.00%

86 Albany Dougherty Georgia Albany Transit System 16-Mar 16-Nov 74,631 0.97484877 261% 50.96%

87 Athens Clarke Georgia Athens Transit System 18-Mar 123,310 0.85132124 349% 74.88%

88 Augusta Richmond Georgia Augusta Transit 6-Apr 196,807 0.97230181 271% 68.54%

89 Cobb County Cobb Georgia CobbLinc 3-Apr 745,057 0.61731933 368% 125.43%

90 Gwinnett County Gwinnett Georgia Gwinnette County Transit 1-Jun 902,298 0.6959567 403% 108.02%

91 Atlanta Fulton Georgia MARTA 26-Mar 7-Sep 479,655 0.81693728 362% 139.69%

92 Boise Area (Boise, Meridian, Caldwell, Nampa, Garden City) Ada, Canyon Idaho Valley Regional Transit 26-Mar 477,919 0.31467862 476% 93.64%

93 Champaign-Urbana Champaign Illinois Champaign-Urbana Mass Transit District (C-U MTD) 17-Mar 129,166 0.51735116 416% 74.93%

94 Bloomington, Normal McLean Illinois Connect Transit 17-Mar 133,139 0.29990449 502% 95.11%

95 Decatur Macon Illinois Decatur Public Transit System 9-Apr 72,969 0.68767908 374% 65.99%

96 Peoria Peoria Illinois Greater Peoria Mass Transit District (CityLink) 17-Mar 114,512 0.58707418 447% 81.14%

97 Madison County Madison Illinois Madison County Transit 18-Mar 01-Jun 265,670 0.4110156 490% 98.04%

98 Moline, Rock Island, East Moline, Silvis, Milan, Carbon Cliff, Hampton 
and Colona

Rock Island Illinois Rock Island County Metropolitan Mass Transit District 
(MetroLink)

17-Mar 06-Jul 123,577 0.69340974 412% 72.15%

99 Rockford Winnebago Illinois Rockford Mass Transit District (RMTD) 18-Mar 10-Aug 147,881 0.80579433 429% 67.25%

100 Springfield Sangamon Illinois Springfield Mass Transit District (SMTD) 17-Mar 116,459 0.36739892 466% 85.36%
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101 Jackson County Jackson Illinois Jackson County Mass Transit District unclear 01-Jul 58,551 0.55460045 504% 65.31%

102 Cook, Will, DuPage, Kane, Lake and McHenry Counties Cook, Will, DuPage, Kane, Lake and 
McHenry

Illinois Pace Suburban Bus 9-Apr 22-Jun 8,386,406 0.70377402 510% 111.04%

103 Fort Wayne Allen Indiana CitiLink 26-Mar 26-May 264,052 0.66794015 589% 81.90%

104 Lafayette Tippecanoe Indiana CityBus 27-Mar 04-May 72,444 0.5858007 619% 72.06%

105 Indianapolis Marion Indiana IndyGo 29-Mar 04-May 857,637 0.93728112 438% 83.99%

106 Bloomington Monroe Indiana Bloomington Transit 24-Mar 84,058 0.13371538 280% 71.95%

107 Cedar Rapids Linn Iowa Cedar Rapids Transit 18-May 131,360 0.30181471 406% 95.49%

108 Coralville Johnson Iowa Coralville Transit System March 17-Aug 20,645 0.3135944 516% 121.37%

109 Ames Story Iowa CyRide 19-Mar 15-Jul 65,937 0.34097421 600% 80.55%

110 Des Moines Polk Iowa Des Moines Area Regional Transit (DART) 17-Mar 01-Jul 215,932 0.56383317 365% 83.76%

111 Iowa City Johnson Iowa Iowa City Transit 19-Mar 15-Jun 74,566 0.3135944 594% 87.60%

112 Topeka Shawnee Kansas Topeka Metro 25-Mar 30-Sep 126,877 0.47118752 342% 76.09%

113 Lexington Fayette Kentucky LexTran 19-Mar 318,734 0.60044572 455% 110.14%

114 Campbell County, Kenton County, Boone County Campbell, Kenton, Boone Kentucky Transit Authority of Northern Kentucky (TANK) 23-Mar 10-Aug 394,163 0.52810303 382% 116.53%

115 New Orleans Orleans Louisiana Regional Transit Authority 29-Mar 17-May 389,648 0.86628462 529% 95.10%

116 Shreveport Caddo Louisiana SporTran unclear 04-May 193,785 0.84559058 308% 83.27%

117 Baton Rouge East Baton Rouge Louisiana Capital Area Transit System (CATS) 19-Mar 225,362 0.70136899 359% 92.68%

118 Jefferson Parish Jefferson Louisiana Jefferson Parish Transit (JET) 29-Mar 23-May 435,300 0.69181789 525% 100.38%

119 Portland Cumberland Maine Greater Portland Transit 20-Mar 01-Oct 66,735 0.22763451 455% 94.41%

120 Ellicott City Howard Maryland Regional Transportation Authority of Central Maryland (RTA) 17-Mar 72,247 0.18879338 300% 131.17%

121 Montgomery County Montgomery Maryland Ride On 18-Mar 1,040,133 0.27570837 290% 126.85%

122 Frederick County Frederick Maryland TransIT 16-Mar 248,472 0.1747851 297% 97.32%

123 Brockton Plymouth Massachusetts Brockton Area Transit 23-Mar 24-Aug 95,426 0.29067176 505% 61.61%

124 Gloucester, Rockport Essex Massachusetts Cape Ann Transportation Authority 23-Mar 01-Sep 35,294 0.527539 394% 80.27%

125 Attleboro, Taunton Bristol Massachusetts Greater Attleboro-Taunton Regional Transit Authority (GATRA) 23-Mar 31-Aug 101,511 0.5434575 264% 71.40%

126
Dracut, Lowell, Acton, Billerica, Carlisle, Chelmsford, Dunstable, 
Groton, Maynard, Pepperell, Tewksbury, Townsend, Tyngsborough, 
Westford

Middlesex Massachusetts Lowell Regional Transit Authority 21-Mar 31-Aug 121,941 0.26679401 498% 62.77%

127 Boston Suffollk Massachusetts Massachesetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) 21-Mar 20-Jul 679,413 0.59248647 562% 86.23%

128 Salisbury, Amesbury, Newburyport, Haverhill, Lawrence, Methuen, 
Andover, Lowell

Middlesex Massachusetts Merrimack Valley Regional Transit Authority 23-Mar 28-Sep 353,901 0.26679401 492% 68.41%

129 Framingham Middlesex Massachusetts MetroWest Regional Transit Authority 6-Apr 71,649 0.26679401 542% 86.84%

130

Cities of Fitchburg, Gardner, and Leominster and the towns of 
Ashburnham, Ashby, Athol, Ayer, Bolton, Boxborough, Hardwick, 
Harvard, Hubbardston, Lancaster, Littleton, Lunenburg, Royalston, 
Shirley, Sterling, Stow, Templeton, Westminster, and Winchendon

Worcester Massachusetts Montachusett Regional Transit Authority (MART) 24-Mar 08-Sep 102,871 0.41133397 419% 61.18%

131

Agawam, Amherst, Belchertown, Chicopee, Easthampton, East 
Longmeadow, Granby, Hadley, Hampden, Holyoke, Leverett, 
Longmeadow, Ludlow, Northampton, Palmer, Pelham, South 
Hadley, Springfield, Sunderland, Ware, Westfield, West Springfield, 
Wilbraham, Williamsburg.

Hampshire, Hampden Massachusetts Pioneer Valley Transit Authority unclear 19-Jul 456,018 0.5470538 412% 59.46%

132 Acushnet, Dartmouth, Fairhaven, Fall River, Freetown, Mattapoisett, 
New Bedford, Somerset, Swansea, and Westport.

Bristol Massachusetts Southeastern Regional Transit Authority 24-Mar 213,908 0.5434575 379% 52.91%

133
Auburn, Brookfield, Charlton, East Brookfield, Leicester, Millbury, 
Oxford, Shrewsbury, Southbridge, Spencer, Webster, West Boylston, 
Worcester

Worcester Massachusetts Worchester Regional Transit Authority 31-Mar 227,101 0.41133397 449% 56.50%

134 Bay County Bay Michigan Bay Metro 1-Jun 104,786 0.43744031 543% 83.32%

135 City of Port Huron and Fort Gratiot Township St. Clair Michigan Blue Water Area Transit unclear 22-Jun 29,175 0.39255014 573% 62.35%

136 Lansing, East Lansing Ingham Michigan Capital Area Transportation Authority 18-Mar 15-Jun 165,073 0.50175103 631% 69.09%

137 Detroit Wayne Michigan Detroit DOT 18-Mar 677,155 0.97325692 505% 61.78%

138 Detroit Wayne Michigan Detroit People Mover 18-Mar 677,155 0.97325692 505% 61.78%

139 Kalamazoo Kalamazoo Michigan Kalamazoo Metro Transit 23-Mar 76,040 0.45749761 612% 64.84%

140 Flint Genesee Michigan Mass Transportation Authority (MTA) 19-Mar 02-Apr 97,161 0.60681312 604% 55.53%

141 Detroit Wayne Michigan Q Line 18-Mar 677,155 0.97325692 505% 61.78%

142 Macomb, Oakland and Wayne Counties Macomb, Oakland, Wayne Michigan SMART (Suburban Mobility) 17-Mar 3,880,929 0.68160038 698% 106.95%

143 Saginaw Saginaw Michigan STARS 18-Mar 48,997 0.69723018 495% 49.55%

144 Ann Arbor, Ypsilanti Washtenaw Michigan TheRide 17-Mar 02-Aug 141,580 0.2553327 663% 122.35%

145 Battle Creek Calhoun Michigan Battle Creek Transit 22-Mar 1-Sep 51,475 0.70614454 671% 70.87%

146 Duluth St. Louis Minnesota Duluth Transit Authority 21-Mar 01-Oct 86,004 0.09296402 360% 71.33%

147 Maple Grove Hennepin Minnesota Maple Grove Transit 25-Apr 02-Aug 69,571 0.40210124 332% 129.48%

148 Fargo and West Fargo (ND), Moorhead and Dilworth (MN) Cass ND, Clay MN Minnesota MATBUS 23-Mar 201,393 0.17444502 350% 91.57%

149 St. Cloud, Sartell, Sauk Rapids, Waite Park Stearns Minnesota Metro Bus 17-Apr 92,212 0.29703916 289% 69.71%

150 Minneapolis-Saint Paul Area Hennepin, Ramsey Minnesota Metro Transit 25-Mar 01-Aug 311,273 0.9933142 293% 77.76%

151 Apple Valley, Burnsville, Eagan, and Rosemount in Dakota County, 
Savage, Prior Lake and Shakopee in Scott County.

Dakota, Scott Minnesota Minnesota Valley Transit Authority unclear 01-Aug 300,375 0.2716575 359% 110.65%

152 Rochester Olmsted Minnesota Rochester Public Transit 4-Apr 113,913 0.19420567 416% 97.42%

153 Columbia Boone Missouri Go COMO 20-Mar 120,248 0.42597899 275% 91.56%

154 St. Louis St. Louis County?? Missouri Metro Transit 30-Mar 01-Jun 718,781 0.46919718 284% 85.15%

155 Kansas City Jackson Missouri RideKC 19-Mar 481,417 0.82999045 341% 92.98%

156 Billings Yellowstone Montana Billings Metropolitan Transit 28-Mar 1-Jun 109,431 0.15854823 328% 99.26%

157 Omaha Douglas Nebraska Omaha Metro 25-Mar 15-Jun 465,112 0.57051894 327% 95.38%

158 Lincoln Lancaster Nebraska StarTran 2-Apr 23-Jul 280,849 0.36771729 356% 88.95%

159 Las Vegas Clark Nevada Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada 4-Apr 07-Jun 626,637 0.69850366 823% 87.97%

160 Bernalillo, Sandoval and Valencia counties Bernalillo, Sandoval, Valencia New Mexico Rio Metro Regional Transit 17-Mar 894,417 0.47412564 269% 106.43%

161 Santa Fe Santa Fe New Mexico Santa Fe Trails 18-Mar 01-Aug 83,847 0.3718561 313% 120.68%

162 Westchester County Westchester New York Bee-line 25-Mar 08-Sep 968,815 0.66061764 362% 152.70%

163 Broome County Broome New York Broome County Transit (BC Transit) 19-Mar 15-Jun 194,402 0.71092009 281% 68.91%

164 Albany Albany New York Capital District Transportation Authority (CDTA) 6-Apr 11-Aug 97,889 0.53868195 327% 66.70%

165 Cayuga, Oneida, Onondaga, and Oswego counties Cayuga, Oneida, Onondaga, and 
Oswego counties

New York Central New York Regional Transportation Authority (dba 
Centro)

24-Mar 24-Aug 891,996 0.93279569 343% 77.05%

166 Dutchess County Dutchess New York Dutchess County Public Transit Unclear 03-Aug 293,894 0.58038841 364% 103.01%

167 New York City New York, Bronx, Kings, Richmond, 
Queens

New York Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) 23-Mar 31-Aug 8,443,713 0.791432 441% 100.23%

168 Nassau County Nassau New York Nassau Inter-County Express (NICE) 23-Mar 27-Jun 1,356,564 0.35020694 446% 150.43%

169 Buffalo Erie New York Niagara Frontier Transporation Authority 27-Mar 29-Jun 257,518 0.62082139 398% 54.34%

170 Genesee, Livingston, Monroe, Ontario, Orleans, Seneca, Wayne, Wyoming counties New York RTS 20-Mar 15-Jul 1,182,947 0.68024927 329% 78.03%

171 Suffolk County Suffolk New York Suffolk County Transit see notes 29-Jun 1,487,901 0.53422477 413% 126.37%

172 Ithaca Tompkins New York Tompkins Consolidated Area Transit (TCAT) 20-Mar 05-Sep 30,568 0.36803566 241% 59.49%

173 Rockland County Rockland New York Transport of Rockland (TOR) 27-Mar 323,686 0.77077364 373% 122.63%

174 Asheville Buncombe North Carolina Ashville Rides Transit (ART) 20-Mar 90,531 0.71983445 721% 93.20%

175 Durham Duham North Carolina GoDurham 23-Mar 264,310 0.92104425 326% 107.18%

176 Raleigh Wake North Carolina GoRaleigh 17-Mar 457,159 0.52626552 318% 122.77%

177 Apex, Cary, Chapel Hill, Durham, Garner, Hillsborough, Knightdale, 
Raleigh, Wendell, Wake Forest and Zebulon

Durham, Wake North Carolina GoTriangle 22-Mar 932,449 0.61541647 344% 121.93%

178 Greensboro Guilford North Carolina Greensboro Transit Authority 20-Mar 288,719 0.93441579 383% 92.85%

179 Surry, Stokes, Rockingham, Yadkin, Forsyth, Alamance, Davie, Guilford, Davidson and Randolph counties North Carolina Piedmont Authority for Regional Transportation 20-Mar 04-May 1,652,283 0.93279569 369% 92.23%

180 Winston-Salem Forsyth North Carolina Winston-Salem Transit Authority 15-Apr 242,125 0.93027698 363% 94.02%

181 Wilmington New Hanover North Carolina The Wave 25-Mar 16-Nov 118,094 0.70073225 446% 92.95%

182 Charlotte Mecklenburg North Carolina CATS 25-Mar 8-Jun 841,611 0.75294492 371% 123.36%

183 Grand Forks Grand Forks North Dakota Cities Area Transit (CAT) 24-Mar 15-Jun 56,556 0.17828717 432% 81.64%

184 Butler County Butler Ohio BCRTA 19-Mar 378294 0.66698504 346% 110.87%

185 Columbus Franklin Ohio Central Ohio Transit Authority (COTA) 19-Mar 867,628 0.65934416 395% 89.16%

186 Lake County Lake Ohio Laketran 24-Mar 01-Oct 230,052 0.59503343 422% 107.81%

187 Portage County Portage Ohio Portage Area Regional Transportation Authority (PARTA) 17-Mar 01-Jun 162,644 0.42788921 292% 100.22%

188 Hamilton, Butler, Clermont and Warren counties Hamilton, Butler, Clermont and Warren Ohio Southwest Ohio Regional Transit Authority (SORTA) 29-Mar 12-Apr 1,620,111 0.63674447 350% 114.22%

189 Stark County Stark Ohio Stark Area Regional Transit Authority 16-Mar 01-Jul 373,475 0.54695957 306% 92.04%

190 Maumee, Ottawa Hills, Rossford, Sylvania, Sylvania Township, 
Toledo, and Waterville

Lucas Ohio TARTA 17-Mar 327,405 0.8643744 476% 77.35%

191 Mahoning County Mahoning Ohio Western Reserve Transit Authority (WRTA) 17-Mar 231,064 0.79910856 321% 85.12%

192 Akron Summit Ohio Metro RTA 17-Mar 8-Jun 198,314 0.57752308 333% 71.55%

193 Norman Cleveland Oklahoma EMBARK Norman 19-Mar 121,090 0.38459089 550% 108.60%

194 Tulsa Tulsa Oklahoma Tulsa Transit 1-Apr 08-Jun 402,223 0.858007 534% 100.74%
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195 Bend Deschutes Oregon Cascades East Transit 21-Mar 90,500 0.12384591 524% 108.66%

196 Salem Marion Oregon Cherriots 21-Mar 166,756 0.61636422 343% 88.11%

197 Eugene Lane Oregon Lane Transit District 21-Mar 165,997 0.3887297 436% 85.97%

198 Wilsonville Clackamas Oregon South Metro Area Regional Transit (SMART) 19-Mar 23,418 0.23973257 418% 127.57%

199 Altoona Blair Pennsylvania Altoona Metro Transit (AMTRAN) 20-Mar 13-Jun 44,372 0.39446036 347% 65.82%

200 Beaver County Beaver Pennsylvania Beaver County Transit Authority unclear 01-Aug 166,896 0.29290035 314% 85.83%

201 Berks County Berks Pennsylvania Berks Area Regional Transportation Authority (BARTA) 23-Mar 10-Aug 416,642 0.6599809 336% 97.11%

202 Cambria County Cambria Pennsylvania Cambria County Transit Authority 23-Mar 25-Oct 134,550 0.45845272 270% 74.03%

203 Dauphin County, Cumberland County Dauphin County, Cumberland County Pennsylvania Capital Area Transit (CAT) 20-Mar 08-Jun 521,948 0.40489751 319% 107.31%

204 State College, Bellefonte Centre Pennsylvania Centre Area Transportation Authority 19-Mar 01-Aug 48,545 0.31900669 159% 71.91%

205 Lackawanna County Lackawanna Pennsylvania County of Lackawanna Transit System (COLTS) 25-Mar 01-Jul 211,454 0.57242916 307% 83.36%

206 Luzerne County Luzerne Pennsylvania Luzerne County Transportation Authority 30-Mar 317,884 0.60203757 280% 82.35%

207

Roscoe Borough, City of Monongahela, North Belle Vernon Borough,
Dunlevy Borough, Allenport Borough, California Borough, Donora 
Borough, Belle Vernon Borough, Charleroi Borough, Speers 
Borough, City of Monessen, New Eagle Borough,Fayette City 
Borough, Stockdale Borough, Coal Center Borough, North Charleroi 
Borough, and Elco Borough

Westmooreland, Washington Pennsylvania Mid Mon Valley Transit Authority (MMVTA) 20-Mar 01-Jun 37,015 0.20574217 305% 50.06%

208 Pittsburgh Allegheny Pennsylvania Port Authority of Allegheny County 25-Mar 8-Jun 303,587 0.30754537 330% 84.88%

209 Pottstown Montgomery Pennsylvania Pottstown Area Rapid Transit (PART) 2-Apr 01-Jun 22,694 0.3040433 349% 76.94%

210 York, Adams, Columbia, Cumberland, Franklin, Montour, Northumberland, Perry, Snyder, and Union Counties Pennsylvania Rabbit Transit 23-Mar 1,255,564 0.38237133 310% 95.16%

211 Lancaster County Lancaster Pennsylvania Red Rose Transit Authority (RRTA) 23-Mar 10-Aug 538,347 0.56829035 377% 99.81%

212 Lycoming County Lycoming Pennsylvania River Valley Transit 21-Mar 06-Jul 114,859 0.41833811 277% 80.31%

213 Philadelphia, Bucks, Chester, Delaware, and Montgomery Counties Philadelphia, Bucks, Chester, Delaware, 
and Montgomery Counties

Pennsylvania Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA) 1-Apr 17-May 4,103,876 0.56904667 316% 119.96%

214 Greenville Greenville South Carolina Greenville Transit Authority 19-Mar 03-May 65,727 0.57975167 468% 121.01%

215 Sumter County Sumter South Carolina Santee Wateree Regional Transportation Authority 18-Mar 01-Oct 106,995 0.93759949 297% 80.97%

216 Spartanburg Spartanburg South Carolina SPARTA 26-Mar 09-Jul 37,370 0.79114932 506% 83.88%

217 Richland and Lexington Counties Richland and Lexington Counties South Carolina The COMET 19-Mar 694,579 0.53215326 308% 106.48%

218 Chattanooga Hamilton Tennessee CARTA 13-Apr 177,365 0.73798153 428% 92.78%

219 Knoxville Knox Tennessee Knoxville Area Transit (KAT) 24-Mar 185,429 0.58962114 432% 78.90%

220 Memphis Shelby Tennessee MATA 25-Mar 653,248 0.98694683 296% 83.59%

221 Lubbock Lubbock Texas Citibus 31-Mar 03-Aug 250,415 0.74944285 375% 157.50%

222 San Angelo Tom Green Texas Concho Valley Transit 13-Apr 01-Oct 99,634 0.82075772 367% 159.74%

223 Laredo Webb Texas El Metro 24-Mar 30-Jul 257,575 0.7997453 344% 139.54%

224 Fort Bend County Fort Bend Texas Fort Bend Transit 6-Apr 1-Oct 739,342 0.51130213 371% 283.03%

225 City of Texas City Galveston Texas Gulf Coast Transit Connect 23-Mar 47,902 0.91244826 357% 157.22%

226 Harris County Harris Texas METRO 23-Mar 12-Jul 4,602,523 0.90703598 374% 204.50%

227 Kaufman County Kaufman Texas Star Transit 23-Mar 01-Sep 118,910 0.86978669 348% 187.28%

228 Tarrant County Tarrant Texas Trinity Metro 23-Mar 17-May 2,019,977 0.85928048 419% 204.36%

229 Bexar County Bexar Texas VIA 21-Mar 01-Jun 1,925,865 0.83317415 448% 174.12%

230 Austin Travis Texas Capital Metro 1-Apr 01-Jun 935,755 0.65106654 500% 222.97%

231 El Paso El Paso Texas Sun Metro 22-Mar 2-Aug 680,354 0.87169691 403% 142.33%

232 Burlington Chittenden Vermont Green Mountain Transit (formerly CCTA) 23-Mar 42,513 0.11875199 856% 88.19%

233 Norfolk, Virginia Beach, Newport News, Hampton, Portsmouth, Chesapeake Virgina Hampton Roads Transit 10-Apr 01-Jul 1,344,586 0.65830383 404% 82.04%

234 Harrisonburg Harrisonburg Virgina Harrisonburg Transit 23-Mar 53,391 0.84622732 411% 62.16%

235 Arlington Arlington Virginia Arlington Transit (ART) 24-Mar 231,803 0.36198663 389% 152.58%

236 Blacksburg Montgomery Virginia Blacksburg Transit 2-Apr 44,245 0.37440306 221% 64.86%

237 Fairfax Fairfax Virginia CUE Bus 19-Mar 23,865 0.43616683 505% 135.14%

238 Alexandria Alexandria Virginia DASH 19-Mar 156,505 0.58325374 471% 130.34%

239 Fairfax County Fairfax Virginia Fairfax Connector 24-Mar 1,143,529 0.35084368 486% 156.98%

240 Lynchburg Lynchburg Virginia Greater Lynchburg Transit Company 23-Mar 80,131 0.80165552 325% 62.33%

241 Loudoun County Loudoun Virginia Loudon County Transit 30-Mar 385,143 0.33269659 450% 164.01%

242 Prince William County, Manassas City and Manassas Park City Prince William Virginia Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation Commission 
(OmniRide)

18-Mar 519,583 0.53645336 471% 121.52%

243 Roanoke Roanoke Virginia Valley Metro 27-Mar 01-Jul 1,680,988 0.85323145 331% 108.88%

244 Williamsburg Williamsburg Virginia Williamsburg Area Transit Authority 18-Mar 14,788 0.48742439 395% 89.87%

245 Richmond Richmond Virginia GRTC 19-Mar 223,787 0.9385546 441% 73.20%

246 Chelan County Chelan Washington Link Transit 19-Mar 75,757 0.50748169 275% 80.04%

247 Whatcom County Whatcom Washington Whatcom Transportation Authority 18-Mar 216,812 0.45877109 354% 81.45%

248 Snohomish County Snohomish Washington Community Transit 20-Mar 786,620 0.45367717 686% 106.46%

249 Everett Snohomish Washington Everett Transit 19-Mar 01-Jul 108,941 0.45367717 690% 79.41%

250 King County King Washington King County Transit 21-Mar 2,163,257 0.40655842 621% 128.75%

251 Kitsap County Kitsap Washington Kitsap Transit 23-Mar 01-Aug 262,475 0.38650111 345% 94.94%

252 Pierce County Pierce Washington Pierce Transit 23-Mar 14-Jun 859,840 0.48455906 374% 91.41%

253 Skagit County Skagit Washington Skagit Transit 23-Mar 1-Jun 123,907 0.47182426 335% 86.43%

254 Seattle, Everett, Bellevue, Tacoma King, Pierce Washington Sound Transit 20-Mar 1-Jun 1,170,109 0.42882278 547% 120.08%

255 Wheeling, Bethlehem, Benwood, McMechem Ohio, Marshall West Virginia Ohio Valley Regional Transportation Authority 24-Mar 1-Jun 33,067 0.30766255 380% 103.58%

256 Eau Claire Eau Claire Wisconsin Eau Claire Transit 20-Mar 05-Oct 68,086 0.27698185 378% 84.04%

257 Green Bay Brown Wisconsin Green Bay Metro 23-Mar 01-Jul 104,818 0.44571792 384% 79.29%

258 Kenosha Kenosha Wisconsin Kenosha Transit 23-Mar 01-Aug 99,810 0.68226679 326% 90.08%

259 Madison Dane Wisconsin Metro Transit 24-Mar 01-Sep 252,086 0.2785737 452% 107.14%

260 Milwaukee County Milwaukee Wisconsin Milwaukee County Transit System 28-Mar 01-Jun 954,209 0.86405603 344% 86.71%

261 Racine Racine Wisconsin Racine Transit (RYDE) 26-Mar 28-Sep 77,576 0.5666985 268% 70.30%

262 Waukesha Waukesha Wisconsin Waukesha Metro Transit 21-Mar 29-Aug 72,382 0.1779688 400% 99.60%
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