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Abstract 

This study analyzes the transportation needs of young people aged 16-24 who live in 
Scott County, Minnesota, and lack regular access to a car, limiting their ability to traverse the 
suburban and rural towns of the county. This project was conducted in partnership with Scott 
County through the Resilient Communities Project of the Center for Urban and Regional Affairs 
at the University of Minnesota. It was coordinated with staff at SmartLink Transit, a 
transportation partnership between Scott and Carver counties. Staff at SmartLink identified 
individuals aged 16-24 as a population on which they have relatively less information regarding 
transportation needs, as compared to other populations. This project sought to better 
understand the transportation behaviors and needs of this population in order to inform 
SmartLink’s efforts to meet the transportation needs of residents. 

While academic research provides surface level information on the transportation 
behaviors and attitudes of Millennials in urban settings, less inquiry exists into the youngest part 
of this generation and in a suburban or rural setting. To examine these individuals’ 
transportation needs and daily behaviors we designed a qualitative study based on individual 
interviews with professionals who interact with this age demographic directly on a daily basis. 
We encountered a high level of interest in this topic from professionals who serve this 
population, backing up SmartLink staff’s perception that there may be unmet transportation 
needs in this age group.  
 Our research revealed the many challenges that this population faces in meeting their 
transportation needs - particularly for trips that are not easily accomplished by bike or on foot. 
Individuals in this age group go to great lengths to coordinate rides with family or friends when 
lacking easy access to a car, and rarely if ever rely on public transportation. We identified 
several barriers to public transportation use, including lack of knowledge, significant time 
investment required to utilize transit options, and the “last mile” challenge of lacking options 
close enough to origins and destinations. We believe that effective responses to these barriers 
can include reducing the need for advanced planning and overall trip time, providing more 
individualized solutions, and increasing outreach and marketing to this age group. 
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Introduction 

SmartLink Transit, a partnership between Scott and Carver Counties, provides dial-a-

ride, medical assistance, volunteer driver and shared vehicle programs for residents. While 

these services address many important needs in the community (particularly for disabled 

residents and seniors), transportation staff in the county continue to hear that there are issues 

with inadequate public transit. Through various stakeholder groups, the county has a base-line 

understanding of the needs of the disabled and senior communities. However, they have 

identified young adults ages 16-24 as a key population on which they have very little 

information. Along with seniors, SmartLink believes this is an age group with higher percentages 

of people lacking regular access to a car. SmartLink sought to better understand the 

transportation needs of this age group as it considers how to grow and adapt its transportation 

options to meet its residents’ needs, and potentially boost the percent of those employed within 

this age group. These transportation questions are particularly important to Scott County, as it 

continues to grow in population, moving from a primarily rural county, to a suburban region with 

growing numbers of those employed and in need of daily transportation. 

As a result, our project sought to understand the transportation needs of young people 

ages 16-24 without regular access to a car, or any form of individual motor transit in Scott 

County. By “regular access” we mean the ability to use a vehicle - either in one’s own 

possession or shared with others - on a daily basis to transport oneself. We attempted to 

uncover a better understanding of the diverse range of priorities which would necessitate 

transportation for this age group. How are young people aged 16-24 getting where they need to 

go right now? What are the needs, such as work, school, and leisure, that necessitate 

transportation for this group? What are their experiences using public transit in Scott County? 

We also explored any experiences they have had with Scott County’s SmartLink transit system, 

or other services deployed by the county. Finally, we sought to understand what the 

organizations that work with this group consider useful change to the transit system in place. 
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Literature Review 

Significant academic research exists exploring the changing attitudes and behaviors of 

young people with regards to transportation. In particular, much of the literature focuses on 

shifting transportation dynamics in the Millennial generation, roughly characterized as 

individuals born from the early 1980s through the early 2000s (Hopkins and Stephenson, 2014). 

Academic interest in this topic is motivated by a striking observation: a seemingly inexorable 

century-long rise in vehicle miles traveled per capita plateaued beginning in the mid-2000s. 

Much effort has been put into understanding the cause of this enormous shift (Delbosc and 

Currie, 2013, Coogan et al 2017). Coogan et al (2017) provide a thorough overview of the 

literature with a focus on the United States, concluding that the factors underlying this shift are 

far more complicated than a single economic event (the great recession), a single change in 

attitude (such as increased environmental concern) or a single change in preference for mode 

of transit.  

Millennials exhibit a trend towards urbanization, lower likelihood of car ownership, and 

delayed timing of driver’s license acquisition (Deka, 2018, Brown at al 2016, Klein et al, 2017).  

Increased urbanization has been associated with increased use of public transit or ride-sharing 

methods of transportation like Uber and Lyft wherein the resource of a single automobile is 

shared between the owner and a passenger, typically for a fee (Melia et al, 2018). From 2001 to 

2009, a massive drop in the total number of auto trips taken was only partially replaced with 

increases in walk/bike trips and public transit trips (Coogan et al, 2017). However, Millennials 

increased use of public transit may be partially confounded by a dramatically higher dislike for 

traveling with strangers. One survey found that, in the Midwest, Millennials were roughly three 

times as likely as other groups to respond favorably to the statement “I would be more likely to 

use public transit if I were not so concerned with travelling with people I do not know” (Coogan 

et al, 2017).  



4 

Increasingly, researchers point to the need for diversified transit systems (versus one-

size-fits-all approaches) as cars are abandoned in favor of a range of alternatives (Kuhnimhof et 

al 2012, Spickermann et all 2014). All of this points towards the need for public transit systems 

to better understand young individuals’ transit needs and attempt to meet them. Tight et al 

(2017) defines unmet travel needs as “those mobility needs which remain unfilled due to the 

inability to accomplish needed or desired trips and activities.” Researchers also developed the 

‘last mile problem’ as a major barrier to accessing public transportation for all age groups. 

Agussurja et al define the last mile problem as the challenge “moving from alighting stations to 

their final destination...such travels are usually quite short, only 1 or 2 miles…” (Agussurja et al 

2018, p 2). However, research as to how the last mile problem affects our target age 

demographic is limited. 

  Research to-date has largely focused on Millennials in urban settings. But what about 

the youngest Millennials, and in suburban settings? Significant gaps exist in the academic 

literature pertaining to the 16-24 age group (the younger side of which were born too late to 

meet the “millennial” cutoff) and their travel needs, especially outside of highly urbanized 

settings. In a rare mention of the confluence of these two categories (young people in a 

suburban setting), Ralph (2015) analyzes data from the National Highway Transportation 

Survey and examines trip patterns for car-less young adults (age 16-36) by population density. 

Ralph finds that car-less young adults in low-density communities (population densities below 

2,000 people per square mile) made far less trips than car-less young adults in high-density 

communities, and rarely or never used public transit, likely due to lack of options. In contrast, 

car-less young adults in high-density communities used public transit an average of once per 

week. Furthermore, Ralph finds that a surprisingly high percentage of car-less young adults - 27 

percent - live in communities where the population density is lower than 2,000 people per 

square mile. This finding stands in contrast to the general picture of an urbanizing generation 

adopting alternatives to the automobile, and suggests that there exists alongside this group an 
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equally significant population of young people without cars who face substantial mobility 

challenges due to living in low-density communities with fewer alternatives. 

Expanding outside of the youth focus to think about the suburban setting generally, we 

find more relevant literature. Scott County's dial-a-ride program is categorized in the literature as 

a type of Demand-Responsive Transportation, or DRT (Alonso-Gonzalez et al 2018, Davison et 

al 2017). The literature discusses various types of DRT that are employed frequently in less 

densely-populated counties, including dial-a-ride, paratransit, community volunteer driver 

programs, and transportation voucher programs (KFH Group, 2017). Alonso-Gonzalez et al 

point out that DRT systems can take on a number of different forms depending upon factors 

including area served, timing of service, size of vehicles, booking mechanism and request 

acceptance criteria. They note that some dial-a-ride systems, which traditionally relied upon 

phone reservations, have more recently employed internet-based booking mechanisms to 

coordinate larger systems. In particular, they use a case study of the “Breng flex” DRT pilot 

program in the Netherlands, which featured innovations such as internet-based booking, and 

achieved increased transit accessibility compared to a fixed route system.  

The literature on DRT also discusses populations traditionally served by these systems, 

such as the elderly, disabled, and low-income communities. However, as pointed out in KFH 

Group (2017), systems designed to serve specific targeted communities often fall short in 

meeting broader regional transportation needs.  In addition, the existing literature fails to discuss 

the applicability of these transit modes to young people, or how these modes could be adapted 

to serve that population specifically.  

While this research provides a helpful context for our study, it is clear that young people 

in a suburban setting remain an under-examined population with regards to transportation 

needs and applicable public transit solutions. This study can help fill the gap in understanding 

the transportation needs of this group and how their needs could be best served in Scott 

County. 
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Research Strategy and Methodology 

Research Questions 

Together with staff at SmartLink we developed the following research questions: 

1. What are the transportation needs of individuals aged 16-24 who live in Scott 

County and lack regular access to a car? 

2. How are these individuals getting where they need to go right now?  

3. What are the needs, such as work, school, and leisure, that necessitate 

transportation for this group?  

4. What are their experiences using public transit in Scott County? 

Conceptual Framework 

 Based on our literature review and our discussions with staff at SmartLink, we developed 

the conceptual framework shown in Figure 1. We identified the areas of employment, education, 

and social needs as key life needs requiring transportation. These categories were used as the 

basis for our interview sampling. 
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Design 

To answer our research questions, we conducted seven interviews with eight individuals, 

all of whom were staff at organizations who served our population of interest in some capacity. 

We defined our population of interest as individuals aged 16-24 who live in Scott County and 

lack regular access to an automobile. Ideally, we would have liked to interview adults in our 

population of interest (individuals aged 18-24, as our project did not allow for interviewing 

vulnerable populations such as minors). However, due to time constraints we instead chose to 

interview only staff members at organizations which serve these individuals. All of the 

individuals interviewed had daily interactions with our target demographic, and all of which were 

able to explain a variety of the target age group’s experiences through second-hand recounts. 

These staff members provided a breadth of experience with many different people from our 

population of interest, as well as professional experience attempting to address the 

transportation needs of young people. Staff were included in this category provided that they 

have experience working with young people who have transportation challenges. This was 

prioritized over the frequency of their interactions with the target demographics. The staff 

category was further broken down by employers, community organizations, and places of 

education. These categories were chosen based on challenges this age group faced, which we 

discovered in the literature, as well as from conversations with SmartLink. Our goal was nine 

interviews, three from each category, however, we were not able to make this exactly due to 

time constraints. 

Sampling 

Sampling was performed with the help of staff at SmartLink. They provided us with a list 

of organizations they thought would be useful for us to speak with and met our sample criteria. 

Recruitment was done through email, reaching out to each prioritized individual and then 

following up twice if no response was received. We attempted to reach out to an equal number 

of individuals from each category of employer, community organizations, and education 
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providers. A challenge with sampling was coordinating busy schedules in a condensed time 

frame. We were pleased, however, to encounter fairly high interest among many individuals that 

we reached out to, and conducted the seven interviews over a span of three weeks. 

Data Collection 

While individuals we interviewed were categorized into specific groups, there was 

overlap with the majority of the interviewees and which group they could potentially be 

categorized in. For example, an interview with a staff member of a Scott County community 

organization could also be considered an employer interview. While the community organization 

has programming aimed at the demographic of interest, they also have employees of the same 

age range. Thus, while categories are specific to the potential transportation needs of the 16-24-

year-old age range, the categories are also fluid with one another. For the purposes of 

simplicity, we kept the interviews in their preconceived groupings, with the consideration that 

data could overlap into another category. Our full interview guide is included as Appendix A. We 

ultimately interviewed three individuals from major Scott County employers, two interviews were 

done with local community organizations, and two with education-focused contacts. Our 

questions focused on five main areas of inquiry: 

1. Understanding the life needs of young people that necessitate transportation 

2. Current transportation modes of 16-24-year-olds in the county 

3. Impacts of transportation challenges 

4. Use of existing public transportation services 

5. Thoughts on solutions to transportation barriers 

Each interview was attended by two researchers, one primarily asking questions and 

probing for follow-ups and one primarily note-taking, though both took notes. Interviews were 

recorded to ensure accurate data collection (recordings were destroyed at the completion of the 

project). Detailed notes were transcribed following each interview, with each of us listening to 

recordings of interviews we did not attend and adding our notes.  
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Data Analysis 

 To analyze the data we collected through interviews, we used a deductive coding 

process based on a set of codes developed from the content areas in our literature review and 

interview guide. We each went back through all of the notes from our interviews, coding each 

section or phrase where it seemed to fit, using the qualitative data analysis software package 

Nvivo. At the end of our coding process, the three of us had flagged a total of 673 specific 

places in our interview notes referencing elements of our codebook.  

 Next, we each wrote analytic memos individually, summarizing the key themes and 

patterns that we had observed in the data. We reviewed each other’s memos and discussed 

places of agreement and tension. Our analysis reflects our shared understanding of the 

important themes that we collectively observed in the interview data. 

Ethical Considerations 

While the risks associated with participation by each interviewee in this project were low, 

it was not possible to eliminate all possible adverse effects. The interview process included risks 

associated with disclosure of personal information such as socioeconomic and employment 

status and that the information may make subjects uncomfortable. Additionally, given that we 

interviewed leaders from community organizations serving those ages 16-24, it was not entirely 

possible to eliminate the risk that a person familiar with them may be able to identify them.  

We took extensive actions to minimize these risks, following human subject protection 

guidelines, including performing interviews in private locations, keeping all data confidential, and 

storing our data on the secure university drive. After recording each private interview, the 

recordings were first transferred to a password protected computer and deleted off of the 

recording device. The point of access for each interview was only accessible by the three of us, 

our two course instructors, and university IT staff. Data was only to be kept for the duration of 

the analysis process and then deleted after the completion of this report. Written notes were 
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anonymized, referencing interviews only by number and never by name. We gained informed 

verbal consent before participation1. Our consent document is included as Appendix B. 

 

Results and Discussion 

Current Uses of Public Transportation  

On a broad level, our interviews revealed current transportation methods of young 

people aged 16-24 consistent with the limited literature and the information and advice provided 

to us by staff at SmartLink. According to our interviews, young people primarily get around Scott 

County using a car. This included those without regular access to an automobile, as we heard 

repeated examples of young people borrowing cars, carpooling, and getting rides from friends 

or family members to their destinations. This makes intuitive sense because few of the sites 

where we interviewed had bus stops within a mile of the location. Other transportation options 

young people utilized included walking, biking, scootering, and skateboarding, especially in 

more densely populated areas of Scott County. Uber and Lyft, common ridesharing 

applications, were utilized sporadically, usually as a last resort due to their expense. We did not 

hear of any stories of young people using public transportation to meet their regular transit 

needs.  

Barriers to Public Transportation Usage 

A common theme among all interviews was the low to non-existent use of public 

transport across the age group of interest in the experience of our interviewees, with no 

examples of a young person living in Scott County regularly using public transportation and only 

a few episodic anecdotes of transportation use. For example, one organization reported young 

people using transit for events, such as going to the Minnesota State Fair. Another reported a 

                                                
1 This included the absence of any recording before the subject agreed to the process. Subjects were made known of the process 
their recordings would go through (transcription, analysis) and were also made known that they could end their interviews at any 
time, and/or have their data removed from the study. 
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story of a disabled young person who took dial-a-ride for a period of time to attend a class, but 

found it was difficult to use regularly. This finding is consistent with the assumptions of staff at 

SmartLink as well as research by Ralph (2015), however, our interviews also revealed a pattern 

of three major barriers to public transportation use among our target age group: knowledge, 

time, and last mile.  

Barrier 1: Knowledge 

In every interview, when asked if our target age group knew about public transportation 

options, every interviewee said they did not think young people knew anything about the current 

public transit options available. Some organizations had made efforts to educate the young 

people they work with; such as holding a transit fair at the firm or bringing in employees from 

SmartLink to educate the young people. This gap in knowledge is under-identified in the 

literature, which focuses heavily on transportation literacy in urban areas, where young people 

without access to cars tend to use public transportation often (Melia et al, 2018). We heard 

something similar from an employer, who stated that there were young people who are “transit 

dependent” and tended to have high knowledge of the options. However, these people tended 

to live in Minneapolis or St. Paul, and would take public transportation into Scott County from 

urban areas. This employer stated part of this gap was due to the fewer transportation options 

available to get around within Scott County due to its urban/rural geography. However, this 

person also felt increased education could do more to fill this gap. 

Barrier 2: Time 

Another crucial barrier reported in interviews was time; both the amount of time a trip 

would take, and challenges with limited hours not meeting the needs of the schedules of young 

adults. “Time trumps money,” one interviewee told us. We heard stories of several young people 

that would rather pay their friends to drive them to work than take a two-hour bus ride.  

Other interviewees agreed that transportation options for this age group must be timely 

and ‘on demand'. It was described to us that Dial-a-Ride options were difficult to meet the needs 
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of young people because they had to be scheduled between 48 hours and a week in advance. 

Additionally, the facts that rides are not guaranteed and hours are limited was said to cause 

further challenges.  

For many young people, their shifts at work may not end until late at night or early in the 

morning. During these times of day there are basically no transportation options offered. This 

creates a large barrier for using public transport, even if employees live in a part of Scott County 

where transportation was a viable option. 

Barrier 3: Last Mile 

The third barrier identified was the last mile barrier, which is referred to in the literature 

by the difficulty getting someone the ‘last mile’ from where the bus or transit drops them off to 

their destination. The geographic locations of many of interview sites was a barrier to using 

public transit for young people. Almost none were on or near a bus route, making taking the bus 

an unrealistic option for most young people. The spread-out nature of the county, especially in 

rural areas, proved a major barrier to taking public transportation. 

Impact of Transportation Challenges 

During interviews, we were struck by a high interest in the topic across all types of 

organizations interviewed. The topic of the transportation needs of young people aged 16-24 

was something all of our interview subjects were acutely aware of and invested in solving. This 

interest in the topic reflects an awareness of the challenges transportation causes both for the 

young people interacting with these organizations, as well as the challenges faced by the 

organizations themselves.  

Interviewees across all three categories - employers, community organizations, and 

educational facilities - expressed unique but overlapping impacts of transportation challenges 

faced by young people. Nearly every employer described at least one case in which a young 

person had to quit or could not accept a position due to lack of transportation. As one 

interviewee described: 
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“[one employee] started day one, came to work and had no clue how she was 
going to get home, and what she assumed she would have to do is Uber: $13, 
three miles. Making $14 an hour… to her it was not a big deal to pay that; to 
me it’s like if you do the math, you’re not really making hardly any money” 
 

Employers also described cases where people would have to quit their job if they lost access to 

a car or their regular transportation. In one case, a young person’s car broke down and they 

were unable to find a way to get to work. Staff members at one community organization 

expressed that they had witnessed a young person spend nearly a hundred dollars on a taxi 

because they were stranded. Transportation represented a major barrier to accessing the 

programming and social benefits offered at these organizations. Places of education tended to 

offer some form of busing to students, but there were still holes, either because students might 

miss a bus or live in an area where the buses did not cover. This was described as creating an 

additional barrier for students to attend school, especially vulnerable students who are parts of 

under-served populations. 

 Beyond negatively affecting individual young people, we found the transportation 

challenges of this age group also negatively affected all categories of organizations we 

interviewed. Most organizations had already taken some steps themselves to address these 

concerns. All employers considered transportation challenges as an additional challenge to 

attracting talent in a competitive labor market. They expressed different ways they would 

attempt to adapt to employees’ transportation challenges, such as organizing carpools, or hiring 

carpool groups to work the same shift, but also confessed that timing and scheduling of many 

shifts made accommodating all employees difficult. Community organizations expressed 

difficulties with recruiting young people for programming, especially young people of diverse 

backgrounds. One organization reported they made a conscience effort to bring activities to 

where the young people live, but acknowledged they do not reach everyone. Educational 

facilities reported seeing decreased attendance, especially when the weather is bad, due to 

students lacking transportation options.   
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Challenges of Reaching Under-served Populations 

 Interviewees repeatedly mentioned how transportation challenges uniquely affected 

young people aged 16-24 in under-served populations, such as young people from disabled, 

low income, and immigrant communities. For example, one interviewee cited that many of the 

young people she worked with would never be able to get a license due to their disability. For 

immigrant communities, one interviewee described a culture of ‘pride’ where families would go 

to extreme lengths to avoid accepting help or financial aid to help their teenagers reach the site. 

This led to creative solutions such as organized neighborhood carpools, but also prevented 

some members of the community from reaching the resources the community organization 

provided. 

 When interview subjects spoke about under-served population in Scott County, several 

spoke about the challenges of targeting these groups due to their disparate spread across the 

county. Scott County is one of the highest income counties in Minnesota, with a poverty rate as 

of 2018 of 5.6%. This is less than half of the poverty rate in the more urban Hennepin and 

Ramsey Counties. Therefore, people who work with under-served populations face additional 

barriers to identifying and serving these groups, making it difficult to develop a transportation 

system that effectively meets their needs. The limited literature on the subject of the 

transportation needs of young adults in suburban-rural areas does not address this dynamic. 

Interviewees at community organizations got creative in trying to serve these populations, such 

as bringing events to their neighborhoods, but admitted there were probably a disproportionate 

amount of young people aged 16-24 they were unable to reach in under-served communities. 

Interviewees’ Ideas on Solutions 

 When we asked about the steps that can be taken to help alleviate transportation 

challenges among young people, the first response was primarily for a direct route to their 

location. However, this was caveated with an understanding that for many of the sites, a direct 

route may not be economically feasible for the county. Therefore, they also suggested other, 
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more targeted options. These included a potential partnership with Uber or Lyft, which could 

help fulfill the on-demand nature of the needs of our target age group. However, they 

acknowledged that Uber and Lyft were expensive and not a perfect solution. Beyond Uber and 

Lyft, more on-demand public transit options, such as Southwest Transit, a sort of on demand 

bus operated by a neighboring county, was mentioned in interviews. One site expressed desire 

for its own small bus or van so that it could pick up and drop off young people directly. Finally, 

there was some suggestion that more marketing from the county or SmartLink to this age group 

could have a positive impact. This could be holding transportation fairs and advertising directly 

to this age group through social media or other networks. While public transportation options are 

limited in Scott County, our interviewees felt that helping to fill the knowledge gap among young 

people could start to make a difference. 

 This finding presents a contradiction: how can solving a knowledge gap help if the 

options are too limited to be a viable solution? This may present a sort of “chicken or the egg” 

challenge in prioritizing responses to these barriers. Clearly, if an individual has zero knowledge 

of transit options, that person will not use transit even if the services were extensive. And, given 

the very low awareness among this age group as we heard in our interviews, it seems possible 

that there could be young people in Scott County who could benefit from the available transit 

options if only they were fully informed of them. However, increasing awareness may only go so 

far if other barriers remain unaddressed. 

Limitations and Future Research 

Our research faced two key limitations that suggest possibilities for further study. First, 

due to ethical and time constraints, we limited our interview sampling to adults who serve this 

population. While this had the advantage of giving us a broad second-hand experience of 

hundreds of 16-24-year-olds that these individuals interact with, it limited our direct 

understanding of the specific experiences of this demographic. Future research could focus on 

interviewing 16-24-year-olds themselves, particularly those who lack access to a car and/or use 
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public transit. Second, by interviewing individuals at locations in Scott County, we gathered data 

primarily on the transportation experiences within the county. Further research is needed to 

understand the experiences of 16-24-year-olds from Scott County who need transportation to 

locations outside the county. This could include, for example, college students commuting to 

area community colleges, or young adults commuting to workplaces outside the county. 

An additional research limitation was a lack of saturation that was achieved between our 

three broad categories of organizations. Particularly, we did not reach saturation on 

organizations which focus on education, and any comments we make on the words of our 

interviewees who worked at these organizations are not generalizable. This can be attributed to 

both time constraints, and difficulty bounding concepts at the beginning of the research process. 

In the future, these categories can be bound more tightly from the beginning and sampling can 

be adjusted to fit these criteria. Beyond this, through our interviews, we realized that the age 

group of 16-24 year olds can be split easily into two distinct categories; 16-18 year olds, young 

people who are still in high school and dependent on their families, and 19-24 year olds, young 

adults that tend to have more independence. While it was not a focus of our research, 

interviews indicated examining these two groups would prove beneficial because they have 

different needs. 

  

Conclusion and Policy Implications 

 Our interviews highlighted the importance of this under examined topic in Scott County. 

Young people aged 16-24 clearly have important unmet travel needs that impact themselves, 

their families, and the community as a whole. However, while these needs clearly exist, they 

can also be sporadic and episodic (one interviewee used the word “slippery”), potentially 

creating challenges in identifying and addressing the need. 

 Clear barriers exist within this demographic to accessing and utilizing public 

transportation options. Chief among them are the various dimensions of time: the time required 
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per trip, time needed for advanced planning and thinking ahead, times of availability of services, 

and the time required to research and understand the system. Other barriers include awareness 

and last mile. We believe that effective responses to these barriers will emphasize the following 

characteristics of adaptive transit solutions: 

● Reducing the need for advanced planning/reservation 

● Offering more individualized solutions, not only flexible to different points of pickup and 

destination but also time of availability 

● Increased outreach targeted specifically to this younger demographic 

Related to the notion of outreach and marketing, a potentially important concept in 

addressing the barriers is that of “travel literacy.” It was suggested in our interviews that 

individuals with higher overall familiarity and knowledge of transportation options have a far 

easier time navigating the system. By paying attention to developing travel literacy across this 

demographic, officials can better facilitate transit use. The current travel trainer program begun 

by SmartLink provides an example of how to develop this concept. Our interviews suggested 

that this sort of program could be beneficial. 
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Appendix A - Interview Guide 
 
 
 
 

Content area: Grand Tour/Background/Building Rapport  
1. Tell us about your organization and the young people aged 16-24 that you 

work with? 
a. (if they only talk about the organization, probe on young people) 

 
2. What are the activities young people are engaged in at your organization? 

a. When do these take place? (Day of week, time of day) 
 

b. What life needs of these individuals would you say are fulfilled here? 
 
 

 Content area: Young People’s Transportation Needs 
3. Based on your experience with young people in Scott County, how would 

you describe their transportation needs? 
a. What are the things they need transportation for? 

 
b. What locations do young adults come and go from this organization? 

 

4. How do you consider transportation when establishing programs for this 
demographic i.e. times, locations, etc?  

 Content Area: Young People’s Current Transportation Methods 
5. In your experience, how do young people aged 16-24 get around in Scott 

County? 
a. What are all the ways that young people get to and from here? 

 
b. How have you experienced young people using public transit options? 

 
c. How do young people get around if they don’t have a car? Do you see this 

often? 
 

d. Are there any other ways you haven’t mentioned that young people get 
around? 
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 Content area: Impact of Transportation Challenges 
 

6. How have you experienced transportation challenges affecting young 
people? 

a. How have you seen transportation challenges impacting decisions young 
people make about things like education and employment? 
 

b. How have transportation challenges of young people in Scott County 
impacted your organization? 

 Content area: Existing Services   
 

7. What do you think young people know about the public transportation 
options available in Scott County? 

a. Are there ways that you see transportation services in Scott County 
helping meet young people’s transportation needs? 

i. What are they? 
 

8. Do you know any young people who use public transportation in Scott 
County? What do you think has been their experience? 
 

 
 Content area: Projecting Outcomes of transit changes    

 
9. What changes to Scott County’s transportation services do you think would 

help the most for young people without cars? 
 

10. Some local governments are exploring ways to increase ridesharing services 
like Uber or Lyft and carsharing services like Hourcar. What do you think 
about the potential for services like these to help meet young peoples’ 
transportation needs? 

a. If these services were more available in Scott County, do you think they 
would be helpful for young people without cars? How so? 

 

 Content area: Wrap-up 
Thank you for sharing about transportation usage. This conversation was incredibly 
helpful! 
   

11. Are there any topics we didn’t cover that you think would be relevant to our 
research? Feel free to share anything regarding the topic before we wrap up.   
 

12. Is there anyone you think we should talk to next? 
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13. Do you have any questions for us?  
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Appendix B - Consent Form 
 
Consent Form 
Transportation Needs of Young People in Scott County 
  
You are invited to be in a research study concerning the transportation needs of young people 
aged 16-24 without regular access to an automobile in Scott County. You were selected as a 
possible participant because your name was given to us as an organization that serves our 
target group in the county. We ask that you read this form and ask any questions you may have 
before agreeing to be in the study. 
   
Background Information and Purpose of Study 
  
We (Kaitlyn Schmaltz, Jonathan Tvedt, and Stephen Rogness) are students at the University of 
Minnesota studying public policy. This semester, we are taking a Qualitative Research Methods 
class to learn how to design, perform, and analyze a study. We are also working with the 
Resilient Communities Project at the University of Minnesota and Scott County to assess Scott 
County’s current transportation options and how they can better serve the community. We are 
interested in the transportation needs of youth ages 16-24 without regular access to an 
automobile. We want to learn more about the current transportation experiences and challenges 
of this group in order to recommend methods Scott County can better serve this population. 
  
Procedures: 
  
If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to participate in an individual interview where 
you can share your perspectives on the transportation needs of the youth aged 16-24 in Scott 
County. We will ask you questions concerning your perception of how the current transportation 
systems serve the youth you work with and your thoughts on how the system can be improved. 
The interview will last a maximum of one hour. 
  
If there is anything we do not ask, but you think is relevant, please feel free to bring it up. This 
interview will be confidential and no personal information of yours will be published in the final 
report. However, because we are interviewing individuals suggested to us by County 
transportation staff, they have a general idea of who we are talking to. 
  
We will be interviewing approximately 8 other staff members at organizations in the county 
recommended to us by Scott County transportation staff. These interviews are also confidential. 
When the study is finished, we will write a final report and share it with you by email. 

Confidentiality 

  
This interview will be confidential, meaning we will not reveal your identity or the topic of our 
conversations to anyone outside of the research team. We will record the interview using an 
audio recording device. After the interview, the recording will be transferred to a password 
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protected computer and deleted off of the storage device. Then, we will upload the information 
to a secure university server. After we write down the information, the recording will then be 
deleted. When we are analyzing the data we will not include your name or any identifiable 
information you share. 
  
Risks 
  
There is minimal risk associated with participating in this study. It is possible you may feel 
uncomfortable speaking with us about some of the topics. If you ever feel uncomfortable, you 
are free to provide as little information as you would like or not answer the question. You may 
also choose to stop the interview at any time. 
  
  
 Compensation: 
  
There is no compensation provided for participating in this study. 
   
  
Voluntary Nature of the Study: 
  
Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect 
your current or future relations with the University of Minnesota, Scott County, or the Resilient 
Communities Project. If you decide to participate, you are free to not answer any question or 
withdraw at any time without affecting those relationships. 
  
Questions 
  
Do you have any questions about the study, us, or the class we’re taking? We are happy to 
clarify anything for you and answer any questions you may have. 
  
Contacts 
  
Please feel free to ask us any questions now. If you would like to contact us after the interview 
with any other questions or concerns you may reach us at the emails below. 
  

● Kaitlyn Schmaltz:                                  u 
● Jonathan Tvedt:                                  u 
● Stephen Rogness : r                                u 

 
This research is for PA 5041 Qualitative Methods taught by Greta Friedemann-Sanchez. 
Contact: 6                                             u  



Transportation Needs of 
Young People in Scott County
Unmet transportation needs of 16-24-year-olds without regular 
access to automobiles

MOBIL-Stephen Rogness, Kaitlyn Schmaltz, Jonathan Tvedt



Scott County









Background

● Smartlink - knowledge of unmet needs, but little 
understanding of said needs or how to reach demographic 
(16-24-year-olds)

● “We don’t know what we don’t know”
● There do exist Scott County public transportation options 

for this age group
● Smartlink partnership, dial-a-ride



Conceptual Framework

16-24 years old in Scott 
County without access to an 
automobile

Transportation 
Needs

Employment

Education

Social

Rides/carpool

Other Public 
transportation

Options

Smartlink

Uber/lyft Barriers

Knowledge

      Time

Last mile Money

Other (errands, 
appointments)

Economic Mobility 

Bike or Walk



Literature Review

● Shifting transportation dynamics in young people
● Studies of programs similar to Dial-a-Ride
● Gaps in literature, particularly around young people in 

suburban-rural communities



Research Question

What are the transportation needs of young people aged 
16-24 in Scott County without regular access to an 
automobile?

● How are they getting around now?
● What life needs necessitate transportation?
● Barriers?
● Experiences?



Definitions

● “Regular access” to automobile
● Different firms with different definitions of “teenagers”
● Ridesharing
● Last mile



Design

● Series of individual interviews
● Key sample criteria: individuals that work with 16-24 year 

olds in Scott County
● List of contacts provided by Smartlink staff



Process - Interviews

● 7 interviews with 8 individuals, across all three categories 
(employment, community activities, education)

● Drove to the locations throughout Scott County
● Attended interviews in pairs
● Detailed notes and audio recordings

 



Process - Analysis

● Interview notes
● Codebook
● Coding in Nvivo - 673 reference entries
● Analytic memos
● Compared and compiled analysis



Results



High Interest In The Topic

● People who work with this population were eager to speak with us
● Young people aged 16-24 who lack regular access to a car in Scott County 

face many transportation challenges
● Transportation critical to meeting important life needs:

○ Employment
○ Education
○ Leisure
○ Social
○ Errands



How Are 16-24 Year Olds Meeting Their Needs 
Now?

● Importance of access to a car to meet transportation needs:
○ Owning a car
○ Using a family car (or getting dropped off/picked up)
○ Carpooling and sharing cars with friends/colleagues

● For closer distances, biking and walking prevalent, as well as occasionally 
other modes (scooter, skateboard)

● Rideshare (Uber/Lyft) as backup
● Public transit use very low: episodic, last resort



Impacts of Transportation Challenges - 
Individuals

● Stories:
○ A person who ends work at 2am and takes an Uber both ways, costing 26 dollars a day
○ Someone who pays a friend 35 dollars to drive them to work
○ Spending $100 per a day to commute via Uber while saving up to buy a car
○ Having to rent a car to get to work

● Hard choices between attending work or school
● Can lead to inability to find/keep employment



Impacts of Transportation Challenges - 
Organizations

● Employers facing scheduling challenges, labor supply challenges
● Organizations consider transportation of young people when establishing 

programming
● Places of education: worry about attendance



Low Use of Public Transit

● We heard very little about individuals in this age group relying on public transit 
to meet long-term, regular transportation needs

● Some episodic, “event-driven” use to leave the county for events such as the 
State Fair

● Some last resort use
● Dial-a-Ride



Barriers to Public Transit Use

● Low awareness
● Travel time challenge: “time trumps money” “transfer, transfer, transfer”

○ Employment aspects, weird hours
○ Is a two hour bus ride practical?

● Planning ahead
○ Dial-a-Ride 

● Last mile challenge
○ Most locations not on established bus routes



Underserved Populations

● Underserved populations present in Scott County are uniquely impacted
○ Immigrant and Latinx communities
○ Disabled young people 

○ Low income young people
● Spread out and hard to reach, but are present
● Difficulty of reaching underserved populations in Scott County



Ideas on Solutions

● Nearly everyone said that having a fixed route that went to their location 
would be great, but probably not realistic

● Solutions like Uber and Lyft could help, but have drawbacks
● Personalized, individual solutions (on demand)
● Site-based solutions 
● Marketing/Outreach



Limitations of Research

● Time constraints
○ Fewer interviews possible
○ Access to target demographic (16-24-year-olds)

● Site-based sampling



Ideas for Future Research

● Talk directly with 16-24 year olds
● Fill holes in sampling 
● Find a way to identify young people these organizations do not reach



Reflections

● Lessons learned
● Experiences/reflections on methods
● Limitations of our work



Questions?




