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Atlanta, GA
Cobb Community Transit
Douglas County Rideshare
Metropolitan  Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA)

Baltimore, MD
Harford County Transit Service
Mass Transit Administration (MTA)
The Columbia Transit System

Boston, MA
Cape Ann Transportation Authority
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA)

Buffalo-Niagara Falls, NY
Niagara Frontier Transit System, Inc. (NFTA)

Cincinnati, OH-KY
Southwest Ohio Regional Transit Authority (SORTA)
Transit Authority of Northern Kentucky

Cleveland, OH
Brunswick Transit Alternative
Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority (RTA)
LAKETRAN

Columbus, OH
Central Ohio Transit Authority (COTA)

Dallas-Forth Worth, TX
City of Mesquite Parks and Recreation
Dallas Area Rapid Transit Authority (DART)
Dart Contract Services
Fort Worth Transportation Authority (The T)
Handitran Special Transit Division

Denver, CO
Regional Transportation District (RTD)

Detroit, MI
City of Detroit Department of Transportation
Detroit Transportation Corporation
Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional  Transportation

Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood-Pompano Beach, FL
Broward County Mass Transit Division
Broward Contract Services
Tri-County Commuter Rail Authority

Houston, TX
Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County (Metro)

Indianapolis
Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation (Metro)

Kansas City, MO-KS
Johnson County Transportation Department
Kansas City Area Transportation Authority (KCATA)

Miami-Hialeah, FL
Metro-Dade Transit Agency (MDTA)
MDTA Contract Services

Milwaukee, WI
Milwaukee County Paratransit System
Milwaukee County Transit System
Waukesha County Transportation Department
Waukesha Transit System Utility

Minneapolis-Saint Paul, MN
Metro Transit

New Orleans, LA
Louisiana Department of Transportation
Louisiana Transit Company, Inc.
Regional Transit Authority
Westside Transit Lines

Norfolk-Virginia Beach, Newport News, VA
Peninsula Transportation District Commission
Tidewater Transportation District Commission

Phoenix, AZ
City of Mesa
City of Scottsdale Transit Department
Glendale Dial-A-Ride
Maricopa County Special Transportation Services
Peoria Transit
Public Transit Department (PTD)
Regional Public Transit Authority
Sun Cities Area Transit System
Surprise Dial-A-Ride Transit System

Pittsburgh, PA
Beaver County Transit Authority
G G & C Bus Company, Inc.
Port Authority of Alleghney County (PAT)
PAT Contract Service
Westmoreland County Transit Authority

Figure A.1: Urbanized Areas and Transit Agencies in Our Comparison
Group
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Portland-Vancouver, OR-WA
Clark County Public Transportation Authority (C-Tran)
Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation District (Tri Met)

Riverside-San Bernardino, CA
City of Corona Transit System
City of Riverside Special Transportation
Riverside Transit Agency
OMNITRANS

Sacramento, CA
Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT)
Yolo County Transit Authority

Saint Louis, MO-IL
Bi-State Development Agency (Bi-State)
Madison County Transit District

San Antonio, TX
VIA Metropolitan Transit (VIA)

San Diego, CA
North San Diego County Transit Development Board
San Diego Regional Transportation Service
San Diego Transit Corporation
San Diego Trolley, Inc.

San Francisco-Oakland, CA
Bay Area Rapid Transit District
CalTrain Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board
Central Contra Costa Transit Authority
Contra Costa Transit District
Golden Gate Bridge District 
Livermore/Amador Valley Transit Authority
Oakland Ferry Service
San Francisco Municipal Railway
San Mateo County Transit District
Vallejo Transit
Western Contra Costa Transit Authority

San Jose, CA
Santa Clara County Transit District (SCCTD)

Seattle, WA
City of Seattle Monorail
Everett Transit
King County Department of Metropolitan Services
Senior Services of Snohomish County
Snohomish County Transportation Benefit Area Corporation
Washington State Department of Transportation

Tampa Bay-Saint Petersburgh-Clearwater, FL
Hillsborough Area Regional Transit Authority
Pasco Area Transportation Service
Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority

Washington, DC-MD-VA
Fairfax Connector
Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation Commission
Ride-On Montgomery County Government
Virginia Railway Express
Washington Metro. Area Transit Authority (WMATA)

Figure A.1: Urbanized Areas and Transit Agencies in Our Comparison
Group, Continued
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Table A.1: Taxes Dedicated for Transit, 1995 Data for
31 of the 32 Urbanized Areas

Dedi cated Prop erty Taxes 
Dedi cated Taxes as a as a Per cent age 

Per cent age of Op er at ing Funds       of Op er at ing Funds     

Uban ized Area Per cent Rank Per cent Rank

At lanta 48% 14 0%
Bal ti more 0 29 0
Bos ton 0 30 0
Buf falo 42 16 8 2
Cin cin nati* 51 13 0
Cleve land 66 6 0
Co lum bus* 59 9 0
Dal las* 81 1 0
Den ver 73 3 0
De troit 37 19 0
Ft. Lau der dale 21 21 0
Hous ton* 64 8 0
In di an apo lis* N/A N/A N/A N/A
Kan sas City* 57 10 0
Mi ami 0 31 0
Mil wau kee* 1 27 0
New Or leans 42 17 0
Nor folk* 15 22 0
Phoe nix* 1 26 0
Pitts burgh 0 28 0
Port land 69 5 0
Riv er side* 66 7 0
Sac ra mento 1 25 0
Saint Louis 7 23 0
San An to nio* 69 4 0
San Di ego 41 18 0
San Fran cisco 36 20 2 5
San Jose 80 2 0
Se at tle 57 11 3 3
Tampa Bay 54 12 0
Twin Cities- Metro Tran sit* & a 45 15 45 1
Wash ing ton 4 24 2 4

All Sys tems in the Twin 
Cit ies Area* 43% 15 43% 1

NOTE:  N/A means data is not avail able.

*Ur ban ized area with rail in 1995.

aIn cludes its opt- out serv ices.

SOURCE: Pro gram Evalua tion Di vi sion analy sis of tran sit op er at ing data from Fed eral Tran sit Ad -
min istra tion, Data Ta bles for the 1995 Na tional Tran sit Da ta base Re port Year, Ta bles 1, 2, 3, and 4
and from un pub lished data from the Met ro poli tan Coun cil's Trans por ta tion Di vi sion.
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Table A.2: Fare and Non-Fare Operating Funds, 1995 Data for All 32
Urbanized Areas

Fare Reve nue
Fare Reve nue as Per cent age of Non- Fare Op er at ing Non- Fare Op er at ing

        per Rider             Op er at ing Funds        Funds per Rider       Funds per Cap ita  

Ur ban ized Area Dol lars Rank Per cent Rank Dol lars Rank Dol lars Rank

At lanta $0.53 24 33.7% 7 $1.04 31 $  60.74 12
Bal ti more 0.82 2 37.9 4 1.35 25 74.67 10
Bos ton 0.63 15 29.3 14 1.52 20 175.45 1
Buf falo 0.72 9 33.0 8 1.45 22 44.39 18
Cin cin nati* 0.68 12 30.3 12 1.57 19 34.83 24
Cleve land 0.74 7 23.0 21 2.48 4 85.95 8
Co lum bus* 0.61 17 21.0 24 2.29 6 39.92 21
Dal las* 0.48 27 12.5 32 3.37 1 55.23 14
Den ver 0.45 30 17.9 29 2.06 9 80.74 9
De troit 0.59 19 23.0 20 2.00 11 36.62 23
Ft. Lau der dale 0.65 14 24.0 19 2.05 10 40.62 20
Hous ton* 0.56 21 24.2 18 1.73 16 43.06 19
In di an apo lis* 0.62 16 26.5 17 1.71 17 19.03 31
Kan sas City* 0.57 20 20.3 25 2.23 7 24.46 28
Mi ami 0.79 3 31.1 11 1.75 15 71.19 11
Mil wau kee* 0.60 18 34.2 6 1.15 28 53.79 15
New Or leans 0.49 26 39.7 2 0.75 32 55.50 13
Nor folk* 0.78 4 35.3 5 1.42 23 14.68 32
Phoe nix* 0.45 29 26.9 16 1.24 27 20.52 30
Pitts burgh 0.75 5 28.2 15 1.91 12 86.99 6
Port land 0.48 28 21.1 23 1.80 13 94.86 5
Riv er side* 0.54 22 18.1 28 2.47 5 26.90 27
Sac ra mento 0.71 10 29.4 13 1.70 18 34.36 25
Saint Louis 0.50 25 21.8 22 1.79 14 47.44 17
San An to nio* 0.26 32 17.2 30 1.24 26 48.40 16
San Di ego 0.72 8 38.7 3 1.15 29 32.72 26
San Fran cisco 0.70 11 32.2 9 1.47 21 155.86 3
San Jose 0.45 31 13.6 31 2.84 3 85.99 7
Se at tle 0.75 6 20.2 26 2.94 2 166.79 2
Tampa Bay 0.54 23 20.2 27 2.14 8 23.03 29
Twin Cities- Metro 

Tran sit*  & a 0.65 13 31.6 10 1.41 24  38.64 22
Wash ing ton 0.88 1 44.2 1 1.11 30 114.84 4

All Sys tems in the 
Twin Cit ies Area* $0.67 13 27.1% 15 $1.79 14 $  52.02 16

*Ur ban ized area with out rail in 1995.

aIn cludes its opt- out serv ices.  Metro Tran sit cate go rizes con tract pay ments from opt- out com mu ni ties as fares; we re cate go rized them
as non- fare op er at ing funds.

SOURCE:  Pro gram Evalua tion Di vi sion analy sis of tran sit op er at ing data from Fed eral Tran sit Ad min istra tion, Data Ta bles for the 1995 
Na tional Tran sit Da ta base Re port Year, Ta bles 1 and 26 and from un pub lished data from the Met ro poli tan Coun cil's  Trans por ta tion Di vi -
sion.  The popu la tion es ti mates for ur ban ized ar eas were de vel oped by the Pro gram Evalua tion Di vi sion.
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Table A.3: Performance of Bus Operations, 1995 Data for All 32
Urbanized Areas

Op er at ing Cost Op er at ing Cost Rid ers per
       per Rider        per Ve hi cle Mile Peak to Base Ra tioa   Ve hi cle Mile  

Ur ban ized Area Dol lars Rank Dol lars Rank Num ber Rank Num ber Rank

At lanta $1.71 27 $4.79 21 2.01 15 2.80 7
Bal ti more 1.59 29 6.67 4 2.52 6 4.19 2
Bos ton 1.96 23 7.82 1 1.64 23 4.00 3
Buf falo 2.33 11 5.95 11 2.20 9 2.55 14
Cin cin nati* 2.12 17 4.59 24 2.16 10 2.17 22
Cleve land 2.85 4 6.37 7 2.02 14 2.24 20
Co lum bus* 2.51 7 5.64 13 1.98 16 2.25 19
Dal las* 2.91 3 5.18 17 2.65 2 1.78 29
Den ver 2.24 15 4.89 20 2.10 13 2.19 21
De troit 2.32 13 6.02 9 1.93 18 2.60 12
Ft. Lau der dale 1.77 26 4.33 26 1.05 32 2.45 15
Hous ton* 2.18 16 4.63 23 2.25 8 2.12 23
In di an apo lis* 2.39 10 4.64 22 1.54 25 1.94 25
Kan sas City* 2.60 5 5.02 19 2.40 7 1.93 26
Mi ami 1.95 24 5.25 15 1.45 26 2.69 9
Mil wau kee* 1.61 28 5.03 18 1.67 22 3.14 5
New Or leans 1.27 32 6.64 5 2.63 4 5.23 1
Nor folk* 2.06 19 3.21 31 1.83 19 1.56 30
Phoe nix* 1.44 30 3.92 27 1.35 28 2.73 8
Pitts burgh 2.30 14 5.98 10 2.13 11 2.60 11
Port land 2.02 22 5.22 16 1.80 20 2.58 13
Riv er side* 2.49 8 3.58 30 1.06 31 1.44 32
Sac ra mento 2.44 9 5.72 12 1.42 27 2.35 16
Saint Louis 2.33 12 4.46 25 2.11 12 1.92 27
San An to nio* 1.32 31 3.10 32 1.95 17 2.34 17
San Di ego 1.78 25 3.68 29 1.30 29 2.07 24
San Fran cisco 2.06 20 6.42 6 1.76 21 3.12 6
San Jose 3.10 2 7.02 3 1.62 24 2.26 18
Se at tle 3.38 1 6.15 8 2.53 5 1.82 28
Tampa Bay 2.58 6 3.80 28 1.20 30 1.48 31
Twin Cities- Metro 

Tran sit*  & b 2.05 21 5.46 14 2.74 1  2.67 10
Wash ing ton 2.06 18 7.38 2 2.65 3 3.58 4

All Bus Sys tems in the 
Twin Cit ies Area* & c $2.17 17 $5.19 16 N/A N/A 2.39 15

NOTE:  N/A means data is not avail able.

*Ur ban ized area with out rail in 1995.

aDi rectly op er ated serv ices only.  Ex cludes pur chased serv ices. 

bIn cludes its opt- out serv ices.

cBus sys tems are Metro Tran sit, pri vate op era tors, and opt- out com mu ni ties.

SOURCE: Pro gram Evalua tion Di vi sion analy sis of tran sit op er at ing data from Fed eral Tran sit Ad min istra tion, Data Ta bles for the 1995
Na tional Tran sit Da ta base Re port Year, Ta bles 11, 26, and 28 and from un pub lished data from the Met ro poli tan Coun cil's Trans por ta -
tion Di vi sion.
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Table A.4: Change in Size of Transit Systems, 1988-95, Listed Highest to 
Lowest in Riders per Capita

Real 
Riders Op er at ing Cost Ve hi cle Miles

Ur ban ized Area and Tran sit Agency per Cap ita per Cap ita per Cap ita

Phoe nix—PTD* 41.5% 2.8% 18.8%
Sac ra mento—RT 28.5 22.0 36.9
San Jose—SCCTD 18.8 2.4 -1.3
Mi ami—MDTA 13.3 3.5 19.9
Bos ton—MBTA 12.5 5.4 54.9
San An to nio—VIA* 11.9 41.4 55.7
Den ver—RTD 10.5 4.7 12.1
Saint Louis—Bi- State 10.4 -4.1 18.1
Portland- Vancouver—Tri Met and C- Tran 4.2 26.7 5.2
Hous ton—Metro* -1.1 -5.1 33.0
Wash ing ton—WMATA -7.2 -5.7 0.1
Buf falo—NFTA -9.5 -0.7 -12.2
Bal ti more—MTA -13.1 33.6 20.1
In di an apo lis—Metro* -13.7 -7.0 12.9
Co lum bus—COTA* -16.1 -9.3 -11.8
Pitts burgh—PAT -17.4 1.8 -35.2
Cin cin nati—SORTA* -18.4 -6.0 11.5
Dallas- Fort Worth—DART and The T* -18.5 2.7 27.1
At lanta—MARTA -21.4 -8.1 -0.8
Twin Cities- Metro Tran sit*  & a -22.3 -6.4 -3.6
Mil wau kee—Mil wau kee County Tran sit* -24.8 4.4 -1.4
Kan sas City—KCATA* -28.4 -14.9 -7.0
Cleve land —RTA -28.5 4.8 -3.9

All Sys tems in the Twin Cit ies Area* -20.5% 1.7% N/A

NOTE:  N/A means data is not avail able.

*Ur ban ized area with out rail in 1995.

aIn cludes its opt- out serv ices.

SOURCE: Pro gram Evalua tion Di vi sion analy sis of tran sit op er at ing data from David T. Hart gen and Mark W. Hor ner, Com para tive Per -
form ance of Ma jor US Bus Tran sit Sys tems: 1988- 1995 (Vol ume II: Data), (Char lotte,NC: Uni ver sity of North Caro lina at Char lotte,
1997) and from un pub lished data from the Met ro poli tan Coun cil's Trans por ta tion Di vi sion.  Popu la tion es ti mates for ur ban ized ar eas
were de vel oped by the Pro gram Evalua tion Di vi sion.  The dol lar fig ures were con verted to con stant dol lars us ing a chain- type price in -
dex for state and lo cal gov ern ment ex pen di tures and gross in vest ment that was pro vided by the Min ne sota De par tment of Fi nance.
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Table A.5: Change in Fare and Non-Fare Operating Funds, 1988-95,
Listed Highest to Lowest in Real Fare Revenue per Rider

Real Non-Fare
Real Fare Operating

Ur ban ized Area and Tran sit Agency Reve nue per Rider Funds per Rider

Cin cin nati—SORTA* 46.4% 4.1%
Cleve land—RTA 40.1 42.4
Mil wau kee—Mil wau kee County Tran sit* 33.4 41.4
At lanta—MARTA 32.6 6.6
Bos ton—MBTA 29.2 -11.6
Bal ti more—MTA 25.6 104.2
Buf falo—NFTA 21.9 0.9
Kan sas City—KCATA* 18.9 17.6
Twin Cities- Metro Tran sit* & a 15.8 19.7
San Jose—SCCTD 15.3 -30.9
Pitts burgh—PAT 12.8 31.7
Co lum bus—COTA* 10.5 188.4
Sac ra mento—RT 8.3 -15.0
Wash ing ton—WMATA 3.8 -19.1
Mi ami—MDTA 2.4 -10.1
Portland- Vancouver—Tri Met and C- Tran -0.9 12.4
Den ver—RTD -2.1 -10.8
Hous ton—Metro* -5.1 92.0
In di an apo lis—Metro* -8.6 26.2
Saint Louis—Bi- State -12.6 -13.0
San An to nio—VIA* -12.6 -12.7
Phoe nix—PTD* -14.6 -20.2
Dallas- Fort Worth—DART and The T* -15.5 -17.8

All Sys tems in the Twin Cit ies Area* N/A N/A

NOTE:  N/A means data is not avail able.

*Ur ban ized ar eas with out rail in 1995.

aIn clud es its opt- out serv ices.  Op er at ing funds re ported by the Uni ver sity of North Caro lina (UNC) at Char lotte were sig nifi cantly dif fer -
ent than the funds that the Met Coun cil said were re ported to the Na tional Tran sit Da ta base.  We re placed the UNC data with the Met
Coun cil data.  In ad di tion, we ad justed the fare data for Metro Tran sit.  Metro Tran sit cate go rizes con tract pay ments from opt-out com -
mu ni ties as fare reve nue; we re cate go rized these pay ments as non- fare operating funds.

SOURCE: Pro gram Evalua tion Di vi sion analy sis of tran sit op er at ing data from David T. Har tgen and Mark W. Homer, Com para tive Per -
form ance of Ma jor US Bus Tran sit Sys tems: 1988- 1995 (Vol ume II: Data), (Char lotte, NC: Uni ver sity of North Caro lina at Char lotte,
1997) and from un pub lished data from the Met ro poli tan Coun cil's Trans por ta tion Di vi sion.  The dol lar fig ures were con verted to con -
stant dol lars us ing a chain- type price in dex for state and lo cal gov ern ment ex pen di tures and gross in vest ment that was pro vided by the
Min ne sota De part ment of Fi nance.
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Table A.6:  Change in Performance of Bus Operations, 1988-95, Listed
Highest to Lowest in Riders per Vehicle Mile

Real
Riders per Op er at ing Cost Real Op er at ing

Ur ban ized Area and Tran sit Agency Ve hi cle Mile per Ve hi cle Mile Cost per Rider

Phoe nix—PTD* 47.9% -0.8% -32.9%
San Jose—SCCTD 25.1 8.2 -13.6
Sac ra mento—RT 13.4 5.7 -6.8
Den ver—RTD 13.0 1.0 -10.6
Portland- Vancouver—Tri Met and C- Tran 8.2 17.6 8.7
Co lum bus—COTA* 4.1 11.2 6.8
Buf falo—NFTA -0.3 17.3 17.7
Bos ton—MBTA -0.5 10.9 11.5
San An to nio—VIA* -2.1 4.4 6.7
Wash ing ton—WMATA -3.6 -0.1 3.6
Bal ti more—MTA -3.8 18.3 22.9
Mi ami—MDTA -6.8 -14.0 -7.7
In di an apo lis—Metro* -8.5 -1.7 7.5
Hous ton—Metro* -8.8 -12.4 -3.9
At lanta—MARTA -9.0 4.9 15.2
Pitts burgh—PAT -10.7 9.8 22.9
Twin Cities- Metro Tran sit* & a -17.0 -1.7 18.4
Saint Louis—Bi- State -17.2 -18.6 -1.7
Kan sas City—KCATA* -17.7 -6.1 14.1
Dallas- Fort Worth—DART and The T* -18.8 -1.9 20.9
Mil wau kee—Mil wau kee County Tran sit* -24.3 6.8 41.1
Cin cin nati—SORTA * -24.6 -14.7 13.2
Cleve land—RTA -35.1 6.4 64.0

All Bus Sys tems in the Twin Cit ies Area* & b -25.8% -9.2% 22.4%

*Ur ban ized area with out rail in 1995.

aIn cludes its opt- out serv ices.

bBus sys tems are Metro Tran sit, pri vate op era tors, and opt- out com mu ni ties.

SOURCE: Pro gram Evalua tion Di vi sion analy sis of tran sit op er at ing data from David T. Hart gen and Mark W. Homer, Com para tive Per -
form ance of Ma jor US Bus Tran sit Sys tems: 1988- 1995 (Vol ume II: Data), (Char lotte, NC: Uni ver sity of North Caro lina at Char lotte,
1997) and from un pub lished data from the Met ro poli tan Coun cil's Trans por ta tion Di vi sion.  The dol lar fig ures were con verted to con -
stant dol lars us ing a chain- type price in dex for state and lo cal gov ern ment ex pen di tures and gross in vest ment that was pro vided by the
Min ne sota De part ment of Fi nance.


