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Executive Summary

Many agencies, in efforts to increase transit ridership have adopted and implemented various innovations that collectively may be termed “ridership enhancement techniques.” The techniques of present interest include:

· Employer passes, universal passes, and “ECO” passes

· Guaranteed ride home programs

· Day passes

· On-line fare media sales programs.

Past research (Taylor and Haas, et al, 2002; Brown, Hess, and Shoup, 2003; White, Levine, and Zellner, 2002) suggests that such programs may indeed be a part of an effective ridership increase campaign.  However, not every transit agency has adopted each of these techniques.  This report identifies factors and characteristics that may lead individual agencies to adopt, or not adopt, each technique, and makes recommendations regarding agencies that may most readily move toward their use.

Literature Review
A review of existing research reveals that virtually nothing has been written about the factors associated with U.S. transit agency adoption of the four specific techniques of interest.  Much of the research in this area has concerned the cost-effectiveness of such programs rather than why such techniques are adopted.  However, the literature regarding both the adoption of smart card technology, and the adoption of technological innovation in organizations more generally is somewhat more robust.  Each strand of this literature suggests that both organizational and managerial factors are important.  Organizations should be more likely to adopt innovations if they display an ability to 1) overcome high initial costs, 2) form partnerships with other stakeholders, 3) identify target markets and segments, 4) take or overcome risk, and 5) integrate technology with finance, planning and operation.  Unfortunately, few of these characteristics easily lend themselves to quantification, or even verification that they exist among specific agencies.

Methodology 
This report provides an analysis of the factors that may affect whether transit agencies may adopt each of the four types of ridership enhancement techniques, utilizing data associated with the 150 largest transit agencies in the United States. 

Researchers first attempted to determine whether each agency possessed each of the four techniques by conducting an initial search of transit agency web sites, followed by a round of very brief phone interviews with managers in every agency to verify the information obtained in the internet searches.

In an attempt to identify factors associated with adoption, both quantitative and qualitative data were collected.  Quantitative data regarding agency (agency size, budget, farebox recovery rate, etc.) and environmental & socio-economic (income, population density, etc.) factors were obtained from public sources including the American Public Transportation Association and the U.S. Census.  Qualitative data was obtained from a second round of in-depth, structured phone interviews with a purposive sample of more than 24 transit agency managers in order to obtain a richer understanding of the kinds of considerations that impinge upon an agency’s decision to use each enhancement technique.

Findings 

Generally, the results obtained from the quantitative analysis were suggestive but not definitive in terms of identifying critical factors for implementation of each technique.  Interview results were helpful, but difficult to translate into generalizations across all agencies.  However, the following patterns were identified:

· Employer/Eco-Pass – Interviews with managers seemed to suggest that low density (especially in the downtown core) and lack of urban congestion make this program unattractive to some agencies. Smaller agencies and agencies with zone fare systems appeared less likely to adopt employer passes. Quantitative data confirmed that agency size is positively correlated with adoption of employer passes.  In addition, tourism-related expenditures, and population of area served were positively correlated with this technique, while rate of home ownership was negatively correlated.

· Day Passes – Interviews suggest that smaller systems are less likely to offer day passes because of low perceived demand, and that multi-modal systems may be more likely to offer day passes than single mode systems.  Both the interviews and the quantitative data suggest that transit agencies that serve popular tourist destinations are more likely to offer day passes.

· Guaranteed Ride Home (GRH) Program – Interviews suggest that transit agencies that run longer hours tend not to offer GRH because it would be superfluous.  By contrast agencies with few hours and shorter routes tend not to offer GRH because of cost concerns.  However, many agencies that do offer GRH report minimal costs.  Quantitative analysis suggests that agencies that offer eco-passes are much more likely to offer GRH, which may be seen as complementary, as well.  Fare box recovery rates, population density, and mean commute times are each negatively correlated with GRH.

· On-Line Media Sales – Most managers who were interviewed cited perceived costs as the main impediment to on-line sales.  Larger agencies appear to be more likely to offer on-line media sales, as size of agency service area, total vehicle miles, service frequency, total vehicle hours and total expenditures were all positive correlated with on-line media sales.  Mean commute time was also found to be positively associated with these sales.

Recommendations

Based upon the preceding list of factors, as well as interviews with staff from many potential candidates, the following agencies are identified as likely candidates for successful adoption of the corresponding ridership enhancement technique:


Employer/Eco-Pass
· Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada

· Fresno Area Express

· City of Detroit Department of Transportation

· Broward County Mass Transit Division

· Transit Authority of Omaha

Day Passes
· Miami-Dade Transit

· City and County of Honolulu Dept. of Transportation Services

· Port Authority of Allegheny County

· Fresno Area Express

· Jacksonville Transportation Authority

Guaranteed Ride Home
· Greater Dayton Regional Transit Authority

· Long Beach Public Transportation Company

· Jacksonville Transportation Authority

· Port Authority of Allegheny County

· Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines

On-Line Sales
· Santa Clara County Valley Transit Authority

· City of Phoenix Public Transit Dept.

· Central Ohio Transit Authority

· VIA Metropolitan Transit (San Antonio)

· Greater Richmond Transit Company

Introduction and Scope

Increasing transit ridership is an ongoing concern for local transit agencies as well as national transportation policy makers. Many agencies, in efforts to increase transit ridership have adopted and implemented various innovations that collectively may be termed “ridership enhancement techniques.” The techniques of present interest include:

· Employer passes, universal passes, and “ECO” passes

· Guaranteed ride home programs

· Day passes

· On-line fare media sales programs.

Past research (Taylor and Haas, et al, 2002; Brown, Hess, and Shoup, 2003; White, Levine, and Zellner, 2002) suggests that employer and other universal pass programs may indeed be a part of an effective ridership increase campaign. However, not every transit agency has adopted each of these techniques. Among the potential reasons for an agency’s failure to adopt a given technique may be a lack of technological capacity, insufficient financial or human resources, or a transit service environment that precludes the effective use of that technique. Generally, however, little is known about the extent to which individual transit agencies employ these enhancements, what makes it possible for them to do so, or the reasons for their failure to do so. 

This report contains findings from research intended to identify the factors and characteristics that may lead individual agencies to adopt such techniques, as well as factors and characteristics that may tend to deter them from doing so. The purpose of this analysis is to determine which factors are associated with the adoption of innovative ridership enhancement techniques in order to identify agencies that may most readily move toward their use. 

Overview of Research Approach

In order to learn why transit agencies have or have not adopted ridership enhancement measures, a review of past literature concerning how such agencies disseminate innovations was completed. Identifying past research concerning how and why transit agencies adopt innovations such as ridership enhancement techniques may help inform subsequent efforts to explain why they do or do not adopt specific techniques.

The basic research strategy used in this report was to assemble a database of the largest 150 transit agencies, including contact information, using data sources available from the American Public Transportation Association (APTA), the U.S. Census, and other transportation data resources. Form the initial list of 150 agencies, approximately 20 agencies were removed because they were not appropriate for the purposes of this study. Among the reasons that agencies were removed were: 1) lack of direct provision of transit services, 2) paratransit service, and 3) providers of limited route service (e.g., “people movers”). 

In order to determine which agencies are using the specified ridership enhancement techniques, transit agency web sites were searched on a preliminary basis. This provided an initial, easily obtained list of agencies that advertise the use of each technique. However, web pages clearly did not necessarily provide exhaustive or accurate information about the use of these techniques, and thus were complemented with an extensive series of telephone interviews with key contacts at each agency to ensure an accurate list of which agencies have adopted each enhancement technique. Occasionally, multiple interviews were conducted to ensure that the information collected was accurate.

Additionally relevant information about each agency (size, transit modes, form of governance, and other characteristics) was assembled and merged with the data described above, creating a comprehensive database of agencies, agency and service area characteristics, and use of enhancement techniques. These data were analyzed to determine which quantifiable factors were linked statistically to use of the various techniques. 

Additionally, the team conducted structured interviews with a purposive sample of transit agency managers in order to obtain a richer, more qualitative understanding of the kinds of considerations that impinge upon an agency’s decision to use each enhancement technique. The sample consisted of two groups of agencies of twelve each: one that has and one that has not adopted most or all of the techniques. These groups, although they did not constitute a scientifically representative sample, were drawn from disparate regions and types of transit service areas. The interviews were used to provide additional insight into the logic of adopting ridership enhancements, which also proved somewhat useful in refining the more quantitative analysis described earlier. Other interviews, such as those springing from the telephone survey of transit operators, were completed to supplement the available data and to refine the resulting recommendations.

Together, these data sources and analyses were used to identify the following kinds of information:

1) the number of agencies which have (and have not) adopted each enhancement technique (including those that have been abandoned);

2) the characteristics and other factors that are necessary to – or associated with – implementation of each technique;

3) the agencies that have not employed each technique with the greatest chance for successful implementation of that technique. 

Literature Review

This literature review addresses transit agency characteristics and other factors that are potentially associated with agencies’ ability to successfully implement ridership enhancement techniques.  Consistent with the goals of this study, the focus is upon studies related to adoption of the following programs:  

· Employer passes, universal passes, and Eco-passes, 

· Guaranteed ride home programs, 

· Sales of day passes, and

· On-line fare media sales programs. 

These four programs can be conceptually grouped into two types of approaches:

1. Fare-related programs 

These programs relate specifically to fares, fare media, and transit pricing; and provide a means for more effective fare policies.  They provide transit agencies with tools for revenue enhancement and cost reduction (through the option for fare policies that capture the costs of service provision).  These programs include:

· Employer passes, universal passes, and Eco-passes

· Day passes

· On-line fare media sales programs

2. Operational enhancements that provide improved service to participants.  

These programs provide operational enhancements that improve the customer experience on transit.  This approach includes:  

· Guaranteed ride home programs

Of course, the two approaches are not mutually exclusive.  Passes and fare media sales programs can arguably improve transit operations and customer convenience, and guaranteed ride home programs may have cost-savings objectives.  This literature review provides an overview of the research on (1) institutional and organizational factors related to the adoption of technology in organizations in general, (2) the four types of ridership enhancement programs of interest to the FTA, and (3) the implementation of smart card media for multi-agency systems and programs.

Unfortunately, a major finding of this review is that relatively little has been written specifically about the factors associated with U.S. transit agency adoption of the four specific techniques of interest.  Therefore, this review first discusses available existing research on the subject of innovation among public agencies with an eye towards developing an understanding of the general circumstances under which innovation will (and will not) occur.

Adoption of Technology Innovation in Organizations

When approaching technology adoption in organizations, most of the literature and analysis is organized in the following manner:  analysis focuses either on (1) characteristics of the technology, (2) characteristics of the organization, or (3) how the characteristics of the technology interact with the characteristics of the organization.  A comprehensive understanding of technology adoption in organizations requires a full review of all three factors, and especially the interaction between the characteristics of the technology and those of the adopting organization.  This literature review, however, is intended to provide a preliminary sketch of potential organizational factors correlated with feasible implementation, and therefore provides only a cursory explanation of work done on characteristics of technology, while focusing instead on characteristics of organizations.  

Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) were the first to provide a comprehensive classification of characteristics and attributes that affect the adoptability of technology:

1. Compatibility refers to whether the technology is viewed as consistent with contemporary social values, norms, past experiences, and needs of society; or whether the technology fits with or matches existing organizational practices.  

2. Complexity describes the effort needed to understand, apply, and use the technology.

3. Trialability is the extent to which the technology can be tested, or the ability of the technology to be implemented on a limited, trial basis.  

4. Observability refers to the degree to which results of the technology are observable, measurable, and visible.  

Other research has focused on the characteristics of organizations that may be correlated to the adoption of technological innovations.  Lynott, Guthrie, and McGoff (1997) researched the effects of organizational structure and economic indicators, governance factors, management structure, and organizational environment on propensity to adopt technology.  

1. Organizational structure and economic indicators refer to an organization’s size, sector, research and development spending, and degree of multi-unit divisions. 

2. Governance arrangements include leadership background and length of tenure.

3. Management structure includes manager-to-worker ratio, and the technical expertise of management personnel.

4. Organization's environment includes geographic location and the legal environment of the organization.

Taken as a whole, the literature on innovation adoption and diffusion has focused on the process of innovation and adoption in the private sector, focusing on firm characteristics and management practices.  Its goals have been the prediction of business success or of management and organizational reform for increased productivity.   

In the public sector, information, telecommunications, and electronics technologies have offered many agencies tools for improving service quality and reducing costs.  In the U.S., decision makers in public agencies have frequently relied on technological fixes to achieve policy goals (Howitt and Altshuler, 1999; Flamm 2001), rather than risking strong public and political opposition to policy mandates.  For example, air quality in the U.S. has significantly improved as a result of reliance on technological improvements, rather than on policies that restrict or impose costs on the driving public (Flamm 2001).  Despite the increasing reliance on technology, few comprehensive studies have examined organizational characteristics of transit agencies in adopting technology innovations.

Innovation in Transit Agencies: Adoption of New Fare Programs and Operational Enhancements

The existing literature contains virtually nothing about the factors that potentially affect transit agencies’ ability to adopt the specific innovative techniques under consideration by the FTA.  Most of the literature on employer passes, universal passes, and Eco Passes; day passes; and on-line fare media sales programs has been evaluative in nature, focusing on the effectiveness or the costs of implementing the programs.  Descriptive studies also abound, highlighting the practices of existing programs with little data analysis or original research contribution.    

Fare programs: transit pass and on-line sales programs

For example, Shoup (2005) evaluated Eco Pass programs – specifically focusing on employer passes – for cost effectiveness, effects on employee transit ridership and parking demand.  Such pass programs are found in Dallas, Denver, Salt Lake, and San Jose; and give employees of a firm or organization unlimited transit rides for free.  Shoup’s focus in this study is on comparing the cost-effectiveness of Eco Pass programs and the cost-effectiveness of providing free parking.  Little is said, however, on why some agencies are more or less likely to adopt Eco Passes. 

Similarly, Brown, Hess, and Shoup (2001) evaluated Unlimited Access transit pass programs at 35 universities.  They asked campus officials why their universities adopted the program, and interviewees reported that unlimited access programs reduce demand for parking, increase students’ access to housing, recreation, and academic resources; act as a recruitment and retention tool; reduce the costs of education for students; and increase transportation equity among students.  Officials from transit agencies reported that they adopted Unlimited Access programs to (1) increase ridership, (2) guarantee revenue, and (3) improve overall service (Brown et al. 2001).  

Because the program requires a partnership between transit agencies and universities, the authors ask why universities and transit agencies have not been quicker to implement such programs.  They conclude that more universities are indeed adopting unlimited access programs – that since the initial data collection, more than 20 universities and schools in the Chicago area alone have implemented programs in conjunction with transit agencies (Brown et al. 2001).  Despite their finding that more universities and agencies are implementing Unlimited Access programs, the authors do not address why some transit agencies have been quicker to implement the program than others. 

The authors also conclude that transit agencies may not be aware of (or do not understand) the concept of Unlimited Access because of “their lack of entrepreneurial drive” (Smith 1986; Brown et al. 2001), but how agency characteristics, organizational design, or institutional arrangements may affect the entrepreneurial drive and ability to seek out innovative programs remains unexplained.   

The most significant obstacle that the authors identify is the difficulty universities and transit agencies face in overcoming the high initial costs of implementation when there is little guarantee of program success.  Successful implementation often depends on the inclusion and involvement of multiple stakeholder groups such as students, special interest groups, university administrators, university and transit legal staff, and transit officials (Brown et al. 2001), and may present many unknown factors and high opportunity costs if programs cannot be crafted given the diverse set of stakeholders.  

Very few studies have specifically focused on the introduction of day passes as a significant ridership enhancement tool.  When day passes have been examined, their treatment has been in the context of general fare structure overhauls.  For example, Lee (1999) provides a description of fare simplification schemes (including the elimination of transfer fares and the introduction of daily and weekly passes) at Connecticut Transit in Hartford, Connecticut.  Similarly, Stern (1997) discusses day passes as an alternative for transit agencies eliminating transfer fares.  In both studies, day passes were viewed as fare simplification measures either to appeal to an agency’s increasing market of suburb-to-suburb travelers or as a result of new ticket reading and issuing machines as in Hartford (Lee 1999), or as an operational fix to problems associated with transfer fares (Stern 1997).  Neither study, however, evaluates the effect of day passes on ridership changes, nor directly discusses organizational factors that may have contributed to the adoption of a day pass or fare structure changes.

Of all four ridership enhancement techniques of interest to the FTA, on-line fare media salesf programs have been least examined in the literature.  No studies have attempted to distinguish factors between agencies that have or have not implemented on-line fare purchasing programs.  Most discussions of on-line fare purchase programs are found in literature focused on electronic fare media programs (Brumfield 2004); on-line purchasing is often treated as an ancillary application of new fare technologies.    

Operational enhancements: Guaranteed Ride Home programs

Most literature on guaranteed ride home (GRH) programs has been focused on case-by-case descriptions of specific programs, trends in use, marketing practices, implementation strategies, and lessons learned.  Although GRH programs can be implemented by employers, local governments, transit agencies, rideshare groups, metropolitan planning organizations (MPO), or transportation management associations (TMA) the most relevant existing literature is either designed to guide employers in implementing their own programs or participating in existing programs sponsored by public agencies (United States Environmental Protection Agency 2001).    

Since GRH programs are designed to enhance alternative (non-single-occupant-vehicle) travel options, a small portion of the literature has been devoted to evaluating the impact of GRH programs on travel behavior (Nelson/Nygaard Consulting Associates 2004).   

Although the US EPA report speaks to an audience of employers, it does provide some suggestion that GRH programs work best in workplaces that are well-served by transit during commute hours but under served during the day or evening hours.  For transit agencies, this implies that transit agencies most likely to adopt GRH programs may be those who have high peak-to-base ratios

The report also suggests that employers first explore GRH services if they are offered through an area TMA before implementing their own service, suggesting that transit agencies may be more likely to adopt and implement GRH services if there is adequate demand for it from employers.  Additionally, GRH is suggested for employers with low-income workers or those that employ parents who may have a need for flexible, on-demand travel when childcare-related emergencies arise.    

Smart card adoption and implications for other fare programs

As seen, the literature has been heavy on program evaluation and description, and light on explanation of agency factors that potentially influence the successful adoption of pass and media purchase programs.  Much more, however, is known about the adoption of “smart card” fare collection systems, and the institutional and organizational barriers to forming smart card programs that are interoperable across multiple agencies.  While multiple-use smart cards per se are not the immediate focus of this research project, an understanding of the agency and institutional factors involved in coordinating multiple agencies can have implications for understanding why individual agencies might (or might not) seek to adopt other fare enhancement programs like day, Eco-, or employer passes, or on-line fare purchasing programs. Agencies that innovate in one area may be more likely to innovate in another.  

Organizational mission and priorities

In California, for example, many different types and sizes of public agencies administer, plan, manage, and/or operate transit systems.  Small municipal (city or county) transit agencies mainly serve their own jurisdictions, but function within the auspices of regional transportation authorities that coordinate region-wide transit service; in addition to distributing funding to local transit agencies, some regional authorities also provide and operate their own transit services.  Metropolitan planning agencies are involved in long-range regional transportation planning in conjunction with housing, employment, and other planning arenas.  State transportation departments may or may not directly provide any transit service, but carry an important role in facilitating statewide planning for transit services.  

Thus, each type of agency has different functions and different missions – some exclusive, others overlapping.  Even among transit service providers, the diversity of agency missions and priorities partly depend on their respective local, financial, operational, and political conditions.  An agency’s propensity to adopt smart card systems may possibly be influenced by organizational structure, interest in improved data collection, and ability to overcome costs.  One transit official interviewed about technology adoption observed that, “in an agency, if the technology group is separated from the planning groups, you will get silo thinking,” and therefore weak interest in adopting smart cards and joint decision-making with other agencies over interoperable systems.  Another interviewee reported that locally determined procurement protocols such as low-bid regulations prohibit individual agencies from procuring equipment compatible with other agencies.  Members of the APTA Fare Collection Workshop reported that agencies also have varying timelines for equipment replacement, which make it difficult to organize and implement multi-agency programs and systems.   

Several published studies found that interest in smart card technology varies by mode:  bus-only transit agencies were interested in coordinating a smart card program with their other in-vehicle technologies, while light-rail agencies placed a higher priority on reducing farebox fraud (Maxey and Benjamin; Field and Agnew 1996; Libbrecht and Oy 1999; Foote and Stuart 2000).  This implies that modal differences may help explain the pragmatic decisions on whether to adopt the use of various ridership enhancement tools.  

These differences between agency priorities, missions, and local conditions highlight challenges faced by all transit agencies in prioritizing the collective goals of a coordinated smart card system.

Agency patronage and markets

Agencies’ incentives to adopt smart cards or other pass programs may also vary by their patronage and markets of users.  Especially in the case of smart cards, acceptance of the media may differ between income groups as lower income groups may be particularly resistant if they are less likely to have bank accounts used to refill value on cards (Giuliano et al. 2000).  The poorest of these groups may also be unable to afford lump-sum pre-payment, and prefer to use cash on a per-ride basis (Foote and Stuart 2000; Multisystems Inc. et al. 2003).  Additionally, certain groups such as immigrants may be concerned about privacy and reluctant to provide identification to buy or re-fill a transit card (Giuliano et al. 2000).  

Market segmentation – the practice of identifying groups of users with similar characteristics who are likely to exhibit similar responses to service changes (Elmore-Yalch 1998) – may offer opportunities for smart card and other fare pass programs.  For example, smart card that partnered with universities to supply students, faculty and staff with transit cards saw sharp increases in adoption and transit ridership (Foote and Stuart 2000; Giuliano et al. 2000). Other programs that realized substantial adoption included those that coupled transit passes with employee identification passes.  The largest of these is the federal government and Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) in Washington, D.C. (Multisystems Inc. et al. 2003; U.S. DOT ITS Joint Program Office 2004).  These findings imply that while public acceptance of smart cards may vary depending on the ridership markets of each agency, the successful adoption of smart cards may depend on agencies’ ability to identify these subpopulations and partner with non-transportation agencies to capture these markets.  

Agency risk-taking: uncertainty over the future of information technology 

Adoption of innovative fare media like smart cards may also be hindered by agencies’ uncertainty over the future of technological advances.  In the case of smart card fare collection systems, for example, a number of government agencies at different levels have been active in developing standards to reduce agencies’ risks in adopting a particular technology (Dahlgren and Lee 1994; Zandbergen 1994; U.S. Department of Transportation 2005).  With agreed-upon standards, all agencies can adopt smart cards without the risk of investing in soon-to-be-obsolete technology or incompatible systems.  However, the International Transport Smartcards Organization (ITSO), a public-private partnership based in the United Kingdom, has also developed a set of standards for interoperable contactless smart card transport ticketing and other services.  In the United States, the American Public Transportation Association (APTA) has been in the process of developing guidelines and standards for its member agencies with the goal of lowering the costs of entry for both transit agencies as well as for smaller technology vendors.  

Meanwhile, in parallel with U.S. transit operator efforts, the private sector continues to gain markets of smart card users for credit card transactions, security and access cards, and other data management applications (Goto et al. 1994; International Railway Journal 1995; Blobel et al. 2001; Carter 2001; Dalbert 2001; Rat 2001; Dalbert 2002; Smart Card Alliance 2003; Ennis 2004; Smart Card Alliance 2005).  Major financial institutions that are actively pursuing smart card transit program include VISA/MasterCard, which was instrumental in the Hong Kong program rollout (Chambers 1998); Mondex; Banksys; and Europoay (Libbrecht and Oy 1999).  

While smart card technologies are advanced enough to realize the operational needs in the transit industry, the large diversity in standards and applications, coupled with the phenomenal growth of technological capabilities, makes it difficult for transit agencies to agree upon the best technology and to predict the future direction of smart card uses.  Uncertainty about the direction of technological advances may affect decision-making processes about technology adoption. 

Effectiveness of public-private partnerships

Successful smart card systems have involved partnerships among multiple stakeholders.  These partnerships, however, are difficult to create in part because they are public-private partnerships promoting technology that is largely untested in the United States (Fleishman et al. 1998).  Deakin (1998) conducted surveys and interviews of public officials who emphasized the importance of private sector involvement (in addition to earmarked funds for ITS applications), but it is not clear how important private sector involvement is to overall success of ITS projects, nor is it apparent the appropriate strategies for public and private roles in partnerships.  

Indeed some transit agency staff members recognize and acknowledge the contentious nature of public and private interests, as well as the difficulty of reaching agreement among many stakeholder groups.  For example, members of the UTFS Committee commented that, 

…we’re here as transit agencies, vendors are here to make money.  If we [transit agencies] want to change the industry, we have to come together… Is anyone here from Cubic?  No.  Hm!  That’s why we’re here to decide on a standard, because we’re taken up by proprietary vendors (American Public Transportation Association Fare Collection Workshop 2005).

Institutional arrangements and leadership

Another potential factor correlated to implementation of an integrated smart card system is the governing structure that leads individual transit agencies, local governments and transportation agencies to coordinate an interoperable smart card system (Balducci 2003; Multisystems Inc. et al. 2003; Volpe National Transportation Systems Center. 2004).  The process of setting and adopting a platform is uncertain; seats of authority over the decision are unclear; and institutional barriers, including legal constraints, limit agencies’ authority and power (Giuliano et al. 2000; Gordon and Trombly 2000; Lovering and Ashmore 2000; General Services Administration 2001).  

While individual agencies have clear procedures and rules for decision making, the process of decision-making between multiple agencies has been more difficult, especially when agency priorities differ and when procedures have not been established (Multisystems Inc. et al. 2003; Volpe National Transportation Systems Center. 2004).  
Governing structures and seats of power differ from state to state.  For example, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) holds less centralized decision-making power than other state DOTs, since authority is decentralized among various agencies at various levels in California.  California law, in addition to Federal legislation (such as ISTEA and TEA-21), give metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), county transportation agencies, and Caltrans district offices significant responsibility and authority in selecting and developing projects.  This means that a “top down” implementation of programs may be less likely to work when decision-making is highly decentralized (Deakin 2002a; Deakin 2002b).  
Research on international cases of smart card adoption have shown that centralized government control over transportation investments, such as in Hong Kong, has been effective in deploying multiple-application smart cards (Wildermuth 1994).  However, it is difficult to transfer these institutional arrangements from one place to another due to differences in institutional and legal settings (Deakin 2002a; Deakin 2002b).

Organizational capacity to evaluate costs and benefits
Agencies that have conducted demonstration projects of smart card systems have yet to provide thorough evaluations, either due to lack of institutional capacity, or to avoid political fallout (International Railway Journal 1995; Quisquater 1997; Moore and Giuliano 1998; Giuliano et al. 2000; Lovering and Ashmore 2000; McDonald 2000; Johnson and Thomas 2001; Plouffe et al. 2001; Multisystems Inc. et al. 2003; Smart Card Alliance 2003).  No studies have examined the costs of interoperable systems, and how these costs compare with expected and documented benefits.  The result is a body of literature that has largely been promotional and descriptive, rather than comparative and evaluative.  
In contrast to the good news often reported for revenue savings and other benefits from smart card adoption, some agencies actually lost revenue (Foote and Stuart 2000; Giuliano et al. 2000).  Chicago Transit Authority (CTA) installed a smart card system in 1998, which began as an automated fare collection (AFC) system using magnetic stripe tickets, and eventually changed into a smart card-based ChicagoCard.  During the first year of implementation, ridership increased especially during off-peak hours but revenue decreased overall and per-trip (Foote and Stuart 2000).  The ridership increase was largely due to three factors only tangentially related to automated fare collection.  First, new passes were introduced that lowered the price for unlimited monthly passes and included a university pass, called U-PASS.  Second, the minimum farecard purchase was reduced by 10 percent to encourage switching from coins and tokens.  Third, tokens were eliminated and replaced with farecards.  All of these actions were specifically targeted to increase ridership.  In addition, fare structures were changed dramatically, where calendar-based monthly passes were discounted and converted into a “rolling pass” that was good for 30 days and pre-paid farecards were discounted by 10 percent or more.  As expected, there was a shift in fare media usage towards farecards, and ridership increased by 4.3 percent.  But due to the heavy discounts, fare revenues dropped by 3.1 percent (Foote and Stuart 2000).  The drop in revenue was directly related to incentive programs to increase transit ridership, particularly using the new farecards.  It is unclear, however, what the long-term effects will be on fare policies in transit.
The most burdensome cost associated with broad adoption of smart card systems is the requisite investment in cards, readers and processing equipment.  Many transit operators throughout the country are already moving towards a smart card system of some sort as their traditional fare boxes or legacy systems need replacing (Smart Card Alliance 2003).  Agencies may also face additional costs of data collection, payment collection, and purchasing administration computers and processing software for interoperable smart card systems, which alone can be hundreds of thousands of dollars depending on the size of the system and mode (Multisystems Inc. et al. 2003).  
Despite the importance of evaluation of costs and benefits resulting from implementation of smart card technologies, information and objective evaluations of smartcard technologies are significantly limited.  Policy makers and practitioners have expressed that most literature on intelligent transportation systems is heavily promotional and riddled with jargon, and national ITS experts have indicated a serious concern that there are few rigorous evaluations of demonstration projects in the past, as most are unsupported by reliable evidence or are meaningless without comparison to no-tech options (Public Technology Inc.; Deakin 2002; Deakin 2002b).   Additionally, most studies in the past have focused on benefits and costs for transit operators, without an examination of benefits and costs for travelers; and few studies compare the benefits derived from smart card implementation against benefits derived from policy measures (Deakin 2002b).  
Implications for the adoption of ridership enhancement techniques

Relatively more interest (and, therefore, literature) exists on smart card applications and adoption than on other innovations, possibly due to the growth of technology, its declining costs, and the industry pursuit of technology fixes for transit needs.  To a certain, albeit unknown extent, lessons learned from smart card adoption, however, can provide hints concerning the adoption of other ridership enhancement techniques such as transit passes, on-line purchase programs, and guaranteed ride home programs. 

Organizations that have adopted innovative technologies and programs exhibit some behavioral similarities or qualities:   

Ability to overcome high initial costs

As evidenced by the literature, high startup costs of programs can be a significant obstacle for many agencies in implementing new programs.  Those that are able to overcome the costs of new ridership enhancement programs, however, may be larger agencies that can achieve economies of scale and scope, and can dedicate staff resources to major programs.  Costs can also be overcome with access to higher government sources of funding, or the ability to capture other sources of revenue.   

Ability to form partnerships

Agencies able to form partnerships are better able to target their services to specific clientele while sharing risk and resources with other partner organizations.  The case of university and employer passes has shown success in smart card applications, and lessons are applicable to guaranteed ride home programs as well, which require partnerships between transit agencies, employees, and employment centers.  Transit agencies that are able to partner with other public or private interests may be characterized by broader missions and objectives beyond mobility (such as air quality improvement, social service delivery, congestion mitigation, or jobs access).  

Ability to identify and target market segments

Agencies able to identify and target market segments are better able to design programs to meet ridership needs and fulfill market niches.  These agencies may be characterized by the presence of marketing research efforts that inform planning and operations functions, or dedicated budgets for marketing and research departments.  

Ability to take or overcome risk

The adoption and implementation of any new program requires some degree of risk, especially if the innovation is not widely used in the industry.  A lack of precedence often presents financial and political risk.  Those agencies able to overcome such risks may have a project champion either within the agency, within the agency leadership, or external to the agency who can increase visibility and public acceptance of the project.  Risk can also be overcome if an agency has the organizational capacity to evaluate risks in light of benefits and costs (e.g. the presence of research units, or project evaluation expertise).  

Ability to integrate technology with finance, planning, and operations

Agencies whose technical, planning, operations, and finance staff are integrated in decision-making processes may be better able to implement new programs such as fare passes, on-line purchase programs, and guaranteed ride home programs.  Innovative programs may more likely be adopted when the agency’s departments already share in joint programming, either through process (e.g. feedback loops, veto power) or arrangement (e.g. shared-staff, joint working meetings).

Implications for study of enhancement techniques

These common themes present opportunities for examining organizational characteristics that may underlie the organizational motives, abilities, behaviors, and arrangements that lead to successful adoption of other innovations, including enhancement techniques. Unfortunately, however, the characteristics implied by these themes do not readily lend themselves to quantification, or even verification that they exist among specific agencies.  Transit agencies are generally reliant on outside funding sources and are therefore rarely in a position to make new expenditures.  Ironically, agencies that could perhaps benefit most from ridership enhancement are typically the least able to afford them.  In any event, evaluating the ability of agencies to afford the cost of innovative programs is beyond the scope of the present study.

Similarly, many agencies may lack the ability to identify and target marketing segments (Elmore-Yalch, 1998), or the ability to overcome risk and integrate technology but determining which agencies those are is quite problematic.  In essence, whereas well-managed transit agencies should possess these characteristics, determining which agencies are well managed and which are not is a hugely complicated endeavor that lies beyond the means and scope of the present research. 

Perhaps the most useful observation for the purposes of this research gleaned from a review of past research is that larger agencies tend to be the ones that have the best potential for adopting innovative policy initiatives, such as those represented by ridership enhancement techniques.

Summary of Findings 

Table 1 lists the overall rate of adoption for each technique among the largest 150 transit agencies in the United States.
 The figures in the table indicate that use of these techniques is reasonably widespread across the nation.  Correlation analysis reveals that, for the most part, use of each technique is not strongly associated with use of other techniques. The most notable exception to this pattern is the relatively strong correlation (+.47) between the existence of eco/employer passes and guaranteed ride home programs.  It is not surprising that agencies that have eco/employer pass programs are also much more likely to sponsor guaranteed ride programs because these two techniques can complement one another, according to interviews with transit agency representatives.

Table 1: Use of ridership enhancement techniques among large transit agencies

	
	No
	Yes
	Total

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Eco Pass

	42
	32.8%
	86
	67.2%
	128
	100.0%

	Day Pass
	61
	47.7%
	67
	52.3%
	128
	100.0%

	Ride Home
	67
	41.5%
	63
	48.5%
	130
	100.0%

	On-Line Sales
	72
	56.2%
	56
	43.8%
	128
	100.0%


For each technique, a correlation analysis was undertaken using a series of potential factors that might be expected to be associated with use (or non-use)
.  The following variables, drawn from interviews with agency officials, the preceding literature review, and from other studies related to explaining variation transit ridership were used in the analysis:

1) Whether an agency contracts for provision of transit services

2) Type of agency (Independent, part of local government, etc.)

3) Whether the agency offers multi-modal service

4) Population served by agency (log)

5) Size of area served by agency (log)

6) Population density of service area

7) % Population over the age of 65

8) Per capita income in service area

9) % Population with income under the poverty line

10) Mean work travel (commute) time in service area

11) % Service area population that owns home

12) Dollar value of all manufacturing shipments in service area (log)

13) Dollar value of accommodation and food sales (i.e., tourism related sales) in service area (log)

14) Total expenditures by agency (log)

15) Labor expenditures by agency (log)

16) Farebox recovery as percentage of total expenditures by agency

17) Total vehicles miles recorded by agency (log)

18) Frequency of service by agency (log)


The results reported below suggest that the factors associated with the use (or non-use) of each technique are difficult to verify with quantitative data.  There are few statistically significant associations between variables thought to be potentially related to each technique, and those identified are generally modest in strength.  Interviews with transit agency staff suggest that more idiosyncratic factors may sometimes account for the failure of an agency to use a particular technique.  Some of the factors mentioned as influential in the interviews with transit agency officials are either (a) not particularly well supported by the accompanying quantitative analysis or (b) difficult to measure quantitatively.  However, the interviews do reflect the perceptions of individual transit agency officials, even if they are not always borne out in the subsequent analyses.

For each technique, a narrative description of the results from both agency official interviews and the statistical analysis are followed by a figure that summarizes the most important aspects of both.

Factors associated with adoption of Eco/Employer Passes:

From interviews: Low density and lack of urban congestion make this program unattractive to some agencies (e.g., Chattanooga Area Regional Transportation Authority). Some agencies (e.g., Transit Authority of Omaha) with relatively small route systems that do not reach to suburban employers don’t find it practical. (Extremely small rail systems, such as the Detroit People Mover are impractical for such programs.) Smaller bus systems (e.g., Kenosha Transit) as well as larger multimodal systems (e.g., San Diego
) that serve areas without large employers don’t find it practical. Similarly, the Memphis Area Transit Authority and the Metro Regional Transit Authority (Akron) report that they used to offer this program but dropped it after large employers closed down or left the area. Agencies with small staffs (e.g., Memphis) report that such programs are too administratively burdensome.
  Agencies that operate with zone fare systems, such as the (San Francisco Bay Area) BART are generally not inclined to implement discount systems of any kind.  Some agencies (e.g., Madison Metro Transit, San Mateo County Transit District) that do offer the program are concerned about the lack of revenue neutrality it may introduce, i.e., the increased ridership is perceived as insufficient to offset the value of the discounts. 

Agencies are apparently more likely to offer eco-pass programs if their downtown core has at least two or three major employers with hundreds of employees at one location (e.g. Dallas).  Similarly, Omaha has not offered an eco-pass because major employers were spread throughout the city.  Over the past decade, employers have been consolidating their operations downtown, and the agency is now considering implementing an eco-pass program.  Other agencies that cited a lack of major employers in the downtown core as a reason for not adopting eco-passes include San Diego and Kenosha.  In addition, two agencies (Virginia Railway Express and Fort Worth) mentioned existing employer-provided transit benefits (both for employees and employers) as a justification for not offering eco-passes.

From quantitative analysis: 

· Agencies that operate two or more modes of transit are significantly more likely to offer this type of program (see Table 2, below).  This may reflect greater administrative capacity as well, although number of administrative staff is not directly correlated with adoption.

· Agencies that contract out for some or all of their transit services are significantly more likely to offer this program than those that offer direct services only (See Table 3).

· Ownership of homes (percentage of service population that owns residence) is negatively correlated (-.25, statistically significant at the .004 level) with use of this program: agencies that serve areas with higher home ownership rates are less likely to adopt eco/employer pass programs. This may be a reflection of the influence of population density – however, direct measures of population density are not associated with use of this program.

· Total dollar sales of accommodations and food in the agency service area is positively correlated (+.22, .01) with adoption.  

· Various measure of agency size are positively correlated with adoption, including: log of total vehicle miles (+.31, .001), total vehicle hours of service (+.19, .03), and log of total expenditures (.35, .001) are positively correlated.  These results tend to confirm that larger agencies are more likely to use these pass programs, as suggested by the interview results summarized earlier.

· Population of area served (log) is positively correlated (+22, .03)

(Note: For this and subsequent techniques, variables not listed as exhibiting statistically significant associations – positive or negative – are not listed.)

Table 2:  Crosstabulation of Use of Eco Passes by Number of Transit Modes

	
	Modes Offered

	Use of Eco Pass
	One Mode
	Two or More Modes

	No
	40.4%
	20.7%

	Yes
	59.6%
	79.3%

	N
	99
	29


Chi sq = 3.79, pr < .05

Table 3:  Crosstabulation of use of Eco Passes by contracted services
	
	Does agency contract for services?

	Use of Eco Pass
	No
	Yes

	No
	51.6%
	30.9%

	Yes
	48.4%
	69.1%

	N
	31
	97


Chi sq = 4.37, pr < .04

Figure 1: Positive and negative correlates of Eco/Employer Pass programs

	Eco/Employer Passes

	Positive Correlates
	Negative Correlates

	From

Quantitative

Analysis
	· Agency size

· Tourism related expenditures

· Population of service area

· Multi-modal

· Contracting out

· Total vehicle miles

· Total vehicle hours of service

· Total expenditures
	· Rate of homeownership

	From

Interviews
	· At least two or three major employers in a concentrated area
	· Low density

· Lack of urban congestion

· Zone fare system

· Agency size

· Short routes

· Lack of large employers in area

· Size of agency staff

· Concerned by lack of revenue neutrality

· Existing employer-provided transit benefits


----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Factors associated with adoption of Day Passes

From interviews:
Some smaller systems do not offer daily passes because their managers simply don’t perceive a demand for them.  In such cities, transit may be viewed primarily as a commuter-oriented service.  For example, neither Chattanooga nor Kenosha offers single-day passes because most of their regular riders are commuters who are riding solely to and from work without transfers.  Such commuters need nothing more than a round-trip ticket each day and would not benefit from a day pass.  In addition, multi-modal systems may be more likely to offer day passes than single-modal systems.  For example, Dallas implemented a day pass at the same time that their light-rail system began operating, because administrators felt that demand for day passes would increase at that time.  Passengers on multi-modal systems may be more likely to make multiple stops in a day, making single-day passes an attractive option.  Several agencies (e.g., Central Oklahoma Transportation & Parking Authority) attributed the lack of a magnetic fare media reader to its decision not to sell day passes
  Some cities (e.g. San Diego, Madison) market single-day passes mainly to tourists, although they can be purchased by anyone.

From quantitative analysis: 

· Agencies that operate heavy or commuter rail systems generally do not offer day passes As discussed earlier, the higher, zone-based fares of these systems along with their commuter service function makes day passes financially unattractive (see Table 4).  (Agencies with heavy rail are therefore excluded from subsequent analyses of day pass use.)

· Adoption of day passes is positively correlated (+.20, .04) with total dollar sales of accommodations and food in the agency service area.  This would tend to support the hypothesis that areas with more tourism activity are more likely to issue day passes.

Table 4:  Cosstabulation of issuance of Day Passes by rail mode
	Use of Day Pass
	Commuter and/or Heavy Rail
	Bus or Light Rail Only

	No
	90.0%
	46.6%

	Yes
	10.0%
	53.4%

	N
	10
	118


Chi sq = 6.94, pr < .01

Figure 2: Positive and negative correlates of Day Pass sales
	Day Pass

	Positive Correlates
	Negative Correlates

	From

Quantitative

Analysis
	· Total expenditures of accommodations and food in the service area
	· Multi-modal systems

	From

Interviews
	· Multi-modal systems

· Tourist destination
	· Smaller systems

· Outdated farebox technology

· No perceived demand


Factors associated with adoption of Guaranteed Ride Home programs

From interviews:

In some cases (Memphis, San Diego, San Mateo), other government agencies (such as cities, counties, and regional transportation agencies) offer this service instead of transit agencies.
 Some agencies (e.g., Fresno) regard this program more as an adjunct to van pool programs and do not provide the service for transit users. Agencies with both long operating hours and extensive routes (e.g., New York MTA, BART) tend not to offer this service because their regular services make it superfluous. By contrast, some agencies with relatively short service hours do not offer the service for fear that too many people would use it (e.g. Kenosha Transit, Transit Authority of Omaha).  Agencies with shorter routes (e.g., Omaha, Kenosha Transit) do not serve suburban areas that would presumably find this service most useful. 

Some smaller agencies (e.g., Long Beach Public Transportation Company) believe that the program would be too costly to implement. Note, however, that other small agencies (e.g., Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County) do offer the program and find it inexpensive to offer.  Several agencies (e.g., Capitol Metropolitan Transportation; Dallas Area Transit) report that few people actually use the service, resulting in low program cost.

From quantitative analysis: 

· As noted earlier, agencies that operate eco/employee pass programs are much more likely also to offer guaranteed ride home programs.

· Agencies that operate heavy or commuter rail systems generally do not offer guaranteed ride home programs.  The longer distances associated with their service, and the fact that some run extended hours make such services impractical or unnecessary (see Table 5).

Table 5:  Crosstabulation of guaranteed ride home by rail mode
	Ride Home Program
	Commuter and/or Heavy Rail
	Bus or Light Rail Only

	No
	80.0%
	50.0%

	Yes
	20.0%
	50.0%

	N
	10
	118


Chi sq = 3.33, pr < .068

· Farebox recovery rates are negatively correlated (-.23, .01) with adoption of guaranteed ride home programs. Apparently, agencies with higher paying demand for services are less likely to move toward increasing ridership with such programs.

· Population density is also negatively correlated (-.19, .04) with use of these programs, which may reflect the fact that more sparsely populated areas are more difficult to serve with evening transit service, making guaranteed rides a more attractive alternative.

· Mean commute time (in minutes) to work in the transit agency service area is negatively correlated with implementation of guaranteed ride home programs 
(-.22, .01). 

Figure 3: Positive and negative correlates of GRH programs
	Guaranteed Ride Home

	Positive Correlates
	Negative Correlates

	From

Quantitative

Analysis
	· Eco passes offered
	· Farebox recovery rates

· Population density

· Mean commute times

· Multi-modal system

	From

Interviews
	· Perceived Low cost
	· Long operating hours

· Few hours of operation

· Short routes

· Cost concerns

· Other government agencies provide this service

· Perceived expense


Factors associated with adaptation of On-line Fare Media sales

From interviews: 

Perceived cost appears to be a major factor in determining whether or not an agency offers on-line fare media sales.  Very few agencies have conducted a specific cost-benefit analysis of on-line sales, but most cited costs as a reason for adoption or non-adoption.  Some agencies perceived that on-line sales could be offered for very low cost.  Dallas, for example, uses Yahoo Stores as the portal for their on-line sales, and it reports negligible administrative costs for this service as a result.  Other agencies (e.g. Memphis) concluded that the costs of on-line sales would be substantial.  One cost of on-line sales is technology. Agencies with “smart card” or magnetic-strip fare media appear be more likely to offer on-line sales than agencies that rely on paper tickets and transfers.   Some agencies (e.g. Fresno, San Mateo) report they simply lack the technological capacity (such as a secure server) to sell tickets on-line.  Other agencies (Hillsborough Area Regional Transit Authority, Long Beach, Memphis) report that credit card surcharges prevent them from adopting this technique. In some cases (e.g., Tulsa), city ordinances prevent agencies from accepting credit cards at all. Several agencies indicated that they were actively looking into implementing on-line fare sales, but did not have firm dates for this decision (including Chattanooga, which reported a $4.3 million grant and matching funds for related purposes). 
Agencies that do sell fare media on-line generally report that they are satisfied with the results they have obtained.  For example, Dallas Area Rapid Transit sold 200,000 fares or passes on-line last year. However, most agencies stated that customer convenience was the main benefit of on-line sales, and therefore presumably a primary consideration in the decision.  
From quantitative analysis: 

· Size of agency service area is correlated positively with on-line sales (+.29, .001) as is population of service area (.26, .002)

· Other indicators of systems size, log of transit system total vehicle miles (+.29, .002), service frequency (.34, .001), log of total expenditures (+.36, .001), and total vehicle hours (+.20, .03) are also positively correlated with adoption of this technique.  Consistent with the results obtained with interviews, larger agencies are more likely to implement on-line sales and vice versa.

· Mean commute time (in minutes) to work in the transit agency service area is positively correlated with on-line sales of fare media (+.20, .02). This finding would seem consistent with the other indications that size of agency being associated with on-line sales.

Figure 4: Positive and negative correlates of On-Line Sales
	On-Line Sales

	Positive Correlates
	Negative Correlates

	From

Quantitative

Analysis
	· Size of agency service area

· Total vehicle miles

· Service frequency

· Total vehicle hours

· Total expenditures

· Mean commute time
	

	From

Interviews
	· Long operating hours
	· Perceived expense

· Perceived lack of technological capacity

· Credit card surcharges


Recommendations

At the request of the FTA, section contains recommendations based upon the preceding research that, by means of interviews with transit agency staff and a statistical analysis of large transit agencies, helped to identify factors associated with adoption of each enhancement technique.  

The statistical analysis was used in the following manner: for factors or characteristics that were positively correlated with adoption of a given technique, agencies that ranked relatively highly on that factor yet have not yet adopted were favored.  For items that were negatively correlated, agencies that ranked relatively low on that factor were favored.  In other words, agencies which statistically were a good fit for adoption but which nevertheless have not adopted a technique were favored.  However, it should be noted that this approach tends to identify relatively few eligible agencies as many agencies that fit the profile for a given technique by definition already use it.

In several cases a recommended agency possesses only one of the factors that was associated with implementation of a given technique.  That is to be expected because many of the agencies that possess these factors already use the technique. Essentially, the approach was to look for exceptions to the rules that were identified and very few appropriate agencies were dramatically outside of the norm. Similarly, many agencies that don't use each technique possess none of the characteristics. Additionally, as we only three quantitative factors were identified for GRH and on-line sales (mostly linked to agency size), it was inevitable that some of the recommendations might possess only one of these factors. 

As a rule, potential or perceived cost of implementing techniques was not used as a criterion in recommendations. Few, if any, of the agencies we studied have the luxury of discretionary spending on new programs and most if not all rely on operating subsidies of some kind. Cost may pose an impediment to all agencies, but one that is impossible to evaluate with these data. For example, the interviews with transit staff suggest that the perceived cost of some techniques tend to be exaggerated, particularly with respect to on-line sales and GRH programs – which some agencies report were implemented at negligible cost. During interviews, officials from several agencies reported that GRH was an extremely low-cost program, as it was rarely used.  Although some agencies believe that on-line sales entail expensive capital outlays, others have implemented it at very low cost using third-party providers. With respect to day pass sales, the extent to which this should necessarily entail a large net cost to transit agencies is unknown.  Certainly many agencies would like to upgrade their fare systems to electronic media, but day passes can be and are sold without them on some systems. In that regard, virtually none of the agencies we spoke with have conducted formal cost-benefit or other systematic analyses of adopting these programs.  

Finally, the recommendations are based upon the assumption that, all other things being equal, larger agencies are better candidates for possible implementation of enhancement techniques because they have the potential to attract more riders.  

Eco/Employer Passes

· Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada – Southern Nevada seems like a prime candidate for employer passes.  The system has high overall expenditures and vehicle miles, both factors that are associated with the successful adoption of pass programs.  In addition, Las Vegas is a city in which many large employers (casinos) are geographically concentrated in two main areas (the “Strip” and downtown) along existing transit corridors.  These casinos hire many lower-income workers who might take advantage of an eco pass if offered.  System administrators were very enthusiastic about this idea in interviews.

· Fresno Area Express – Agency staff indicate that the agency itself is interested in working something out with local colleges and universities, such as such as Fresno State University, but schools have yet to act upon the possibility. Other indicators suggest a good fit for this program. A relatively large and busy system, Fresno ranks highly in high total vehicle miles, which is positively correlated with an eco pass program. The city has a relatively high rate of tourism-related spending, which is positively correlated with eco program adoption.

· City of Detroit Department of Transportation – A system with large total expenditures and very high total vehicle miles, Detroit would seem to have many potential employers to participate in a pass program.  Interviews with agency indicate that such a program is already “under consideration.”
· Broward County Mass Transit Division – This agency has actually recently concluded a pilot program that is similar to an employer pass program.  Titled “Work to Ride”, the program offered free transit passes to individuals who were newly employed.  The program was considered a success, however it taxed the agency’s staff and although an employer pass program has been considered, none has been implemented.  Broward is a large agency with respect to total expenditures, although not very big in terms of total vehicle miles.
· Transit Authority of Omaha – Interviews indicate that large employers were once geographically spread throughout the region, but have become more concentrated in the downtown area over the past few years.  Omaha lacks any of the other enhancement programs and would seem to be a good candidate for innovation.  
Possible alternate:

· San Mateo County Transit District – San Mateo also administers the Bay Area “Caltrain” commuter rail system, which already has an employer pass program.  According to interviews with staff, that program is considered expensive, which has prevented the agency from adopting it for their own system.  However, with many high tech employers in its own area of service and a single mode bus system that has an entirely different fare structure, San Mateo might be a good place for such a program. Because this agency runs the rail-linked pass program, it has experience with this technique and the cost for running a county-level program could be less, perhaps considerably less
Day Passes

Some agencies blame antiquated fare box technologies for their failure to adopt the sale of day passes.  Day pass sales are not correlated with agency size, but we have focused on larger agencies because they provide the potential for greater impact in ridership increases.

· Miami-Dade Transit – Miami-Dade is a multi-modal system in a large metropolitan area, both factors associated with adoption of a day-pass.  Commuters also contend with high vehicle miles traveled, and the area is a major tourist destination.  System administrators expressed a desire to implement a day-pass program, but cited high cost of replacing antiquated fare media as the major obstacle.  However, as noted earlier, the cost of implementing a day pass program is not necessarily prohibitive and ought to be studied formally.
· City and County of Honolulu Dept of Transportation Services – Honolulu is third (behind only San Francisco and San Diego) in tourism-related spending, which is correlated with single day passes.  Its status as a tourist destination would seem to establish it as a good location for day pass sales.  The agency has yet to study formally the cost or potential benefits of selling day passes.
· Port Authority of Allegheny County (Pittsburgh) – Agency staff blame old fare technology for the lack of day pass sales here, but a day pass does not necessitate sophisticated technology. The Pittsburgh area has a high rate of tourism spending, which is positively correlated with day passes.

· Fresno Area Express – Interviews indicate that this system used to sell day passes, but that they were poorly priced and lost money so they discontinued it rather than fix it.  Fresno has a relatively high rate of tourism spending which is positively correlated with adoption of single day passes. 

· Jacksonville Transportation Authority – Jacksonville has very high tourism-related expenditures and is a fairly large system.  Interviews indicate that although there is interest at the agency in day pass sales, their fare box technology is incompatible with selling day passes on buses.

Possible alternate:

· Southwest Ohio Regional Transit Authority – The Cincinnati market has high tourism-related expenditures and system administrators expressed great interest in adopting such a program.  They indicated that antiquated fare technology and high cost prevent them from doing so at this time.

Guaranteed Ride Home 

Each of the recommended agencies also already features an eco/employer pass program, which is strongly associated with adoption of a GRH program. The two programs may be seen as complementary.  Some interviewees indicated program cost as an impediment, however, others remark that the program is only sparsely used and therefore inexpensive.

· Greater Dayton Regional Transit Authority – Dayton is a fairly compact and discrete metropolitan area, which has the potential to reduce the costs of such a programIts fare box recovery rate is low, which is associated with GRH adoption. Dayton has modest commute times and density, consistent with the overall trend for agencies with GRH programs. .  System administrators expressed interest in such a program but were concerned about potential costs. However, as noted earlier, other systems report that GRH is inexpensive to operate and a formal analysis might confirm that.
· Long Beach Public Transportation Company – Agency staff indicated that they fear the potential cost of such a program, although our research indicates that many agencies report that these programs are often not costly due to modest usage rates. Long Beach has a relatively low fare box recovery rate which is associated with adoption of
GRH programs."
· Jacksonville Transportation Authority – Statistically, Jacksonville is a good match, as the service area is not dense, and the agency’s fare box recovery rate is modest. They indicate that they used to have this program and it was considered successful, particularly among employers, but was dropped due to budget constraints.  They are considering reinstituting it. A more systematic analysis of the costs and benefits of GRH programs might reveal that the program is within reach.
· Port Authority of Allegheny County (Pittsburgh) – Although very densely populated, the area has relatively modest commute times.  In interviews, agency staff indicated that the cost of such a program is the primary deterrent. However, as noted earlier, many systems report that GRH programs are very inexpensive to implement.
· Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines – Although this agency has an employer pass program, the staff interviewed did not seem familiar with the potential benefits of a GRH program. Many of Santa Monica's buses do not run late which can make GRH more attractive
Possible alternate: 

· Broward County Mass Transit Division – As was discussed earlier with this reasonably large agency, Broward has demonstrated a willingness to innovate in this area and if it was to implement an employer pass program, GRH would be a sensible complement.
On-Line Sales

Beyond perceived cost, there does not seem to be any particular impediment to agencies adopting on-line fare media sales, and so virtually any system could and perhaps should consider them.  However, these agencies were the best fits available from the statistical analysis.

· Santa Clara County Valley Transit Authority – This agency has extremely low ridership and could benefit from any effort that would boost use of its system; it already offers all other ridership enhancement programs, suggesting a willingness to adopt marketing innovations.  It has high total expenditures, a factor associated with agencies successfully offering on-line ticket sales.  Customers in the technology-oriented Silicon Valley should be comfortable purchasing tickets on-line.  Agency administrators expressed a desire to implement on-line sales but were concerned about the costs of purchasing a new secure server. However, other systems have implemented on-line sales without purchasing servers.
· City of Phoenix Public Transit Department – Interviews indicate that this agency would like to offer this, but that their “technology’, and specifically their 30-year old fare boxes do no currently support it.  The agency does offer all of the other ridership enhancement programs, including an employer pass program.  It is large system with respect to both vehicle miles and total expenditures.  It also ranks fairly highly in mean commute time, another factor associated with adoption of on-line sales.

· Central Ohio Transit Authority – Agency administrators expressed a desire to implement on-line sales but expressed concern about the potential cost of purchasing a secure server. However, as discussed earlier, the technique may not necessarily entail such a purchase and the benefits might outweigh the costs, in any event. The agency is medium-to-large in terms of total expenditures, factors positively associated with adoption of on-line sales. Its service area also has a relatively short average commute time, also associated with use of this technique.
· VIA Metropolitan Transit (San Antonio) – San Antonio is a medium-to-large system.  Interviews did not reveal a compelling reason as to why this agency does not offer on-line sales. Its service area also has a relatively short average commute time.
· Greater Richmond Transit Company – Richmond is a moderately large system (vehicle miles and total expenditures).  Interviews did not reveal a compelling reason as to why this agency does not offer on-line sales. Its service area also has a relatively modest average commute time.
Possible alternate:

· Mass Transit Department - City of El Paso – This is another relatively large agency (in terms of total expenditures) that does not offer on-line sales.  
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APPENDICES

Ridership Enhancements Adopted by Largest 150 Transit Agencies

Systems with Eco Pass Program [and associated factors]

Systems without Eco Pass Programs [and associated factors]

Systems with Day Pass Sales [and associated factors]

Systems without Day Pass Sales [and associated factors]

Systems with Guaranteed Ride Home Programs [and associated factors]

Systems without Guaranteed Ride Home Programs [and associated factors]

Systems with On-Line Sales [and associated factors]

Systems without On-Line Sales [and associated factors]

Contact Information

	Ridership Enhancement Techniques adopted by 150 largest transit agencies

	NTDID
	NAME
	CITY
	ECO PASS?
	DAY PASS?
	RIDE HOME?
	BUY ON-LINE?

	4042
	Birmingham-Jefferson County Transit Authority
	Birmingham
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO

	9032
	City of Phoenix Public Transit Department
	Phoenix
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO

	9033
	City of Tucson (Sun Tran)
	Tucson   
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO

	9186
	San Francisco Paratransit
	San Francisco
	 
	 
	 
	 

	9157
	Access Services Incorporated (Los Angeles CA)
	Los Angeles
	 
	 
	 
	 

	9014
	Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District
	Oakland
	Yes
	NO
	NO
	NO

	9078
	Central Contra Costa Transit Authority
	Concord
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO

	9147
	City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
	Los Angeles
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	9028
	City of Vallejo Transportation Program
	Vallejo
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	9188
	County of San Diego Transit System
	San Diego
	NO
	YES
	YES
	YES

	9146
	Foothill Transit (West Covina CA)
	West Covina
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO*

	9027
	Fresno Area Express
	Fresno
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	9016
	Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District
	San Francisco
	YES
	NO
	NO
	YES

	9023
	Long Beach Public Transportation Company
	Long Beach
	YES
	YES
	NO
	NO

	9154
	Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
	Los Angeles
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES

	9062
	Monterey-Salinas Transit
	Monterey
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO

	9030
	North San Diego County Transit Development Board
	Oceanside
	YES
	YES
	NO
	NO

	9029
	Omnitrans (San Bernardino CA)
	San Bernardino
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES

	9036
	Orange County Transportation Authority (CA)
	Orange
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES

	9134
	Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (San Carlos CA)
	San Carlos
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	9031
	Riverside Transit Agency (CA)
	Riverside
	NO
	YES
	NO
	YES

	9019
	Sacramento Regional Transit District
	Sacramento
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO

	9185
	San Diego Metropolitan Transit Development Board
	San Diego
	 
	 
	 
	 

	9026
	San Diego Metropolitan Transit System
	San Diego
	 
	 
	 
	 

	9054
	San Diego Trolley, Inc.
	San Diego
	 
	 
	 
	 

	9003
	San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District
	Oakland
	NO
	NO
	NO
	YES

	9015
	San Francisco Municipal Railway
	San Francisco
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES

	9012
	San Joaquin Regional Transit District
	Stockton
	NO
	YES
	NO
	NO

	9009
	San Mateo County Transit District
	San Carlos
	NO
	NO
	YES
	NO

	9013
	Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
	San Jose
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO

	9006
	Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District
	Santa Cruz
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO

	9008
	Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines
	Santa Monica
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO

	9151
	Southern California Regional Rail Authority
	Los Angeles
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO

	8006
	Denver Regional Transportation District
	Denver
	YES
	NO?
	YES
	YES

	1048
	Connecticut Transit-Hartford Division
	Hartford
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	3030
	Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
	Washington
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	3075
	Delaware Transit Corporation
	Dover
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	4029
	Broward County Mass Transit Division
	Pompano Beach
	NO
	YES
	NO
	NO

	4035
	Central Florida RTA (Orlando FL)
	Orlando
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	4041
	Hillsborough Area Regional Transit Authority
	Tampa
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	4040
	Jacksonville Transportation Authority
	Jacksonville
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO

	4034
	Miami-Dade Transit
	Miami
	YES
	NO
	NO
	YES

	4037
	Palm Tran, Inc.
	West Palm Beach
	NO
	YES
	NO
	NO

	4027
	Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority
	Clearwater
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO

	4077
	Tri-County Commuter Rail Authority (Tri-Rail only)
	Pompano Beach
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO

	4032
	VOTRAN (South Daytona FL)
	South Daytona
	NO
	NO
	YES
	NO

	4025
	Chatham Area Transit Authority
	Savannah
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	4135
	Georgia Regional Transportation Authority
	Atlanta
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4022
	Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority
	Atlanta
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO

	9002
	City and County of Honolulu Dept of Transportation Services
	Honolulu
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO

	7010
	Des Moines Metropolitan Transit Authority
	Des Moines
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO

	5066
	Chicago Transit Authority
	Chicago
	NO
	YES
	NO
	YES

	5146
	Madison County Transit District
	Granite City
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	5118
	Northeast Illinois Regional Commuter Railroad Corporation
	Chicago
	NO
	NO
	NO
	YES

	5113
	Pace, Suburban Bus Division
	Arlington Heights
	YES
	NO
	NO
	YES

	5050
	Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation
	Indianapolis
	NO
	YES
	YES
	YES

	5104
	Northern Indiana Commuter Transportation District
	Chesterton
	NO
	NO
	NO
	YES

	4019
	Transit Authority of Northern Kentucky
	Fort Wright
	NO
	NO
	YES
	YES

	4018
	Transit Authority of River City (Louisville KY)
	Louisville
	NO
	NO
	YES
	NO

	6020
	Crescent City Connection Division - Louisiana Department of Transportation
	New Orleans
	 
	 
	 
	 

	6032
	New Orleans Regional Transit Authority
	New Orleans
	NO
	YES
	NO
	NO

	1003
	Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
	Boston
	YES
	NO
	NO
	YES

	1008
	Pioneer Valley Transit Authority
	Springfield
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	3034
	Mass Transit Administration, Maryland Dept of Transportation
	Baltimore
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	3051
	Ride-On Montgomery County Government
	Rockville
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	5036
	Capital Area Transportation Authority (Lansing MI)
	Lansing
	YES
	NO
	NO
	YES

	5119
	City of Detroit Department of Transportation
	Detroit
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	5141
	Detroit Transportation Corporation
	Detroit
	NO
	YES
	NO
	YES

	5033
	Interurban Transit Partnership (Grand Rapids MI)
	Grand Rapids
	NO
	NO
	YES
	NO

	5032
	Mass Transportation Authority (Flint MI)
	Flint
	NO
	NO
	YES
	NO

	5031
	Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation (Detriot MI)
	Detroit
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	5027
	Metro Transit (Minneapolis MN)
	Minneapolis
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	5154
	Metropolitan Council (St. Paul MN)
	St. Paul
	 
	 
	 
	 

	7006
	Bi-State Development Agency (St.Louis MO)
	St. Louis
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES

	7005
	Kansas City Area Transportation Authority
	Kansas City
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	4008
	Charlotte Area Transit System
	Charlotte
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO

	7002
	Transit Authority of Omaha
	Omaha
	NO
	NO*
	NO
	YES

	2122
	Academy Lines, Inc. (NJ)
	Hoboken
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	2126
	Hudson Transit Lines, Inc. (NJ)
	Mahwah
	NO
	NO
	NO
	YES

	2080
	New Jersey Transit Corporation
	Newark
	YES
	NO
	NO
	YES

	2098
	Port Authority Trans-Hudson Corporation (NJ)
	Jersey City
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO

	2075
	Port Authority Transit Corporation (NJ)
	Lindenwold
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO

	2128
	Suburban Transit Corporation (NJ)
	New Brunswick
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	6019
	Sun Tran of Albuquerque
	Albuquerque
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO

	9045
	Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada
	Las Vegas
	NO
	YES
	YES
	YES

	2002
	Capital District Transportation Authority (Albany NY)
	Albany
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES

	2018
	CNY Centro, Inc. (Syracuse NY)
	Syracuse
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO

	2147
	GTJC-Transit Alliance (NY)
	Jamaica
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2079
	Liberty Lines Transit, Inc.(NY)
	Yonkers
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO

	2007
	Metropolitan Suburban Bus Authority, dba: MTA Long Island Bus
	Garden City
	YES
	YES
	NO
	NO

	2100
	MTA Long Island Rail Road
	Jamaica
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES

	2078
	MTA Metro-North Railroad
	New York
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES

	2099
	MTA Staten Island Railway
	Staten Island
	YES
	YES
	NO
	NO

	2040
	New York Bus Service
	Bronx
	YES
	YES
	NO
	NO

	2082
	New York City DOT
	New York
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2008
	New York City Transit
	New York
	YES
	YES
	NO
	NO

	2004
	Niagara Frontier TA
	Buffalo
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO

	2136
	Queens Surface Corp. (NY) (MTA)
	Flushing
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2113
	Regional Transit Service,Inc. and LiftLine, Inc.(NY)
	Rochester
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	2072
	Suffolk Co. Dept. of Public Works - Transp. Div.
	Yaphank
	NO
	YES
	NO
	NO

	5016
	Central Ohio Transit Authority
	Columbus
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO

	5017
	Greater Dayton Regional Transit Authority
	Dayton
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO

	5010
	Metro Regional Transit Authority (Akron OH)
	Akron
	NO (dropped)
	YES
	NO
	NO

	5012
	Southwest Ohio Regional Transit Authority
	Cincinnati
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO

	5015
	The Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority
	Cleveland
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	5022
	Toledo Area Regional Transit Authority
	Toledo
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	6017
	Central Oklahoma Transportation & Parking Authority
	Oklahoma City
	YES
	YES (trolley only)
	YES
	NO

	6018
	Metropolitan Tulsa Transit Authority
	Tulsa
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO

	0007
	Lane Transit District (Eugene OR)
	Eugene
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO*

	0008
	Tri-County Metropolitan Transp. District (Portland OR)
	Portland
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO

	3067
	ACCESS Transportation Systems, Inc. (Pittsburgh PA)
	Pittsburgh
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO

	3012
	Cambria County Transit Authority
	Johnstown
	NO
	YES
	NO
	NO

	3014
	Cumberland-Dauphin-Harrisburg TA
	Harrisburg
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO*

	3010
	Lehigh and Northampton TA (PA)
	Allentown
	NO
	YES
	NO
	NO

	3022
	Port Authority of Allegheny County
	Pittsburgh
	NO
	NO
	NO*
	YES

	3019
	Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority
	Philadelphia
	YES
	YES
	NO
	YES

	4070
	Puerto Rico Ports Authority
	San Juan
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4105
	Department of Transportation and Public Works (San Juan PR)
	San Juan
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4086
	Metropolitan Bus Authority (San Juan PR)
	San Juan
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	1001
	Rhode Island Public TA
	Providence
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO

	4001
	Chattanooga Area Regional Transportation Authority
	Chattanooga
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	4003
	Memphis Area Transit Authority
	Memphis
	NO (dropped)
	NO
	NO
	NO

	4004
	Metropolitan Transit Authority (Nashville TN)
	Nashville
	NO
	YES
	NO
	YES

	6092
	ATC-Vancom (Dallas TX)
	Dallas
	 
	 
	 
	 

	6048
	Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Austin TX)
	Austin
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	6051
	Corpus Christi Regional Transportation Authority
	Corpus Christi
	YES
	NO
	NO
	NO

	6056
	Dallas Area Rapid Transit
	Dallas
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	6007
	Fort Worth Transportation Authority
	Fort Worth
	NO
	YES
	YES
	YES

	6006
	Mass Transit Department - City of El Paso
	El Paso
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	6008
	Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County, Texas
	Houston
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	6011
	VIA Metropolitan Transit (San Antonio TX)
	San Antonio
	YES
	YES
	YES
	NO

	8001
	Utah Transit Authority
	Salt Lake City
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	3068
	Fairfax Connector Bus System
	Fairfax
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO

	3006
	Greater Richmond Transit Company
	Richmond
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO

	3083
	Transportation District Commission of Hampton Roads
	Hampton
	NO
	YES
	NO
	NO

	3073
	Virginia Railway Express
	Alexandria
	YES
	NO
	YES
	YES

	0018
	Ben Franklin Transit (Richland WA)
	Richland
	NO
	YES
	YES
	NO

	0023
	City of Seattle - Seattle Center Monorail Transit7
	Seattle
	 
	 
	 
	 

	0024
	Clark Co. Public Transp. Benefit Area Authority
	Vancouver
	NO
	YES
	YES
	NO

	0019
	Intercity Transit (Olympia WA)
	Olympia
	NO
	YES
	NO
	NO

	0001
	King County DOT-Metro Transit Div.
	Seattle
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	0020
	Kitsap Transit (Bremerton WA)
	Bremerton
	YES
	NO
	YES
	YES

	0003
	Pierce County Transportation Benefit Area Authority4
	Tacoma
	YES
	NO
	YES
	YES

	0029
	Snohomish Co. Transp. Benefit Area Corp.
	Everett
	YES
	NO
	YES
	YES

	0002
	Spokane Transit Authority
	Spokane
	YES
	NO
	NO
	YES

	0035
	Washington State Ferries3
	Seattle
	YES
	NO
	NO
	YES

	5003
	Kenosha Transit
	Kenosha
	NO
	NO (Sat. only)
	NO
	NO

	5005
	Madison Metro Transit
	Madison
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	5008
	Milwaukee County Transit System   
	Milwaukee
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO

	 
	TOTAL "YES"
	 
	86
	67
	63
	56

	 
	PERCENTAGE "YES"
	 
	67.2%
	52.3%
	48.5%
	43.8%


	Systems with employer pass programs [and associated factors]

	NAME
	ECO PASS?
	Modes
	Home ownership
	Tourism
	Vehicle Miles
	Expenditures
	Population

	Birmingham-Jefferson County Transit Authority
	YES
	Single Mode
	High
	High
	Medium
	Low
	Medium

	City of Phoenix Public Transit Department
	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High
	High
	High

	City of Tucson (Sun Tran)
	YES
	Single Mode
	High
	High
	High
	Medium
	Medium

	Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District
	Yes
	Single Mode
	Low
	High
	High
	High
	High

	Central Contra Costa Transit Authority
	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Medium
	Low
	Medium
	Low

	City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
	YES
	Single Mode
	Low
	
	Very High
	Medium
	Very High

	Foothill Transit (West Covina CA)
	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Low
	Low
	High
	Very High

	Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District
	YES
	Single Mode
	Low
	Very High
	Very High
	High
	Medium

	Long Beach Public Transportation Company
	YES
	Single Mode
	Low
	High
	High
	High
	Medium

	Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Low
	
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	Monterey-Salinas Transit
	YES
	Single Mode
	Low
	Medium
	Medium
	Low
	Low

	North San Diego County Transit Development Board
	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	
	Low
	High
	Medium

	Omnitrans (San Bernardino CA)
	YES
	Single Mode
	High
	Medium
	Medium
	High
	High

	Orange County Transportation Authority (CA)
	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Medium
	Medium
	Very High
	Very High

	Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (San Carlos CA)
	YES
	Multi Modal
	 
	Low
	Low 
	High
	Very High

	Sacramento Regional Transit District
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Medium
	High
	High 
	High
	High

	San Francisco Municipal Railway
	YES
	Multi Modal
	 
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High
	Medium

	Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District
	YES
	Single Mode
	Medium
	Low
	Low
	Medium
	Low

	Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines
	YES
	Single Mode
	Low
	High
	High
	Medium
	Low

	Southern California Regional Rail Authority
	YES
	Single Mode
	Low
	
	Very High
	High
	Very High

	Denver Regional Transportation District
	YES
	Multi Modal
	High
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	Connecticut Transit-Hartford Division
	YES
	Single Mode
	Low
	Medium
	Medium 
	Medium
	High

	Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Low
	Very High
	Very High 
	Very High
	High

	Delaware Transit Corporation
	YES
	Single Mode
	High
	Low
	Low 
	Medium
	Medium

	Central Florida RTA (Orlando FL)
	YES
	Single Mode
	Low
	High
	High 
	High
	Very High

	Hillsborough Area Regional Transit Authority
	YES
	Multi Modal
	High
	Very High
	High 
	Medium
	Medium

	Jacksonville Transportation Authority
	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Very High
	High 
	High
	High

	Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority

	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	High
	Medium 
	Medium
	High

	Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Medium
	Very High
	Very High 
	Very High
	High

	City and County of Honolulu Dept of Transportation Services
	YES
	Single Mode
	Medium
	Very High
	Very High 
	Very High
	Medium

	Des Moines Metropolitan Transit Authority
	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Medium
	Medium 
	Low
	Low

	Pace, Suburban Bus Division
	YES
	Single Mode
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium 
	Very High
	Very High

	Transit Authority of River City (Louisville KY)
	YES
	Multi Modal
	High
	High
	High 
	Medium
	Medium

	New Orleans Regional Transit Authority
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Medium
	
	Very High
	High
	Low

	Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
	YES
	Single Mode
	Low
	Very High
	Very High 
	Very High
	Very High

	Mass Transit Administration, Maryland Dept of Transportation
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Medium
	Very High
	Very High 
	Very High
	

	Ride-On Montgomery County Government
	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Low
	Low 
	High
	High

	Capital Area Transportation Authority (Lansing MI)
	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High
	Low
	Low

	Metro Transit (Minneapolis MN)
	YES
	Single Mode
	High
	High
	
	Very High
	Very High

	Bi-State Development Agency (St.Louis MO)
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Medium
	High
	High 
	Very High
	High

	Kansas City Area Transportation Authority
	YES
	Single Mode
	High
	Very High
	Very High 
	High
	Medium

	Charlotte Area Transit System
	YES
	Single Mode
	High
	Very High
	Very High
	High
	Medium

	New Jersey Transit Corporation
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Low
	High
	Medium
	Very High
	Very High

	Port Authority Trans-Hudson Corporation (NJ)
	YES
	Single Mode
	Low
	Low
	Low 
	Very High
	

	Port Authority Transit Corporation (NJ)
	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Low
	
	
	Medium

	Sun Tran of Albuquerque
	YES
	Single Mode
	Medium
	Very High
	Very High 
	Low
	Low

	CNY Centro, Inc. (Syracuse NY)
	YES
	Single Mode
	Low
	Medium
	Medium 
	Medium
	Low

	Liberty Lines Transit, Inc.(NY)
	YES
	Single Mode
	Low
	Low
	Low 
	High
	High

	Metropolitan Suburban Bus Authority, dba: MTA Long Island Bus
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	
	
	
	

	MTA Long Island Rail Road
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	
	
	
	

	MTA Metro-North Railroad
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	
	
	
	

	MTA Staten Island Railway
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	
	
	
	

	New York Bus Service
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	
	
	
	

	New York City Transit
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Low
	
	Very High
	Very High
	

	Niagara Frontier TA
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium 
	High
	High

	Regional Transit Service,Inc. and LiftLine, Inc.(NY)
	YES
	Single Mode
	Low
	Medium
	Medium 
	Medium
	Medium

	Central Ohio Transit Authority
	YES
	Single Mode
	High
	Medium
	Medium 
	High
	High

	Greater Dayton Regional Transit Authority
	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	High
	High 
	High
	Medium

	Southwest Ohio Regional Transit Authority
	YES
	Singe Mode
	Medium
	High
	High 
	High
	High

	The Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Medium
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High
	High

	Central Oklahoma Transportation & Parking Authority
	YES
	Single Mode
	High
	High
	High 
	Low
	Medium

	Metropolitan Tulsa Transit Authority
	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Very High
	High 
	Low
	Medium

	Lane Transit District (Eugene OR)
	YES
	Single Mode
	High
	Medium
	Medium
	Low
	Low

	Tri-County Metropolitan Transp. District (Portland OR)
	YES
	Multi Modal
	High
	Very High
	Very High 
	Very High
	

	ACCESS Transportation Systems, Inc. (Pittsburgh PA)
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	
	
	
	

	Cumberland-Dauphin-Harrisburg TA
	YES
	Single Mode
	Low
	Low
	Low 
	Low
	Low

	Port Authority of Allegheny County
	YES
	Multi Modal
	High
	High
	High 
	Very High
	Very High

	Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High 
	Very High
	Very High

	Rhode Island Public TA
	YES
	Single Mode
	Low
	Medium
	Medium 
	High
	High

	Metropolitan Transit Authority (Nashville TN)
	Yes
	Single Mode
	High
	Very High
	Very High
	Medium
	Medium

	Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Austin TX)
	YES
	Single Mode
	Medium
	Very High
	Very High 
	High
	High

	Corpus Christi Regional Transportation Authority
	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	High
	High 
	Low
	Low

	Dallas Area Rapid Transit
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Low
	Very High
	Very High 
	Very High
	Very High

	Fort Worth Transportation Authority
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Medium
	
	Very High 
	Medium
	Medium

	Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County, Texas
	YES
	Single Mode
	High
	Very High
	Very High 
	Very High
	Very High

	VIA Metropolitan Transit (San Antonio TX)
	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	High
	High 
	High
	High

	Utah Transit Authority
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Medium
	High
	High 
	High
	Very High

	Fairfax Connector Bus System
	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Low
	
	Low
	High

	Greater Richmond Transit Company
	YES
	Single Mode
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium 
	Medium
	Medium

	Virginia Railway Express
	YES
	Single Mode
	Low
	Medium
	Medium 
	Medium
	Medium

	King County DOT-Metro Transit Div.
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Medium
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	Kitsap Transit (Bremerton WA)
	YES
	Single Mode
	Low
	Low
	Low 
	Low
	Low

	Pierce County Transportation Benefit Area Authority4
	YES
	Single Mode
	High
	Medium
	Medium 
	High
	Medium

	Snohomish Co. Transp. Benefit Area Corp.
	YES
	Single Mode
	Medium
	Medium
	Low 
	High
	Medium

	Spokane Transit Authority
	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Medium
	Medium 
	Medium
	Low

	Washington State Ferries3
	YES
	Single Mode
	Medium
	Very High
	Very High 
	Very High
	Very High

	Madison Metro Transit
	YES
	Single Mode
	Medium
	High
	High 
	Medium
	Low

	Milwaukee County Transit System   
	YES
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Medium
	Medium 
	Very High
	High


	Systems without employer pass programs [and associated factors] 

	Recommended systems in bold italics 

	NAME
	ECO PASS?
	Mode
	Home ownership
	Tourism
	Vehicle Miles
	Expenditures
	Population

	City of Vallejo Transportation Program
	NO
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low

	County of San Diego Transit System
	NO
	Single Mode
	Medium
	Very High
	Very High 
	Low
	Very High

	Fresno Area Express
	NO
	Single Mode
	Medium
	High
	High 
	Medium
	Medium

	Riverside Transit Agency (CA)
	NO
	Single Mode
	High
	Medium
	
	
	High

	San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District
	NO
	Single Mode
	Low
	High
	High 
	Very High
	Medium

	San Joaquin Regional Transit District
	NO
	Single Mode
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium 
	Medium
	Medium

	San Mateo County Transit District
	NO
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Low
	Low 
	High
	Medium

	Broward County Mass Transit Division
	NO
	Single
	Very High
	Low
	Low 
	High
	Very High

	Miami-Dade Transit
	NO
	Multi Modal
	Low
	High
	
	Very High
	Very High

	Palm Tran, Inc.
	NO
	Single Mode
	High
	Medium
	Medium 
	Medium
	High

	VOTRAN (South Daytona FL)
	NO
	Single Mode
	 
	Low
	
	Low
	Low

	Chatham Area Transit Authority
	NO
	Single Mode
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium 
	Low
	Low

	Chicago Transit Authority
	NO
	Multi Modal
	 
	Low
	
	Very High
	Very High

	Madison County Transit District
	NO
	Single Mode
	High
	High
	Medium 
	Low
	Low

	Northeast Illinois Regional Commuter Railroad Corporation
	NO
	Single Mode (rail only)
	High
	High
	
	Very High
	Very High

	Northern Indiana Commuter Transportation District
	NO
	Single Mode (rail only)
	 
	Low
	Low 
	Medium
	High

	Transit Authority of Northern Kentucky
	NO
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Low
	
	Low
	Low

	Pioneer Valley Transit Authority
	NO
	Single Mode
	Medium
	Medium
	Low 
	Low
	Medium

	City of Detroit Department of Transportation
	NO
	Multi Modal
	High
	High
	High 
	Very High
	High

	Detroit Transportation Corporation
	NO
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Low
	Low 
	Low
	Low

	Interurban Transit Partnership (Grand Rapids MI)
	NO
	Single Mode
	High
	Medium
	Low 
	Low
	Low

	Mass Transportation Authority (Flint MI)
	NO
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Medium
	Medium 
	Low
	Low

	Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation (Detriot MI)
	NO
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Low
	Low 
	High
	Very High

	Transit Authority of Omaha
	NO
	Single Mode
	Very High
	High
	High 
	Low
	Low

	Academy Lines, Inc. (NJ)
	NO
	Single Mode
	Low
	Low
	Low 
	Medium
	Very High

	Suburban Transit Corporation (NJ)
	NO
	Single Mode
	Low
	Low
	Low 
	Low
	 

	Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada
	NO
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High 
	High
	High

	Capital District Transportation Authority (Albany NY)
	NO
	Single Mode
	Low
	Medium
	Low 
	Medium
	Medium

	Suffolk Co. Dept. of Public Works - Transp. Div.
	NO
	Single Mode
	Low
	
	Medium
	High

	Toledo Area Regional Transit Authority
	NO
	Single Mode
	Medium
	Very High
	High 
	Medium
	Low

	Cambria County Transit Authority
	NO
	Single Mode
	Low
	
	Low
	Low

	Lehigh and Northampton TA (PA)
	NO
	Single Mode
	High
	Low
	Low 
	Low
	Low

	Metropolitan Bus Authority (San Juan PR)
	NO
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Very High 
	High
	Very High

	Chattanooga Area Regional Transportation Authority
	NO
	Single Mode
	High
	High
	
	Low
	Low

	Mass Transit Department - City of El Paso
	NO
	Single Mode
	High
	High
	High 
	Medium
	Medium

	Transportation District Commission of Hampton Roads
	NO
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Low
	Low 
	High
	High

	Ben Franklin Transit (Richland WA)
	NO
	Single Mode
	Very High
	Low
	Low 
	Low
	Low

	Clark Co. Public Transp. Benefit Area Authority
	NO
	Single Mode
	High
	Medium
	Low 
	Low
	Low

	Intercity Transit (Olympia WA)
	NO
	Single Mode
	Medium
	Low
	Low 
	Low
	Low

	Kenosha Transit
	NO
	Multi Modal
	Medium
	High
	High 
	Low
	Low

	Metro Regional Transit Authority (Akron OH)
	NO (dropped)
	Single Mode
	Low
	High
	High 
	Low
	Low

	Memphis Area Transit Authority
	NO (dropped)
	Multi Modal
	
	Very High
	Very High 
	High
	High

	Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation
	NO (dropped)
	Single Mode
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium 
	Medium
	Medium


	Systems with Day Pass sales [and associated factors]

	NAME
	CITY
	DAY PASS?
	Modes
	Heavy/Commuter rail
	Accommodation sales

	City of Phoenix Public Transit Department
	Phoenix
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Very High

	City of Tucson (Sun Tran)
	Tucson   
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	High

	City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
	Los Angeles
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	

	County of San Diego Transit System
	San Diego
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Very High

	Long Beach Public Transportation Company
	Long Beach
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	High

	Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
	Los Angeles
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Heavy Rail
	

	Monterey-Salinas Transit
	Monterey
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	North San Diego County Transit Development Board
	Oceanside
	YES
	Single Mode
	Commuter Rail
	

	Omnitrans (San Bernardino CA)
	San Bernardino
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Orange County Transportation Authority (CA)
	Orange
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (San Carlos CA)
	San Carlos
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Commuter Rail
	Low

	Riverside Transit Agency (CA)
	Riverside
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Sacramento Regional Transit District
	Sacramento
	YES
	Multi Modal
	
	High

	San Francisco Municipal Railway
	San Francisco
	YES
	Multi Modal
	
	Very High

	San Joaquin Regional Transit District
	Stockton
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
	San Jose
	YES
	Multi Modal
	
	Very High

	Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District
	Santa Cruz
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Connecticut Transit-Hartford Division
	Hartford
	YES
	Single Mode
	 
	Medium

	Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
	Washington
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Heavy Rail
	Very High

	Delaware Transit Corporation
	Dover
	YES
	Single Mode
	 
	Low

	Broward County Mass Transit Division
	Pompano Beach
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Central Florida RTA (Orlando FL)
	Orlando
	YES
	Single Mode
	 
	High

	Hillsborough Area Regional Transit Authority
	Tampa
	YES
	Multi Modal
	
	Very High

	Palm Tran, Inc.
	West Palm Beach
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority
	Clearwater
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	High

	Chicago Transit Authority
	Chicago
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Heavy Rail
	Low

	Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation
	Indianapolis
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	New Orleans Regional Transit Authority
	New Orleans
	YES
	Multi Modal
	
	

	Mass Transit Administration, Maryland Dept of Transportation
	Baltimore
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Heavy Rail/Commuter Rail
	Very High

	Ride-On Montgomery County Government
	Rockville
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Detroit Transportation Corporation
	Detroit
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Metro Transit (Minneapolis MN)
	Minneapolis
	YES
	Single Mode
	 
	High

	Bi-State Development Agency (St.Louis MO)
	St. Louis
	YES
	Multi Modal
	
	High

	Kansas City Area Transportation Authority
	Kansas City
	YES
	Single Mode
	 
	Very High

	Charlotte Area Transit System
	Charlotte
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Very High

	Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada
	Las Vegas
	YES
	Single Mode
	 
	Very High

	Capital District Transportation Authority (Albany NY)
	Albany
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Metropolitan Suburban Bus Authority, dba: MTA Long Island Bus
	Garden City
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	

	MTA Long Island Rail Road
	Jamaica
	YES
	Single Mode
	Commuter Rail
	

	MTA Metro-North Railroad
	New York
	YES
	Single Mode
	Commuter Rail
	

	MTA Staten Island Railway
	Staten Island
	YES
	Single Mode
	Heavy Rail
	

	New York Bus Service
	Bronx
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	

	New York City Transit
	New York
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Heavy Rail
	

	Regional Transit Service,Inc. and LiftLine, Inc.(NY)
	Rochester
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Suffolk Co. Dept. of Public Works - Transp. Div.
	Yaphank
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Central Ohio Transit Authority
	Columbus
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Metro Regional Transit Authority (Akron OH)
	Akron
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	High

	The Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority
	Cleveland
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Heavy Rail
	Very High

	Lane Transit District (Eugene OR)
	Eugene
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Tri-County Metropolitan Transp. District (Portland OR)
	Portland
	YES
	Multi Modal
	
	Very High

	Cambria County Transit Authority
	Johnstown
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Lehigh and Northampton TA (PA)
	Allentown
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority
	Philadelphia
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Heavy Rail/Commuter Rail
	Very High

	Rhode Island Public TA
	Providence
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Metropolitan Transit Authority (Nashville TN)
	Nashville
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Very High

	Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Austin TX)
	Austin
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Very High

	Dallas Area Rapid Transit
	Dallas
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Commuter Rail
	Very High

	Fort Worth Transportation Authority
	Fort Worth
	YES
	Multi Modal
	Commuter Rail
	

	Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County, Texas
	Houston
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Very High

	VIA Metropolitan Transit (San Antonio TX)
	San Antonio
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	High

	Utah Transit Authority
	Salt Lake City
	YES
	Multi Modal
	
	High

	Transportation District Commission of Hampton Roads
	Hampton
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Ben Franklin Transit (Richland WA)
	Richland
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Clark Co. Public Transp. Benefit Area Authority
	Vancouver
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Intercity Transit (Olympia WA)
	Olympia
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	King County DOT-Metro Transit Div.
	Seattle
	YES
	Multi Modal
	
	Very High

	Madison Metro Transit
	Madison
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	High

	Central Oklahoma Transportation & Parking Authority
	Oklahoma City
	YES
	Single Mode
	
	High


	Agencies without Day Pass sales [and associated factors]

	Recommended agencies in bold italics

	NAME
	CITY
	DAY PASS?
	Modes
	Rail
	Tourism

	Birmingham-Jefferson County Transit Authority
	Birmingham
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	High

	Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District
	Oakland
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	High

	Central Contra Costa Transit Authority
	Concord
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	City of Vallejo Transportation Program
	Vallejo
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Foothill Transit (West Covina CA)
	West Covina
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Fresno Area Express
	Fresno
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	High

	Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District
	San Francisco
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Very High

	San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District
	Oakland
	NO
	Single Mode
	Heavy Rail
	High

	San Mateo County Transit District
	San Carlos
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines
	Santa Monica
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	High

	Southern California Regional Rail Authority
	Los Angeles
	NO
	Single Mode
	Commuter Rail
	

	Jacksonville Transportation Authority
	Jacksonville
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Very High

	Miami-Dade Transit
	Miami
	NO
	Multi Modal
	Heavy Rail
	High

	Tri-County Commuter Rail Authority (Tri-Rail only)
	Pompano Beach
	NO
	Single Mode
	Commuter Rail
	Low

	VOTRAN (South Daytona FL)
	South Daytona
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Chatham Area Transit Authority
	Savannah
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority
	Atlanta
	NO
	Multi Modal
	Heavy Rail
	Very High

	City and County of Honolulu Dept of Transportation Services
	Honolulu
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Very High

	Des Moines Metropolitan Transit Authority
	Des Moines
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Madison County Transit District
	Granite City
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	High

	Northeast Illinois Regional Commuter Railroad Corporation
	Chicago
	NO
	Single Mode (rail only)
	Commuter Rail
	High

	Pace, Suburban Bus Division
	Arlington Heights
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Northern Indiana Commuter Transportation District
	Chesterton
	NO
	Single Mode
	Commuter Rail
	Low

	Transit Authority of Northern Kentucky
	Fort Wright
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Transit Authority of River City (Louisville KY)
	Louisville
	NO
	Multi Modal
	 
	High

	Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
	Boston
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Very High

	Pioneer Valley Transit Authority
	Springfield
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Capital Area Transportation Authority (Lansing MI)
	Lansing
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Very High

	City of Detroit Department of Transportation
	Detroit
	NO
	Multi Modal
	
	High

	Interurban Transit Partnership (Grand Rapids MI)
	Grand Rapids
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Mass Transportation Authority (Flint MI)
	Flint
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation (Detriot MI)
	Detroit
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Academy Lines, Inc. (NJ)
	Hoboken
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Hudson Transit Lines, Inc. (NJ)
	Mahwah
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	New Jersey Transit Corporation
	Newark
	NO
	Multi Modal
	Commuter Rail
	High

	Port Authority Trans-Hudson Corporation (NJ)
	Jersey City
	NO
	Single Mode
	Heavy rail
	Low

	Port Authority Transit Corporation (NJ)
	Lindenwold
	NO
	Single Mode
	Heavy rail
	Low

	Suburban Transit Corporation (NJ)
	New Brunswick
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Sun Tran of Albuquerque
	Albuquerque
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Very High

	CNY Centro, Inc. (Syracuse NY)
	Syracuse
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Liberty Lines Transit, Inc.(NY)
	Yonkers
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Niagara Frontier TA
	Buffalo
	NO
	Multi Modal
	
	Medium

	Greater Dayton Regional Transit Authority
	Dayton
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	High

	Southwest Ohio Regional Transit Authority
	Cincinnati
	NO
	Singe Mode
	High

	Toledo Area Regional Transit Authority
	Toledo
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Very High

	Metropolitan Tulsa Transit Authority
	Tulsa
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Very High

	ACCESS Transportation Systems, Inc. (Pittsburgh PA)
	Pittsburgh
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	

	Cumberland-Dauphin-Harrisburg TA
	Harrisburg
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Port Authority of Allegheny County
	Pittsburgh
	NO
	Multi Modal
	High

	Metropolitan Bus Authority (San Juan PR)
	San Juan
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Very High

	Chattanooga Area Regional Transportation Authority
	Chattanooga
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	High

	Memphis Area Transit Authority
	Memphis
	NO
	Multi Modal
	
	Very High

	Corpus Christi Regional Transportation Authority
	Corpus Christi
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	High

	Mass Transit Department - City of El Paso
	El Paso
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	High

	Fairfax Connector Bus System
	Fairfax
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Greater Richmond Transit Company
	Richmond
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Virginia Railway Express
	Alexandria
	NO
	Single Mode
	Commuter Rail
	Medium

	Kitsap Transit (Bremerton WA)
	Bremerton
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Low

	Pierce County Transportation Benefit Area Authority4
	Tacoma
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Snohomish Co. Transp. Benefit Area Corp.
	Everett
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Spokane Transit Authority
	Spokane
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Washington State Ferries3
	Seattle
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Very High

	Milwaukee County Transit System   
	Milwaukee
	NO
	Single Mode
	
	Medium

	Kenosha Transit
	Kenosha
	NO (Sat. only)
	Multi Modal
	
	High

	Transit Authority of Omaha
	Omaha
	NO*
	Single Mode
	
	High

	Denver Regional Transportation District
	Denver
	NO?
	Multi Modal
	
	Very High


	Agencies with Guaranteed Ride Home programs [and associated factors] 

	NAME
	RIDE HOME?
	Offers Eco/Employer passes
	Rail
	Commute time
	Population density
	Fare Box Recovery

	Birmingham-Jefferson County Transit Authority
	YES
	YES
	
	Medium
	Low
	Low

	City of Phoenix Public Transit Department
	YES
	YES
	
	High
	Medium
	Medium

	City of Tucson (Sun Tran)
	YES
	YES
	
	Low
	Medium
	Medium

	Central Contra Costa Transit Authority
	YES
	YES
	
	Very High
	High
	Medium

	City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
	YES
	YES
	
	Very High
	Very High
	Medium

	County of San Diego Transit System
	YES
	NO
	
	Medium
	High
	Very High

	Monterey-Salinas Transit
	YES
	YES
	
	Low
	Medium
	High

	Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (San Carlos CA)
	YES
	YES
	Commuter Rail
	High
	High
	Very High

	Sacramento Regional Transit District
	NO
	YES
	
	Medium
	High
	High

	San Mateo County Transit District
	YES
	NO
	
	
	High
	High

	Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
	YES
	YES
	
	High
	High
	Low

	Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District
	YES
	YES
	
	Medium
	High
	Medium

	Denver Regional Transportation District
	YES
	YES
	
	High
	Medium
	High

	Connecticut Transit-Hartford Division
	YES
	YES
	
	Medium
	Very High
	High

	Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
	YES
	YES
	Heavy Rail
	Very High
	Very High
	 

	Delaware Transit Corporation
	YES
	YES
	
	Low
	Low
	High

	Central Florida RTA (Orlando FL)
	YES
	YES
	
	High
	Low
	High

	Hillsborough Area Regional Transit Authority
	YES
	YES
	
	Medium
	Medium
	High

	Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority
	YES
	YES
	
	Medium
	High
	High

	Tri-County Commuter Rail Authority (Tri-Rail only)
	YES
	YES
	Commuter Rail
	High
	High
	Very High

	VOTRAN (South Daytona FL)
	YES
	NO
	
	High
	Low
	Medium

	Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation
	YES
	NO
	
	Very High
	Very High
	Medium

	Transit Authority of Northern Kentucky
	YES
	NO
	
	Medium
	Low
	 

	Transit Authority of River City (Louisville KY)
	YES
	YES
	
	Low
	High
	Low

	Mass Transit Administration, Maryland Dept of Transportation
	YES
	YES
	Heavy Rail/Commuter Rail
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	Ride-On Montgomery County Government
	YES
	YES
	
	Very High
	Medium
	Low

	Interurban Transit Partnership (Grand Rapids MI)
	YES
	NO
	
	Low
	Medium
	Medium

	Mass Transportation Authority (Flint MI)
	YES
	NO
	
	Low
	High
	Medium

	Metro Transit (Minneapolis MN)
	YES
	YES
	
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	Bi-State Development Agency (St.Louis MO)
	YES
	YES
	
	High
	High
	High

	Kansas City Area Transportation Authority
	YES
	YES
	
	Medium
	Low
	Low

	Charlotte Area Transit System
	YES
	YES
	
	High
	Low
	Low

	Sun Tran of Albuquerque
	YES
	YES
	
	High
	Medium
	Low

	Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada
	YES
	NO
	
	High
	High
	Very High

	CNY Centro, Inc. (Syracuse NY)
	YES
	YES
	
	Low
	High
	High

	Liberty Lines Transit, Inc.(NY)
	YES
	YES
	
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	Niagara Frontier TA
	YES
	YES
	
	Low
	Very High
	High

	Regional Transit Service,Inc. and LiftLine, Inc.(NY)
	YES
	YES
	
	Low
	Very High
	Very High

	Central Ohio Transit Authority
	YES
	YES
	
	Low
	Very High
	Medium

	Southwest Ohio Regional Transit Authority
	YES
	YES
	
	High
	Medium
	Very High

	The Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority
	YES
	YES
	Heavy Rail
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium

	Central Oklahoma Transportation & Parking Authority
	YES
	YES
	
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Metropolitan Tulsa Transit Authority
	YES
	YES
	
	Low
	Medium
	Low

	Lane Transit District (Eugene OR)
	YES
	YES
	
	Low
	Medium
	Medium

	Tri-County Metropolitan Transp. District (Portland OR)
	YES
	YES
	
	Medium
	Medium
	High

	Cumberland-Dauphin-Harrisburg TA
	YES
	YES
	
	Low
	Very High
	High

	Rhode Island Public TA
	YES
	YES
	
	Low
	Very High
	Medium

	Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Austin TX)
	YES
	YES
	
	Medium
	Medium
	Low

	Dallas Area Rapid Transit
	YES
	YES
	Commuter Rail
	High
	Medium
	Low

	Fort Worth Transportation Authority
	YES
	YES
	Commuter Rail
	High
	Medium
	Low

	Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County, Texas
	YES
	YES
	
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium

	VIA Metropolitan Transit (San Antonio TX)
	YES
	YES
	
	Low
	Low
	Medium

	Utah Transit Authority
	YES
	YES
	
	Low
	Low
	Medium

	Fairfax Connector Bus System
	YES
	YES
	
	Very High
	Low
	 

	Greater Richmond Transit Company
	YES
	YES
	
	Medium
	Medium
	Very High

	Virginia Railway Express
	YES
	YES
	Commuter Rail
	Very High
	Very High
	 

	Ben Franklin Transit (Richland WA)
	YES
	NO
	
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Clark Co. Public Transp. Benefit Area Authority
	YES
	NO
	
	Medium
	Medium
	Low

	King County DOT-Metro Transit Div.
	YES
	YES
	
	High
	Very High
	Medium

	Kitsap Transit (Bremerton WA)
	YES
	YES
	
	Very High
	Low
	Low

	Pierce County Transportation Benefit Area Authority4
	YES
	YES
	
	High
	Medium
	Low

	Snohomish Co. Transp. Benefit Area Corp.
	YES
	YES
	
	High
	Medium
	Medium

	Madison Metro Transit
	YES
	YES
	
	Medium
	Very High
	Medium

	Milwaukee County Transit System   
	YES
	YES
	
	Low
	Medium
	High


	Agencies without Guaranteed Ride Home programs [and associated factors]

	Recommended agencies in bold italics 

	NAME
	RIDE HOME?
	Eco Pass?
	Rail
	Commute time
	Density
	Fare Box Recovery

	City of Vallejo Transportation Program
	NO
	NO
	
	Very High
	High
	Very High

	Foothill Transit (West Covina CA)
	NO
	YES
	
	Very High
	Very High
	High

	Fresno Area Express
	NO
	NO
	
	Medium
	Low
	Very High

	Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District
	NO
	YES
	
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	Long Beach Public Transportation Company
	NO
	YES
	
	Very High
	Very High
	High

	Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
	NO
	YES
	Heavy Rail
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	North San Diego County Transit Development Board
	NO
	YES
	Commuter Rail
	Very High
	
	Very High

	Omnitrans (San Bernardino CA)
	NO
	YES
	
	High
	Medium
	High

	Orange County Transportation Authority (CA)
	NO
	YES
	
	High
	High
	High

	Riverside Transit Agency (CA)
	NO
	NO
	
	Very High
	Low
	Medium

	San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District
	NO
	NO
	Heavy Rail
	Very High
	Very High
	 

	San Francisco Municipal Railway
	NO
	YES
	
	Very High
	Very High
	High

	San Joaquin Regional Transit District
	NO
	NO
	
	High
	High
	Medium

	Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines
	NO
	YES
	
	High
	Very High
	High

	Southern California Regional Rail Authority
	NO
	YES
	Commuter Rail
	Very High
	Very High
	 

	Broward County Mass Transit Division
	NO
	NO
	
	High
	High
	Medium

	Jacksonville Transportation Authority
	NO
	YES
	
	High
	Low
	Low

	Miami-Dade Transit
	NO
	NO
	Heavy Rail
	High
	Very High
	High

	Palm Tran, Inc.
	NO
	NO
	
	Medium
	Low
	Medium

	Chatham Area Transit Authority
	NO
	NO
	
	Medium
	Low
	High

	Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority
	NO
	YES
	Heavy Rail
	High
	Medium
	Very High

	City and County of Honolulu Dept of Transportation Services
	NO
	YES
	
	Medium
	High
	High

	Des Moines Metropolitan Transit Authority
	NO
	YES
	
	
	Medium
	Very High

	Chicago Transit Authority
	NO
	NO
	Heavy Rail
	High
	Low
	Very High

	Madison County Transit District
	NO
	NO
	
	Low
	High
	Low

	Northeast Illinois Regional Commuter Railroad Corporation
	NO
	NO
	Commuter Rail
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	Northern Indiana Commuter Transportation District
	NO
	NO
	Commuter Rail
	Very High
	High
	Very High

	New Orleans Regional Transit Authority
	NO
	YES
	
	High
	Medium
	Very High

	Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
	NO
	YES
	
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	Pioneer Valley Transit Authority
	NO
	NO
	
	Low
	High
	Medium

	Capital Area Transportation Authority (Lansing MI)
	NO
	YES
	
	Medium
	Low
	Low

	City of Detroit Department of Transportation
	NO
	NO
	
	Very High
	Very High
	Medium

	Detroit Transportation Corporation
	NO
	NO
	
	Medium
	Low
	 

	Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation (Detriot MI)
	NO
	NO
	
	Medium
	High
	Low

	Transit Authority of Omaha
	NO
	NO
	
	Low
	Medium
	High

	Academy Lines, Inc. (NJ)
	NO
	NO
	
	Very High
	Very High
	 

	Hudson Transit Lines, Inc. (NJ)
	NO
	?
	
	Very High
	High
	 

	New Jersey Transit Corporation
	NO
	YES
	Commuter Rail
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	Port Authority Trans-Hudson Corporation (NJ)
	NO
	YES
	Heavy rail
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	Port Authority Transit Corporation (NJ)
	NO
	YES
	Heavy rail
	High
	Low
	 

	Suburban Transit Corporation (NJ)
	NO
	NO
	
	Medium
	Very High
	 

	Capital District Transportation Authority (Albany NY)
	NO
	NO
	
	Low
	High
	High

	Metropolitan Suburban Bus Authority, dba: MTA Long Island Bus
	NO
	YES
	
	
	
	 

	MTA Long Island Rail Road
	NO
	YES
	Commuter Rail
	
	
	 

	MTA Metro-North Railroad
	NO
	YES
	Commuter Rail
	
	
	 

	MTA Staten Island Railway
	NO
	YES
	Heavy Rail
	
	
	 

	New York Bus Service
	NO
	YES
	
	
	
	 

	New York City Transit
	NO
	YES
	Heavy Rail
	Very High
	Very High
	 

	Suffolk Co. Dept. of Public Works - Transp. Div.
	NO
	NO
	
	Very High
	Low
	Very High

	Greater Dayton Regional Transit Authority
	NO
	YES
	
	Low
	Medium
	Low

	Metro Regional Transit Authority (Akron OH)
	NO
	NO (dropped)
	
	Medium
	High
	Low

	Toledo Area Regional Transit Authority
	NO
	NO
	
	Medium
	Very High
	Medium

	ACCESS Transportation Systems, Inc. (Pittsburgh PA)
	NO
	YES
	
	
	
	 

	Cambria County Transit Authority
	NO
	NO
	
	Medium
	Low
	Low

	Lehigh and Northampton TA (PA)
	NO
	NO
	
	Low
	High
	Medium

	Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority
	NO
	YES
	Heavy Rail/Commuter Rail
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	Metropolitan Bus Authority (San Juan PR)
	NO
	NO
	
	High
	Medium
	Low

	Chattanooga Area Regional Transportation Authority
	NO
	NO
	
	Low
	Low
	High

	Metropolitan Transit Authority (Nashville TN)
	NO
	Yes
	
	Medium
	Low
	Very High

	Corpus Christi Regional Transportation Authority
	NO
	YES
	
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Mass Transit Department - City of El Paso
	NO
	NO
	
	High
	Low
	Medium

	Transportation District Commission of Hampton Roads
	NO
	NO
	
	Medium
	Medium
	Very High

	Intercity Transit (Olympia WA)
	NO
	NO
	
	Low
	Medium
	Low

	Spokane Transit Authority
	NO
	YES
	
	Low
	Medium
	Medium

	Washington State Ferries3
	NO
	YES
	
	High
	Very High
	High

	Kenosha Transit
	NO
	NO
	
	Low
	Medium
	Low

	Port Authority of Allegheny County
	NO
	YES
	 
	Medium
	Very High
	Very High


	Agencies with On-Line Sales [and associated factors]  

	Recommended agencies in bold italics 

	NAME
	BUY ON-LINE?
	Vehicle Miles
	Expenditures
	Commute time
	Service area size

	City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
	YES
	Very High 
	Medium
	Very High
	High

	County of San Diego Transit System
	YES
	Very High 
	Low
	Medium
	Very High

	Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District
	YES
	Very High 
	High
	Very High
	Medium

	Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
	YES
	Very High 
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	Omnitrans (San Bernardino CA)
	YES
	Medium 
	High
	High
	High

	Orange County Transportation Authority (CA)
	YES
	Medium 
	Very High
	High
	High

	Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (San Carlos CA)
	YES
	Low 
	High
	High
	High

	Riverside Transit Agency (CA)
	YES
	
	
	Very High
	 

	San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District
	YES
	High 
	Very High
	Very High
	Low

	San Francisco Municipal Railway
	YES
	Very High 
	Very High
	Very High
	Low

	Denver Regional Transportation District
	YES
	Very High 
	Very High
	High
	data not found

	Connecticut Transit-Hartford Division
	YES
	Medium 
	Medium
	Medium
	Very High

	Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
	YES
	Very High 
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	Delaware Transit Corporation
	YES
	Low 
	Medium
	Low
	data not found

	Central Florida RTA (Orlando FL)
	YES
	High 
	High
	High
	 

	Hillsborough Area Regional Transit Authority
	YES
	High 
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium

	Miami-Dade Transit
	YES
	
	Very High
	High
	Medium

	Chicago Transit Authority
	YES
	
	Very High
	High
	High

	Northeast Illinois Regional Commuter Railroad Corporation
	YES
	
	Very High
	Very High
	data not found

	Pace, Suburban Bus Division
	YES
	Medium 
	Very High
	Very High
	 

	Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation
	YES
	Medium 
	Medium
	Very High
	High

	Northern Indiana Commuter Transportation District
	YES
	Low 
	Medium
	Very High
	 

	Transit Authority of Northern Kentucky
	YES
	
	Low
	Medium
	Very High

	Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
	YES
	Very High 
	Very High
	Very High
	 

	Mass Transit Administration, Maryland Dept of Transportation
	YES
	Very High 
	Very High
	Very High
	 

	Ride-On Montgomery County Government
	YES
	Low 
	High
	Very High
	High

	Capital Area Transportation Authority (Lansing MI)
	YES
	Very High 
	Low
	Medium
	Low

	Detroit Transportation Corporation
	YES
	Low 
	Low
	Medium
	Low

	Metro Transit (Minneapolis MN)
	YES
	
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	Bi-State Development Agency (St.Louis MO)
	YES
	High 
	Very High
	High
	Very High

	Kansas City Area Transportation Authority
	YES
	Very High 
	High
	Medium
	High

	Transit Authority of Omaha
	YES
	High 
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Hudson Transit Lines, Inc. (NJ)
	YES
	
	Medium
	Very High
	 

	New Jersey Transit Corporation
	YES
	Medium 
	Very High
	Very High
	 

	Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada
	YES
	Very High 
	High
	High
	Medium

	Capital District Transportation Authority (Albany NY)
	YES
	Low 
	Medium
	Low
	 

	MTA Long Island Rail Road
	YES
	
	
	
	 

	MTA Metro-North Railroad
	YES
	
	
	
	 

	Regional Transit Service,Inc. and LiftLine, Inc.(NY)
	YES
	Medium 
	Medium
	Low
	Medium

	The Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority
	YES
	Very High 
	Very High
	Medium
	High

	Port Authority of Allegheny County
	YES
	High 
	Very High
	Medium
	Very High

	Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority
	YES
	Very High 
	Very High
	Very High
	Very High

	Metropolitan Transit Authority (Nashville TN)
	YES
	Very High
	Medium
	Medium
	High

	Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Austin TX)
	YES
	Very High 
	High
	Medium
	Very High

	Dallas Area Rapid Transit
	YES
	Very High 
	Very High
	High
	Very High

	Fort Worth Transportation Authority
	YES
	Very High 
	Medium
	High
	Medium

	Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County, Texas
	YES
	Very High 
	Very High
	Medium
	Very High

	Utah Transit Authority
	YES
	High 
	High
	Low
	Very High

	Virginia Railway Express
	YES
	Medium 
	Medium
	Very High
	Very High

	King County DOT-Metro Transit Div.
	YES
	Very High 
	Very High
	High
	data not found

	Kitsap Transit (Bremerton WA)
	YES
	Low 
	Low
	Very High
	High

	Pierce County Transportation Benefit Area Authority4
	YES
	Medium 
	High
	High
	High

	Snohomish Co. Transp. Benefit Area Corp.
	YES
	Low 
	High
	High
	Medium

	Spokane Transit Authority
	YES
	Medium 
	Medium
	Low
	Low

	Washington State Ferries3
	YES
	Very High 
	Very High
	High
	Very High

	Madison Metro Transit
	YES
	High 
	Medium
	Medium
	Low

	 
	41.8% YES
	 
	 
	 


	Agencies without On-Line Sales [and associated factors] 

	Recommended agencies in bold italics 

	NAME
	BUY ON-LINE?
	Vehicle Miles
	Expenditures
	Commute time
	Service area size

	Birmingham-Jefferson County Transit Authority
	NO
	Medium 
	Low
	Medium
	Low

	City of Phoenix Public Transit Department
	NO
	Very High 
	High
	High
	Very High

	City of Tucson (Sun Tran)
	NO
	High 
	Medium
	Low
	Medium

	Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District
	NO
	High 
	Very High
	Very High
	High

	Central Contra Costa Transit Authority
	NO
	Low 
	Medium
	Very High
	Low

	City of Vallejo Transportation Program
	NO
	Low 
	Low
	Very High
	Low

	Fresno Area Express
	NO
	High 
	Medium
	Medium
	Low

	Long Beach Public Transportation Company
	NO
	High
	High
	Very High
	Low

	Monterey-Salinas Transit
	NO
	Medium 
	Low
	Low
	Medium

	North San Diego County Transit Development Board
	NO
	Low 
	High
	Very High
	High

	Sacramento Regional Transit District
	NO
	High 
	High
	Medium
	High

	San Joaquin Regional Transit District
	NO
	Medium 
	Medium
	High
	 

	San Mateo County Transit District
	NO
	Low 
	High
	
	Low

	Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
	NO
	Very High 
	Very High
	High
	Medium

	Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District
	NO
	Low 
	Medium
	Medium
	High

	Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines
	NO
	High 
	Medium
	High
	Low

	Southern California Regional Rail Authority
	NO
	Very High
	High
	Very High
	 

	Broward County Mass Transit Division
	NO
	Low 
	High
	High
	High

	Jacksonville Transportation Authority
	NO
	High 
	High
	High
	Medium

	Palm Tran, Inc.
	NO
	Medium 
	Medium
	Medium
	High

	Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority
	NO
	Medium 
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium

	Tri-County Commuter Rail Authority (Tri-Rail only)
	NO
	Low
	Medium
	High
	 

	VOTRAN (South Daytona FL)
	NO
	
	Low
	High
	Very High

	Chatham Area Transit Authority
	NO
	Medium 
	Low
	Medium
	High

	Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority
	NO
	Very High 
	Very High
	High
	High

	City and County of Honolulu Dept of Transportation Services
	NO
	Very High 
	Very High
	Medium
	Very High

	Des Moines Metropolitan Transit Authority
	NO
	Medium 
	Low
	
	Low

	Madison County Transit District
	NO
	Medium 
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Transit Authority of River City (Louisville KY)
	NO
	High 
	Medium
	Low
	Medium

	New Orleans Regional Transit Authority
	NO
	Very High 
	High
	High
	Low

	Pioneer Valley Transit Authority
	NO
	Low 
	Low
	Low
	Medium

	City of Detroit Department of Transportation
	NO
	High
	Very High
	Very High
	Low

	Interurban Transit Partnership (Grand Rapids MI)
	NO
	Low 
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Mass Transportation Authority (Flint MI)
	NO
	Medium 
	Low
	Low
	Medium

	Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation (Detriot MI)
	NO
	Low
	High
	Medium
	Very High

	Charlotte Area Transit System
	NO
	Very High 
	High
	High
	High

	Academy Lines, Inc. (NJ)
	NO
	Low 
	Medium
	Very High
	 

	Port Authority Trans-Hudson Corporation (NJ)
	NO
	Low 
	Very High
	Very High
	Medium

	Port Authority Transit Corporation (NJ)
	NO
	
	
	High
	Medium

	Suburban Transit Corporation (NJ)
	NO
	Low 
	Low
	Medium
	 

	Sun Tran of Albuquerque
	NO
	Very High
	Low
	High
	Low

	CNY Centro, Inc. (Syracuse NY)
	NO
	Medium 
	Medium
	Low
	Very High

	Liberty Lines Transit, Inc.(NY)
	NO
	Low 
	High
	Very High
	High

	Metropolitan Suburban Bus Authority, dba: MTA Long Island Bus
	NO
	
	
	
	 

	MTA Staten Island Railway
	NO
	
	
	
	 

	New York Bus Service
	NO
	
	
	
	 

	New York City Transit
	NO
	Very High 
	Very High
	Very High
	 

	Niagara Frontier TA
	NO
	Medium 
	Medium
	Low
	 

	Suffolk Co. Dept. of Public Works - Transp. Div.
	NO
	
	Medium
	Very High
	Very High

	Central Ohio Transit Authority
	NO
	Medium 
	High
	Low
	High

	Greater Dayton Regional Transit Authority
	NO
	High 
	High
	Low
	Medium

	Metro Regional Transit Authority (Akron OH)
	NO
	High 
	Low
	Medium
	High

	Southwest Ohio Regional Transit Authority
	NO
	High 
	High
	High
	Medium

	Toledo Area Regional Transit Authority
	NO
	High 
	Medium
	Medium
	Low

	Central Oklahoma Transportation & Parking Authority
	NO
	High 
	Low
	Low
	Medium

	Metropolitan Tulsa Transit Authority
	NO
	High 
	Low
	Low
	Medium

	Tri-County Metropolitan Transp. District (Portland OR)
	NO
	Very High 
	Very High
	Medium
	Very High

	ACCESS Transportation Systems, Inc. (Pittsburgh PA)
	NO
	
	
	
	 

	Cambria County Transit Authority
	NO
	
	Low
	Medium
	Low

	Lehigh and Northampton TA (PA)
	NO
	Low 
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Metropolitan Bus Authority (San Juan PR)
	NO
	Very High 
	High
	High
	Medium

	Rhode Island Public TA
	NO
	Medium 
	High
	Low
	High

	Chattanooga Area Regional Transportation Authority
	NO
	
	Low
	Low
	Medium

	Memphis Area Transit Authority
	NO
	Very High 
	High
	Medium
	Medium

	Corpus Christi Regional Transportation Authority
	NO
	High 
	Low
	Low
	Very High

	Mass Transit Department - City of El Paso
	NO
	High 
	Medium
	High
	Medium

	VIA Metropolitan Transit (San Antonio TX)
	NO
	High 
	High
	Low
	Very High

	Fairfax Connector Bus System
	NO
	
	Low
	Very High
	High

	Greater Richmond Transit Company
	NO
	Medium 
	Medium
	Medium
	High

	Transportation District Commission of Hampton Roads
	NO
	Low 
	High
	Medium
	High

	Ben Franklin Transit (Richland WA)
	NO
	Low 
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Clark Co. Public Transp. Benefit Area Authority
	NO
	Low 
	Low
	Medium
	Low

	Intercity Transit (Olympia WA)
	NO
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Kenosha Transit
	NO
	High
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Milwaukee County Transit System   
	NO
	Medium 
	Very High
	Low
	Medium

	Foothill Transit (West Covina CA)
	NO*
	Low 
	High
	Very High
	High

	Lane Transit District (Eugene OR)
	NO*
	Medium 
	Low
	Low
	Medium

	Cumberland-Dauphin-Harrisburg TA
	NO*
	Low 
	Low
	Low
	Low


CONTACT INFORMATION FOR 150 LARGEST TRANSIT AGENCIES

Birmingham-Jefferson County Transit Authority

Ms. Washington

205-521-0161

(also “Carleen”) 

Linda Coleman

(205) 521-0113

MAX
P.O. Box 10212
Birmingham, Alabama 35202

info@bjcta.org  

City of Phoenix Public Transit Department

Marie Chapple Camacho 

Public Information Officer

(602) 261-8254

Suite 900

302 N First Avenue

Phoenix, AZ 85003-4275

marie.chapple@phoenix.gov
City of Tucson (Sun Tran)

Michele B. Joseph 

Marketing Director

(520) 623-4301 x229

4220 S Park Avenue

P.O. Box 26765

Tucson, AZ 85726-6765

michele.joseph@tucsonaz.gov 

San Francisco Paratransit**

Access Services Incorporated (Los Angeles CA)**

Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District

Victoria Wake (Marketing & Community Relations Manager)
1600 Franklin Street
Oakland, CA 94612 

Tel: (510) 891-7246 
vwake@actransit.org  

Central Contra Costa Transit Authority

Mary Burdick 

Manager of Marketing

(925) 676-1976

2477 Arnold Industrial Way

Concord, CA 94520

mburdick@cccta.org



City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation

Phil Akers

(213) 580-5429

1 Gateway Plaza, Mail Stop: 99-7-4

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

ladot@dot.lacity.org 


City of Vallejo Transportation Program

(707) 648-4666

“Bella”

Vallejo Transit
1850 Broadway
Vallejo, CA 94589

County of San Diego Transit System

Jessica Krieg 

(619) 557-4574

Marketing Coordinator

Suite 1000

1255 Imperial Avenue

San Diego, CA 92101-7490

jessica.krieg@mtdb.sdmts.com 

Foothill Transit (West Covina CA)

“Felicia”

 (626) 967-3147 Ext. 240

Suite 100

100 N Barranca

West Covina, CA 91791-1600

jbaner@foothilltransit.org
Fresno Area Express

Kathleen Healy 
Transit Administrative Manager
2223 G Street
Fresno, CA 93706-1600
Tel: (559) 621-1441

2223 G Street

Fresno, CA 93706-1600

kathleen.healy@fresno.gov 
Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District

Kelly Hopper

Director, Marketing & Communications

(415) 257-4427

Maurice Palumbo, Planning

(415) 455-2000

1011 Andersen Drive

San Rafael, CA 94901

Long Beach Public Transportation Company

Rhea Mealey, Marketing Manager

(562) 591-8753

1963 E Anaheim Street

P.O. Box 731

Long Beach, CA 90801-0731

rmealey@lbtransit.com 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

April McKay, Executive Manager, Communications
(213) 922-2290
1 Gateway Plaza, MS: 99-19-3
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2932
 Fax: (213) 922-5654
mckaya@metro.net  


Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Small Ops)* 

Monterey-Salinas Transit

Hunter Harvan 

(831) 393-8129

One Ryan Ranch Road

Monterey, CA 93940

bmosca@mst.org
North San Diego County Transit Development Board

Rosalie Martinez

(760) 960-2862

Tom Kelleher 

(760) 967-2862

Marketing Representative

810 Mission Avenue

Oceanside, CA 92054

tkelleher@nctd.org
Omnitrans (San Bernardino CA)

Tanya Henderson

(909) 379-7050

1700 W 5th Street

San Bernardino, CA 92411

wendy.williams@omnitrans.org 



Orange County Transportation Authority (CA)

Manny Hernandez 

Director, Public Communications & Marketing

(714) 560-5388

550 S Main Street

P.O. Box 14184

Orange, CA 92863-1584

mhernandez@octa.net (?)

Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (San Carlos CA)

Pat Boland 

Manager, Marketing

Kristine Maley Grubl 

(650) 588-8170S

1250 San Carlos Avenue

P.O. Box 3006

San Carlos, CA 94070-1306

Tel: (650) 508-6200

bolandp@samtrans.com


Riverside Transit Agency (CA)

Joan Danfifer 

Marketing Manager

(951) 565-5000

Sheri Haggerty

(800) 800-7821

1825 Third Street

P.O. Box 59968

Riverside, CA 92517-1968

jdanfifer@riversidetransit.com 
 

Sacramento Regional Transit District

Christina Ragsdale 

Assistant General Manager, Marketing & Public Relations

(916) 557-1050

Richard Davis

(916) 321-2800

P.O. Box 2110

Sacramento, CA 95812-2110

cragsdale@sacrt.com

San Diego Metropolitan Transit Development Board*

San Diego Metropolitan Transit System*

San Diego Trolley, Inc.*

[See County of San Diego Transit System]

San Francisco Bay Area Transit District

Aaron Weinstein 

Department Manager, Marketing and Research

(510) 464-6199

Charlotte Barham

(510) 464-6370

300 Lakeside Drive, 23rd Floor

Oakland, CA 94612

aweinst@bart.gov
San Francisco Municipal Railway

Bill Lieberman

(415) 934-3935 

Peter Strauss

(415) 934-3975

949 Presidio Avenue, #238

San Francisco, CA 94115

San Joaquin Regional Transit District

Donna Kelsay, CEO

Director of Community Affairs

Tel: (209) 948-5566 ext 619

1533 E Lindsay Street

Stockton, CA 95205

dkelsay@sanjoaquinrtd.com
San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans)

Pat Boland 

Manager, Marketing

1250 San Carlos Avenue

P.O. Box 3006

San Carlos, CA 94070-1306

Tel: (650) 508-6200

bolandp@samtrans.com
Penny Bertrand, Supervisor, Sales and Promotions
Tel: (650) 508-6244

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority

Bernice Alaniz 

Deputy Director, Marketing & Public Affairs

Tel: (408) 321-7539

3331 N First Street

San Jose, CA 95134-1927

bernice.alaniz@vta.org  


Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District

Mark Dorfman

(831) 426-6080   

Suite 100, 370 Encinal Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060-2101

lwhite@scmtd.com 

Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines


(310) 458-1975

Kevin Keenan x5820

Jose Barba (finances) x5813

Paul Casey (UCLA College program) x5857

612 Colorado Avenue

Santa Monica, CA 90401-3324

dan-dawson@santa-monica.org
Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA)

Colleen Richter 

Manager, Marketing and Sales

(213) 452-0313

700 S Flower Street, 26th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017-4101

richterc@scrra.net
Denver Regional Transportation District

Andy Todaro

(303) 299-2040

Address:
1600 Blake Street
Denver, Colorado 80202

303.299.2132. (eco pass info)

theresa.sabrsula@rtd-denver.com
Connecticut Transit-Hartford Division

Kenneth D. Goldberg (Director of Operations)

(860) 247-5329 x3003
Greater Hartford Transit District 
1 Union Place
Hartford, CT 06103 

kgoldberg@hartfordtransit.org 

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority

Jane Taylor 

Director of Marketing

(202) 962-1609

600 5th Street NW

Washington, DC 20001

jltaylor@wmata.com

Delaware Transit Corporation

Drew McCaskey, Marketing Manager

302-658-9001 (for rideshare program)

Delaware Transit Corporation
900 Public Safety Boulevard
Dover DE 19901 

Broward County Mass Transit Division

Phyllis E. Berry 

Manager, Marketing & Communications

(954) 357-8366

3201 W Copans Road

Pompano Beach, FL 33069-5199

pberry@broward.org
Central Florida RTA (Orlando FL)

Belinda Wilson

(407) 254-6204

Manager Business Development

Suite 600

455 N Garland Avenue

Orlando, FL 32801

Hillsborough Area Regional Transit Authority

Sheron Bellamy Abernathy 

Advertising and Promotions Manager

Suite 900

(813) 223-6831

201 E Kennedy Boulevard

Tampa, FL 33602

abernathys@hartline.org
Jacksonville Transportation Authority

(904) 633-8535 (“Choice Ride”) / mblaylock@jtafla.com 

Liz Peak

(904) 633-8535

Alicia G

(904) 633-8528 

P.O. Drawer O

Jacksonville, FL 32204-0455

Miami-Dade Transit

Michael De Cossio 

Chief, Advertising & Media Relations

(305) 375-4935

Ruby Hemmingway-Adams, Assistant Director of Customer Development 

(305) 375-1676

Linda Hayle

(305) 375-3241

111 NW First Street, Suite 910

Miami, FL 33128

mike1@miamidade.gov

Palm Tran, Inc.

Liliane M. Agee 

Marketing Manager

(561) 841-4244

South Florida Commuter Services

Sabrina Kirpatrick

(561) 512-2572

3201 Electronics Way

West Palm Beach, FL 33407

lagee@co.palm-beach.fl.us  

Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority

Janet Recca, Marketing Director

Employer’s Program

(727) 533-4318 (direct number)

14840 49th Street North 
Clearwater, FL 33762-2893

jrecca@psta.net
Tri-County Commuter Rail Authority (Pompano Beach FL)

Bonnie Arnold, Director Marketing and Customer Service

(954) 942-7245 

South Florida Regional Transportation Authority

800 NW 33rd Street, Suite 100

Pompano Beach, Florida 33064  

MarketingResponse@sfrta.fl.gov 

VOTRAN (South Daytona FL)

South Daytona, FL 32119

Jim Dorstan ext 128

Tel: (386) 756-7496    

lbollenback@co.volusia.fl.us 

Chatham Area Transit Authority

Karla Riley 

Communications Specialist

(912) 629-3916

P.O. Box 9118

Savannah, GA 31412-9118

kriley@catchacat.org 

Georgia Regional Transportation Authority*

Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority

404/848-5057 Employer program

Carlos A. James 

Director of Marketing External Affairs Division

(404) 848-5978

2424 Piedmont Road NE

Atlanta, GA 30324-3330

cjames@itsmarta.com
City and County of Honolulu Dept of Transportation Services

Under contract to Oahu Transit Services, Inc.

Marilyn S. Dicus, Marketing Manager

(808) 852-6035

mdicus@thebus.org
Clyde Earl

cearl@honolulu.gov 

James Burke 

(808) 523-4125

811 Middle Street

Honolulu, HI 96819-2316

Des Moines Metropolitan Transit Authority

K. Stephen Spade (General Manager)

(515) 283-8111    

1100 MTA Lane

Des Moines, IA 50309-4572

spades@dmmta.com 

Chicago Transit Authority

Noelle Gaffney (Vice President, Communications Marketing)

(312) 681-2810

Cindy Kaitcer

(312) 681-2720

Roxanne Galvin 

(312) 932-2917

Chicago Transit Authority

567 W Lake Street

Chicago, IL 60661-1498

ngaffney@transitchicago.com 

Madison County Transit District

Joseph H. Wright (Director, Marketing/RideFinders)

(618) 874-7433 

Mr. Kane (Managing Director)

Madison County Transit District

One Transit Way

P.O. Box 7500

Granite City, IL 62040-7500

info@mct.org 

Northeast Illinois Regional Commuter Railroad Corporation (Metra)

James Bonistalli (Director, Marketing)

(312) 322-6744    

547 W Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, IL 60661-5717

jbono@metrarr.com 


Pace, Suburban Bus Division

Anthony Bowman 

Section Manager, Market Strategies

(847) 228-2406

550 W Algonquin Road

Arlington Heights, IL 60005-4412

anthony.bowman@pacebus.com
Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation

Michael A. Terry (Director, Business Development)

(317) 614-9310    

1501 W Washington Street

Indianapolis, IN 46222-4553

mterry@indygo.net 

Northern Indiana Commuter Transportation District

John N. Parsons (Director, Marketing & Planning)

(219) 926-5744

33 East US Highway 12

Chesterton, IN 46304-3514

john.parsons@nictd.com 

Transit Authority of Northern Kentucky

David Braun - General Manager 

 (859) 814-2124   

3375 Madison Pike

Fort Wright, KY 41017-9670

dbraun@tankbus.org
Transit Authority of River City (Louisville KY)

Michael C. Kuzmich (Director, Marketing & Planning)

(502) 561-5118    

1000 W Broadway

Louisville, KY 40203

mkuzmich@ridetarc.org 

Crescent City Connection Division - Louisiana Department of Transportation*

New Orleans Regional Transit Authority

Rosalind Blanco-Cook

(504) 908-3691 (cell)

6700 Plaza Drive

New Orleans, LA 70127-2677

bbranley@norta.com

Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority

Barbara D. Moulton (Director of Marketing Communications)

(617) 222-5559

Sunday Richardson, Revenue

(617) 222-5046

10 Park Plaza, Room 3910

Boston, MA 02116

bmoulton@mbta.com 

Pioneer Valley Transit Authority

Gary Shepard, Administrator

(413) 732-6248 ex 249

Sandra Sheean ex 230

2808 Main Street, Springfield, MA 01107

dveautour@pvta (Information Dept.)

Mass Transit Administration, Maryland Dept of Transportation

Richard E. Solli (Director of Marketing)

(410) 767-8747    

Office of Marketing, Suite 241

6 St. Paul Street

Baltimore, MD 21202-1614

rsolli@mtamaryland.com 

Ride-On Montgomery County Government

Laura Chin (Transit Marketing Specialist)

(301) 565-7310

Executive Office Building

101 Monroe Street, 5th Floor

Rockville, MD 20850

transit.dpwt@montgomerycountymd.gov
Capital Area Transportation Authority (Lansing MI)

Patricia Gilbert (Director of Marketing)

(517) 367-7252

Jim Brolick 

(517) 394-1000

4615 Tranter Avenue

Lansing, MI 48910

pgilbert@cata.org 

City of Detroit Department of Transportation

Lovevett Williams, General Manager, Administration 

(313) 578-8220

Norman L. White (Director)

(313) 833-7670

1301 E Warren Avenue

Detroit, MI 48207

norwhi@ddot.ci.detroit.mi.us 

Detroit Transportation Corporation**


Interurban Transit Partnership (Grand Rapids MI)

Jennifer Kalczuk (Manager, Communications & External Affairs)

(616) 774-1184    

300 Ellsworth Avenue SW

Grand Rapids, MI 49503-4005

jkalczuk@ridetherapid.org 

Mass Transportation Authority (Flint MI)

Ed Benning (Assistant General Manager-Services)

(810) 767-6950 x149    

1401 S Dort Highway

Flint, MI 48503-2895

ebenning@mtaflint.org 

Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation (Detroit MI)

SMART Public Relations Department

Beth Gibbons

(313) 223-2112

660 Woodward Avenue, Suite 900

Detroit, MI 48226

pr@smartbus.org 

Metro Transit (Minneapolis MN)

Robert Gibbons (Director, Customer Services and Marketing)

(612) 349-7509    

560 Sixth Avenue North

Minneapolis, MN 55411-4398

robert.gibbons@metc.state.mn.us 

Metropolitan Council (St. Paul MN)*

Bi-State Development Agency (St.Louis MO) (Metro)

Patrick McLean

(314)982-1400

707 N First Street

St. Louis, MO 63102-2595

customerservice@metrostlouis.org
Kansas City Area Transportation Authority

Cynthia M. Baker (Director, Marketing)

(816) 346-0209    

1200 E 18th Street

Kansas City, MO 64108

cbaker@kcata.org 


Charlotte Area Transit System

Olaf Kinard (Marketing & Communications Manager)

(704) 336-2275    

600 E 4th Street

Charlotte, NC 28202-2858

kkinard@ci.charlotte.nc.us 

Kansas City Area Transportation Authority


Cynthia M. Baker, Director of Marketing


(816) 346-0209

1200 E 18th Street
Kansas City, MO 64108 
cbaker@kcata.org
Charlotte Area Transit System


Olaf Kinard

(704) 336-2275

(704) 336-7902

600 E 4th Street
Charlotte, NC 28202-2858 

kkinard@ci.charlotte.nc.us
Transit Authority of Omaha [Metro Area Transit]

Matt Boyd, Director of Marketing

402-341-7560

2222 Cuming St. 
Omaha, NE 68102 
 
Academy Lines, Inc. (NJ)*

Hudson Transit Lines, Inc. (NJ)


Laurie Shampine ext. 1331


Christine Falzone ext. 1340


(800) 631-8405 


4 Leisure Lane 

Mahwah, New Jersey 07430

laurie.shampine@coachusa.com   

New Jersey Transit Corporation


Joseph Arellano, Director of Marketing


(973) 491-8499

1 Penn Plaza East
Newark, NJ 07105-2246


jarellano@njtransit.com 

Port Authority Trans-Hudson Corporation (NJ)

Mr. Ripole
Tel: (201) 216-6481

1 PATH Plaza, 10th Floor
Jersey City, NJ 07306
mdepallo@panynj.gov

Port Authority Transit Corporation (NJ)

Robert A. Box, General Manager
(856) 772-6900

P.O. Box 4262
Lindenwold, NJ 08021-0218

bbox@drpa.org   

Suburban Transit Corporation (NJ)

Ron Kohn ex 201

(800) 222-0492

Suburban Transit/Coach USA
750 Somerset Street
New Brunswick, New Jersey 08901


Sun Tran of Albuquerque

Michele B. Joseph, Marketing Director
(520) 623-4301 x229 

4220 S Park Avenue
P.O. Box 26765
Tucson, AZ 85726-6765 

michele.joseph@tucsonaz.gov
Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada

Barrick J. Neill, Transit Services Administrator
(702) 676-1500
Suite 350
600 S Grand Central Parkway
Las Vegas, NV 89106-4512 
neillb@rtcsouthernnevada.com
Capital District Transportation Authority (Albany NY)

Carm Basile, Chief of Staff & Director of Marketing
(518) 482-3371    

110 Watervliet Avenue
Albany, NY 12206 

 
carm@cdta.org
CNY Centro, Inc. (Syracuse NY)

David A. Ristau, Director of Marketing
(315) 442-3300    
200 Cortland Avenue
P.O. Box 820
Syracuse, NY 13205-0820 

GTJC-Transit Alliance (NY)


718-995-4700

Green Bus Lines Inc.

165-25 147th Avenue

Jamaica, New York 11434-5207


Liberty Lines Transit, Inc.(NY)

Jerry D'Amore, Executive Vice President
(914) 969-6900

475 Saw Mill River Road
P.O. Box 624
Yonkers, NY 10703-0624

gdamore@libertylines.com
Metropolitan Suburban Bus Authority, dba: MTA Long Island Bus

[Note: MTA subsidiary]


Neil S. Yellin, President

(516) 542-1422 

700 Commercial Avenue
Garden City, NY 11530 

nyellin@libus.org 

MTA Long Island Rail Road [Note: MTA subsidiary]

James P. Longaro, Market Director
(718) 558-7372    
Jamaica Station
Jamaica, NY 11435 

(718) 558-7372    

MTA Metro-North Railroad [Note: MTA subsidiary]

Peter A. Cannito, President
(212) 340-2677

347 Madison Avenue
New York, NY 10017
cannito@mnr.org
MTA Staten Island Railway [Note: MTA subsidiary]


John G. Gaul, Chief Officer


(718) 876-8239    

60 Bay Street
Staten Island, NY 10301-1827

New York Bus Service [Note: MTA subsidiary]

(718) 994-5500

Interstate - 95 at Exit 13

The Bronx, New York 10475 

webwizard@newyorkbus.com 

New York City DOT [Note: associated with MTA]

Howard Altschuler, Deputy Commissioner, Passenger Transport Division
(212) 487-8300

40 Worth Street, Room 1005
New York, NY 10013


New York City Transit (MTA)
Lawrence G. Reuter (President)

(718) 243-4321

370 Jay Street
Brooklyn, NY 11201-3878
Lawrence.Reuter@nyct.com   

Niagara Frontier TA

Dominick Bordonaro, Manager, Marketing
(716) 855-7252   

181 Ellicott Street
Buffalo, NY 14203 

Queens Surface Corp. (NY)*

Regional Transit Service,Inc. and LiftLine, Inc.(NY) -- 

Jacqueline Halldow, Director of Marketing


(585) 654-2000


1372 E. Main St.


Rochester NY 14609


jhalldow@rgrta.com 

Suffolk Co. Dept. of Public Works - Transp. Div.

631-853-8337

Building 158, North County Complex
Veterans Memorial Highway
PO Box 6100
Hauppauge, NY 11788 

Central Ohio Transit Authority

Tricia Cummins Dall, Manager of Marketing
(614) 275-5800    

Ed Garger (614) 275-5800    
1600 McKinley Avenue
Columbus, OH 43222 

gargeres@cota.com
Greater Dayton Regional Transit Authority

Anthony B. Whitmore, Director of Marketing & Communications
(937) 425-8400
4 S Main Street
P.O. Box 1301
Dayton, OH 45401-1301 
awhitmore@greaterdaytonrta.org
Metro Regional Transit Authority (Akron OH)


Molly Becker, Director of Marketing


(330) 762-0341

121 S. Main Street 

Akron, Ohio 44308

molly.becker@akronmetro.org 

Southwest Ohio Regional Transit Authority


Rita D. Potts, Director of Marking and Communications


(513) 632-9226    

Suite 2000
1014 Vine Street
Cincinnati, OH 45202-1116

rpotts@queencitymetro.com
Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority

Stephen J. Bitto, Director of Marketing & Communications
Tel: (216) 566-5255 
1240 W 6th Street
Cleveland, OH 44113-1331 

sbitto@gcrta.org
Toledo Area Regional Transit Authority

Stephen D. Atkinson, Director of Marketing
(419) 245-5216
1127 West Central Avenue
P.O. Box 792
Toledo, OH 43697-0792 
marketing@tarta.com
Central Oklahoma Transportation & Parking Authority


Amy T. Ford, Marketing Manager


(405) 297-2518    

300 SW 7th Street
Oklahoma City, OK 73109

amy.ford@okc.gov
Metropolitan Tulsa Transit Authority


Laurie Smith, 


Cynthia Staab, Coordinator of Marketing and Promotion


(918) 699-0223    

510 S Rockford Avenue
P.O. Box 52488
Tulsa, OK 74152-0488 

cstaab@tulsatransit.org 
Lane Transit District (Eugene OR)

Andy Vobora (Manager, Service Planning & Marketing)

(541) 682-6181
3500 E 17th Avenue
P.O. Box 7070
Eugene, OR 97401-0470 

andy.vobora@ltd.lane.or.us

Tri-County Metropolitan Transp. District (Portland OR)


Drew Blevins, Director of Marketing


(503) 962-4906


Tiffany Shoemaker


(503) 962-4917

4012 SE 17th Avenue
Portland, OR 97202-3993 

blevinsd@trimet.org
ACCESS Transportation Systems, Inc. (Pittsburgh PA)**

Cambria County Transit Authority


Irving A. Cure, Executive Director and General Manager

(814) 535-5526 x202 

“Charlene”

726 Central Avenue
Johnstown, PA 15902-2996
icure@atlanticbbn.net
Cumberland-Dauphin-Harrisburg TA

James H. Hoffer, Executive Director

(717) 233-5657 x127

901 N Cameron Street
P.O. Box 1571
Harrisburg, PA 17105-1571

Lehigh and Northampton TA (PA)

Armando V. Greco, Executive Director
Tel: (610) 435-4517

“Nicole”

1060 Lehigh Street
Allentown, PA 18103-3898
avgreco@erols.com
Port Authority of Allegheny County


Fred Mergner, Service Planning and Schedules


(412) 566-5276 


Tony Hickton


(412) 566-5309


Darcey Cleaver

(412) 566-5340
345 Sixth Avenue, Third Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15222-2527 

fmergner@portauthority.com
Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority

Richard DiLullo, Director of Marketing and Advertising

(215) 580-7843    
1234 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19107


rdilullo@septa.org
Puerto Rico Ports Authority***

Department of Transportation and Public Works (San Juan PR)*

Metropolitan Bus Authority (San Juan PR)


Carlos Vasquez Aldea, Vice President, Programming & Service Development

(787) 767-0115    

P.O. Box 195349
San Juan, PR 00919-5349 

Rhode Island Public TA


Karen Mensel, Director, Marketing and Communications


(401) 784-9500 x115

265 Melrose Street
Providence, RI 02907 
kmensel@ripta.com
Chattanooga Area Regional Transportation Authority


Tom Tiger, Comptroller

(423) 629-1411    

1617 Wilcox Boulevard
Chattanooga, TN 37406 

Memphis Area Transit Authority


Allison S. Burton, Director, Marketing/Customer Relations


(901) 722-7119

1370 Levee Road
Memphis, TN 38108 

aburton@matatransit.com
Metropolitan Transit Authority (Nashville TN)


Patricia Harris Moorhead, Marketing Director


(615) 880-3943

130 Nestor Street
Nashville, TN 37210-2124 

joan.smith@nashville.gov (note: General email address)


ATC-Vancom (Dallas TX)**

Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority (San Antonio, TX)

Cynthia Lucas, Marketing Manager

(512) 369-6078    

2910 E 5th Street
Austin, TX 78702

cynthia.lucas@capmetro.org
Corpus Christi Regional Transportation Authority


Evangelina Chapa, Customer Programs and Communications Manager

(361) 289-2712 x3490    

5658 Bear Lane
Corpus Christi, TX 78405 

echapa@ccrta.org
Dallas Area Rapid Transit


Jeffrey D. Pulis, Innovative Services Manager

(214) 749-2960    

1401 Pacific Avenue
P.O. Box 660163
Dallas, TX 75266-0163

jeffrey.pulis@internetmci.com
Fort Worth Transportation Authority


Richard Maxwell, Marketing Director


(817) 215-08645

1600 E Lancaster Avenue
Fort Worth, TX 76102-6720 

rmaxwell@the-t.com
Mass Transit Department - City of El Paso


Camille Salcido, Marketing Director

(915) 534-5826   

700A San Francisco Street
El Paso, TX 79901-1060

csalcido@ci.el-paso.tx.us
Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County, Texas


Phil Nguyen, Director of Treasury Services 

(713) 739-4973

1900 Main St.
P.O. Box 61429
Houston, TX 77208-1429

pn01@ridemetro.org 
VIA Metropolitan Transit (San Antonio TX)

Steve Cerna, Manager of Marketing

800 W. Myrtle 
San Antonio, TX 78212

(210) 362-2378

steve.cerna@viainfo.net 


Utah Transit Authority

Jeff Harris, Vice Chief, Asset Management and Business Development

(801) 262-5626  x2337

3600 South 700 West
P.O. Box 30810
Salt Lake City, UT 84130-0810

Fairfax Connector Bus System (LINK)


(703) 435-5465

1760 Reston Parkway, Suite 513
Reston, VA 20190-3303

Greater Richmond Transit Company

Jerry Gonzales

(804) 358-4782

Kathy Shaw, Director of Marketing

101 South Davis Avenue
Richmond, VA 23220

(804) 358-3871


kshaw@ridegrtc.com
Hampton Roads Transit


3400 Victoria Blvd
Hampton, VA 23661
Virginia Railway Express


Ann King, Manager, Marketing Development


(703) 684-1001

1500 King Street
Suite 202
Alexandria, Virginia 22314

gotrains@vre.org
Ben Franklin Transit

Alan Walch, Accounting Manager

(509) 735-4131
1000 Columbia Park Trail
Richland, WA 99352-4798

awalch@bft.org
City of Seattle - Seattle Center Monorail Transit***


Clark Co. Public Transportation Benefit Area Authority


Allison Schultz, Manager, Marketing Services

(360) 696-4494

P.O. Box 2529
Vancouver, WA 98668-2529

Intercity Transit (Olympia WA) – 


Meg Kester, Marketing and Communications Manager

(360) 705-5842    


P.O. Box 659
Olympia, WA 98507-0659

mkester@intercitytransit.com
King County (WA) DOT 


Laurie Brown, Deputy Director


(206) 684-1224

201 S. Jackson St., KSC-TR-0815
Seattle, WA 98104-3856

laurie.brown@metrokc.gov
Kitsap Transit


John Clauson, Director of Service Development


(360) 478-6223

60 Washington Avenue, Suite 200 

Bremerton, WA 98337

No email address given

Pierce County Transportation Benefit Area Authority


Sharon Stockwell, Employer Services Coordinator


(253) 581-8080

P.O. Box 99070 
3701 96th St SW
Lakewood, WA 98499

Snohomish County Transportation Benefit Area Corp.
James Kneepkens, Director of Marketing
(425) 348-7187   
7100 Hardeson Road
Everett, WA 98203-5834 
james.kneepkens@commtrans.org
Spokane Transit Authority


James Plaster, Director of Finance and Administration


(509) 325-6085

1230 W Boone Avenue
Spokane, WA 99201-2686 
jplaster@spokanetransit.com
Washington State Ferries

Susan Harris
(206) 515.3460
2911 Second Ave
Seattle, Washington 98121-1012 

sharris@wsdot.wa.gov  

Kenosha Transit



Lee Banrup, Director


(262) 653-4290

3735 65th Street 
Kenosha, WI 53142

transit@kenosha.org
Madison Metro Transit


Ann Gullickson


(608) 266-4904


1101 E. Washington Ave.

Madison, WI 53703

agullickson@ci.madison.wi.us
Milwaukee County Transit System   

Joseph A. Caruso, Marketing Director

(414) 937-3250

1942 North 17th Street 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53205

� Excluded from this table and from subsequent analyses are agencies that were not comparable for one of several reasons, including demand response paratransit service agencies, small fixed-route agencies, regional agencies that do not offer direct transit services in the form of bus or rail.


� Excludes agencies with “tax subsidy” fare pass sales only.


� “Log” indicates that the logarithm of a variable was also tested in order to correct for possibly misleading results created by extreme values.


� San Diego does offer a pass program to college students, but not to employers.


� However, size of administrative staff is not associated with existence of eco/employer pass programs.


� Lack of electronic fare media may also be a factor affecting issuance of multi-day passes, although this finding did not emerge from interviews with transit agency staff.


� When such an arrangement could be verified for a transit agency, it was treated as an agency that offered the service.  However, there may be other agencies that operate in jurisdictions that offer guaranteed rides home that were not identified via telephone interviews and website searches.
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