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Key Findings  
 
Now that the �immediate� funding crisis at the Port Authority (PAT) has been averted, 
due to the Governor shifting unanticipated federal money from roads and bridges to mass 
transit, it would be very tempting to forget the real problems of Pittsburgh�s mass transit 
system.  But that would be a mistake. The Governor has only applied a band-aid to a 
costly and inefficient system that still seeks a �permanent� funding stream in order to 
avoid having to make needed operational changes. This report takes an in-depth look at 
the Port Authority and compares its costs to systems around the country.  Some of the 
study�s key findings: 
 

• Mass transit ridership in Allegheny County and across the nation has been 
declining for the last 40 years.  Over the last several years, ridership on PAT 
busses has declined 12 percent since 2000. 

 
• Despite the downward trend in annual passengers, the Port Authority has been 

steadily increasing its annual bus hours of operation�boosting them by 15 
percent from 1996 to 2003.  However, PAT was not alone in escalating annual 
vehicle hours.  The average vehicle hours in a peer group of six other transit 
systems rose by 8 percent over the same period. 

 
• The fall off in riders per hour of bus operation was even more pronounced. Since 

1997 Port Authority bus riders per hour has dipped from 30 to 24 in 2003. PAT�s 
drop of 19 percent is twice as large as the 9 percent drop for six peer group bus 
systems.  

 
• As passenger counts continue to slump, cost per passenger continues to escalate.  

During the 1996 to 2003 period, the Port Authority�s cost per passenger climbed 
by more than 48 percent to $3.51 in 2003.  The 2003 average cost per passenger 
in the six peer group systems was $3.10. 

   
• Expanding the comparison study to include 20 other bus systems from around the 

country provides further evidence of low ridership for the Port Authority.  In 
2003, PAT averaged 25 passengers per platform hour�significantly lower than 
the 31 passenger-per-hour average of the 21 transit systems in the sample. 

   
• In the expanded sample, which includes Chicago, Los Angeles, and New York, 

the Port Authority was found to have the highest average bus driver wage per 
platform hour at $21.25.  This is $3.50 (20 percent) more than the 21-system 
average of $17.74.   

 
• The Port Authority�s average wages paid per passenger was $0.85 in 2003�the 

second highest of all 21 systems examined and 37 percent higher than the 21-city 
average of $0.62.  
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• In light of the continuing decline in the number of passengers and the increase to 

its costs, substantial changes need to be made.  There is a strong case that users of 
mass transit should shoulder a larger share of its costs.  Fare increases force 
consumers of mass transit to focus their attention on rising transit operation costs.  
They would then demand more accountability for how their money is being spent. 

 
• For those who rely on mass transit because they cannot afford other means of 

transportation, the Commonwealth could institute a voucher program to help 
those truly in need.  A voucher would force those who can pay more to do so, 
while poorer workers will be protected from rising fares. 

 
• In order to control the rising costs of mass transit, the Port Authority should be 

compelled to begin using competitive contracting to reduce costs of functions 
such as vehicle maintenance, engineering, low volume routes, etc.  

  
• PAT should be required to close down or sell off the Wabash Tunnel HOV 

project, which it is operating for passenger cars�direct competition for their 
busses and light rail trolleys.  Furthermore, it should also abandon its plans for the 
North Shore light rail connector, which will add substantially to operating costs 
while generating little or no additional revenue to the Port Authority. 

 
• The Port Authority needs to go ahead with service cuts on little used routes, such 

as the off peak runs, to save money.  They should reduce vehicle hours to reflect 
the big drop in ridership in recent years.  And, finally, they need to proceed with a 
fare increase to at least $2.00.  Other non-transit commuters are paying much 
more to get to work.  Bus users should be asked to help cover at least the same 
proportion of rising transit costs as they did previously. 
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Introduction 
 
The Commonwealth�s two major transit authorities have gone to the Governor and are 
asking for more money�again.  But this time they are asking the Governor and 
Legislature to provide more money via a dedicated funding stream.  Proposals being 
floated include increases to the real estate transfer tax, vehicle registration and license 
plate fees, and the gasoline tax.  The Governor has provided �temporary� relief by 
�flexing� Federal transportation funds through 2006 but remains steadfast in his assertion 
that a �permanent� solution needs to be found.  What has been lacking is a discussion of 
cost cutting measures that could save each millions per year and help these authorities 
reduce their need for increasing amounts of tax dollars. 
 
This study examines the Port Authority of Allegheny County (PAT) and how the transit 
landscape has changed in terms of ridership and costs.  The focus of this report will be on 
bus operations because light rail represents a relatively small share of both total operating 
costs and ridership.  The number of riders using public transportation, specifically busses, 
has been declining while the costs of providing this service has been escalating.  As a 
result, PAT has experienced a trend of rising operating costs per passenger trip. These 
costs are compared to a sample of transit authorities around the nation.  The trends and 
comparisons indicate that service changes need to be implemented to reduce costs and 
increase efficiency.   
 
 
Bus Ridership in Allegheny County  
 
Data from the U.S. Census Bureau show that the number of workers in Allegheny County 
who use public transportation has been falling since 1960.  Four decades ago, 133,300 
people used public transportation to get to work.  By 2000, that number had dropped to 
little more than 61,000�a decrease of 54 percent.1   
 
As a percentage of all workers in the County, the share of those that use public 
transportation to commute to work has also declined, falling from 24 percent in 1960 to 
just 10 percent in 2000.  This, despite construction of busways and a light rail system that 
were supposed to reverse that long term slide in usage. By comparison, the percentage of 
workers across the nation that used public transportation to get to work has fallen from 
12.1 percent in 1960 to 4.7 percent in 2000.  Chart A illustrates these changes. 
 
 

                                                
1 U.S. Census Bureau, Journey-to-Work and Migration Statistics Branch. 
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Chart A 

 

 
 
Recent history suggests the long-term trend of declining ridership is continuing. For 
example, in 1996, there were 64.1 million bus passenger trips per year.  By 2004, less 
than 58.5 million bus passengers were recorded�a decrease of nearly 9 percent in less 
than ten years.2  Chart B shows the changes to bus passengers since 1996.   
 
 

                                                
2 National Transportation Database:  http://www.ntdprogram.com/NTD/ntdhome.nsf?OpenDatabase and 
correspondence with Port Authority of Allegheny County. 
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In 1996 there were more than 64.1 million bus passenger trips. Trips dipped slightly in 
1997.  After a slight pick up in passengers from 1997 to 2000, the Port Authority has 
been losing riders since 2000, with the largest drop�5 million trips�occurring from 
2002 to 2003. From 2000 to 2004 bus passenger trips fell a stunning 12 percent.   
 
Using transportation system data for the peer group cities of Baltimore, Buffalo, 
Charlotte, Cincinnati, Cleveland, and Columbus, bus ridership was compared to annual 
passengers at the Port Authority.  Only Baltimore (Maryland Transportation Authority) 
carried more annual bus passengers (81.6 million in 2003) while Columbus carried the 
fewest (15.6 million).  Much like the Port Authority, nearly all of these systems reached a 
peak in either 1999 (Columbus and Cleveland) or in 2000, only to see them decline since.  
Only Charlotte experienced an improvement in annual bus passengers from 1996 through 
2003�11.3 million to 18.2 million.  Appendix A compares ridership data for these 
systems from 1996 to 2003.   
 
Annual Vehicle Hours 
 
Despite the falling number of riders, the Port Authority continued to expand annual 
vehicle hours for its busses.  After a small decrease from 1996 to 1997, annual vehicle 
hours rose steadily from 1997 to 2002.  They dipped in 2003, but remain well above their 
1996 level�an overall increase of 15.6 percent.  Chart C illustrates the trend over this 
time period. 
 
 

Chart B
Port Authority of Allegheny County:  
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However, the Port Authority is not alone in this seemingly contradictory behavior. With 
the exception of Buffalo, all of the above mentioned transit authorities have increased 
their annual vehicle hours. Even though PAT saw reductions in ridership of more than 6 
percent from 1996 to 2003, annual vehicle hours jumped by more than 15 percent from 
2.2 million hours to more than 2.55 million hours.  Columbus, in the face of an 11 
percent drop in annual passengers expanded annual vehicle hours by 9 percent.  
Appendix A also contains data on annual vehicle hours in these systems. 
 
Bus Passenger Trips Per Hour 
 
A more accurate and meaningful measure of capacity usage is bus passenger trips per 
hour. This examines the number of people riding the bus on average per hour the busses 
are on the road. As illustrated by Chart D, the Port Authority has been experiencing a 
decline in riders per hour since 1997.  This is not a problem that is unique to Allegheny 
County.  The other systems in this peer group, with the exception of Baltimore, have 
experienced a decline in riders per hour from 1996 to 2003.  But recently, Baltimore has 
also seen a drop in the number of passengers per hour of 7 percent since 2000. However, 
the plunge in riders per hour at the Port Authority exceeds any of the other peer group 
systems. Appendix A also shows the data for this measure.  In 1996, PAT averaged 29 
riders per hour.  Ridership rose to almost 30 riders per hour in 1997 before falling from 
1997 through 2003.  Also in Chart D, the annual average for the other six cities is shown.  
The Port Authority�s decrease of 19 percent is greater than the 9 percent decrease for the 
six-city average.   

Chart C
Port Authority of Allegheny County:  Annual Vehicle Hours for 
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Bus Costs 
 
Total Bus Operating Costs 
 
Total costs for PAT bus operations have increased by nearly 39 percent from 1996 to 
2003, climbing from $151.8 million to $210.6 million.  Of the other six cities in the 
sample, Baltimore (32 percent), Buffalo (16 percent), Cincinnati (31 percent) and 
Cleveland (19 percent) had slower growth at their bus systems� total operating costs than 
PAT.  However, Charlotte and Columbus had greater growth in their costs�153 and 48 
percent respectively. Appendix B has the total bus operations costs for the seven transit 
systems.   
 
A better way to compare costs is to look at cost per passenger. For all of the systems in 
the peer group, total operating costs per passenger escalated from 1996 to 2003.  During 
this time, the Port Authority�s costs per passenger climbed by more than 48 percent, 
rising from $2.37 to $3.51.  Only Columbus has a higher cost per passenger ($4.20) in 
2003, while Baltimore, Cincinnati, and Charlotte had costs below $3.00 per passenger, 
with Baltimore having the lowest at $2.30 per passenger.  The 2003 six-city average cost 
per passenger is $3.10.  Chart E compares the total costs per passenger for the Port 
Authority and the six-city average. 
 
Chart E shows total costs per passenger trip for the Port Authority are higher than the six-
city average and trending upward.  This can be attributed to two things: 1) the rising costs  
of operating bus service and 2) the decline in the number of total riders.  For example, 
Charlotte had a faster growth rate in their costs than did PAT, but had increased the  

Chart D
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number of annual riders by more than 60 percent resulting in lower costs per passenger in 
Charlotte.   

 
To get a better understanding of these costs, they will be broken down even further into 
three categories:  general administration, vehicle maintenance and driver costs. 
  
General Administration Expenses 
 
General administration expenses for bus operations run about 15 percent of total bus 
expenses at the Port Authority.  In 2003, PAT�s general administration costs were more 
than $33.4 million�an increase of 72 percent from their 1996 level of $19.4 million.  
Over this time frame, these administration costs have decreased in some years while 
increasing in others.  This is a pattern that is consistent with the other six cities in the 
sample.  However, with the exception of Charlotte, whose general administration costs 
have doubled, the Port Authority�s growth rate outpaced the other cities.  The six-city 
average growth rate was only 21 percent.  The average level of general administration 
expense was more than $16.4 million�nearly half those of the Port Authority.  Appendix 
C has the full data for the seven transit systems. 
 

Chart E
Total Bus Expenditures Per Passenger
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On a per passenger trip basis, the Port Authority compares favorably with the six-city 
average.  Chart F shows the general administration expenses per passenger trip for the 
Port Authority and the six-city average.  Prior to 2002, the Port Authority�s expense was 
below that of the sample average, but in 2003 had risen to $0.56 while the sample 
average had declined to $0.51.   
 
Even though the overall general administration expenses jumped by 72 percent, the per 
passenger general administration costs for the Port Authority had climbed by more than 
83 percent during that time�in part because of increasing expenses but also due to the 
drop in passenger trips.  In that same vein, while Charlotte saw their general 
administration expenses double, per passenger administration expenses rose only 25 per 
cent due in large part to a 60 percent rise annual per passenger trips. 
 
Vehicle Maintenance Expenses 
 
The second largest outlay for the Port Authority is vehicle maintenance.  In 2003, the 
Port Authority spent more than $52.9 million on vehicle maintenance�25 percent of 
total operation costs for its busses.  Since 1996, when PAT spent more than $36.2 
million, vehicle maintenance expenditures have climbed nearly 46 percent.  This increase 
was exceeded in the sample by Baltimore, Charlotte, and Columbus and was less than the 
sample average of 55.5 percent.  However, only Baltimore spent more than the Port 
Authority.  Appendix D shows the data for all seven systems.   
 
On a per passenger basis, the Port Authority�s vehicle maintenance expense has increased 
by nearly 56 percent, faster than the peer group average of 44 percent, but slower than 
Baltimore (96 percent) and Columbus (76 percent).  The Port Authority spent more per 
passenger than the six-city average every year since 1996.  Chart G illustrates the 
relationship between the Port Authority and the six-city sample average for this measure. 

Chart F 
General Adminstration Expenses Per Passenger Trip
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Driver Costs 
 
Salaries and wages are the largest component of a transit authority�s overall expenses.  In 
this section, the focus is on driver wages.  Data from the National Transit Database 
provides a breakout of operator wages as well as hours of platform time. To derive bus 
drivers� wages per hour, the platform wages were divided by the number of platform 
hours for each of the 21 transit systems in a broader, expanded sample.  Platform hours 
are the number of hours drivers are running routes and picking up passengers.  The data 
for the 2003 calendar year will be compared in Table 1.  In addition to the six cities used 
above, the sample now includes fourteen other cities from around the country including 
New York, Los Angeles, Miami, Dallas, and Milwaukee.   
 

Chart G  
Vehicle Maintenance Expenses Per Passenger Trip
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Table 1 
 

 
As mentioned in an earlier Allegheny Institute study, the Port Authority�s 2002 average 
platform wage per hour was third highest in the sample ($19.05) behind New York 
($19.85) and Milwaukee ($19.18).3  However in 2003, the Port Authority ($21.25) had 
the highest bus driver wage per platform hour, despite having transit systems from much 
larger cities such as New York, Los Angeles, Chicago, and Detroit in the sample.   
 
Passenger Trips per Platform Hour 
 
The number of passenger trips per platform hour is a good indication of bus capacity 
utilization and efficiency of operations.  Passengers per platform hour for the Port 
Authority (25) is lower than the national average of nearly 31.  In light of declining 
passenger trips that have plagued the Port Authority since 2000, the best way for them to 
increase the number of passengers per platform hour may be to continue to decrease 
platform hours.   
 

                                                
3 Haulk, Jake and Frank Gamrat. �PAT Answers Won�t Do�.  Policy Brief.  Volume 4 Number 44.  
November 15, 2004.  http://www.alleghenyinstitute.org/briefs/vol4no44.pdf.  

City
Average Driver 
Wage/Hour

Trips Per Platform 
Hour

 Driver Wages 
Per Passenger 
Trip 

 Operations 
Cost Per 
Passenger Trip 

Port Authority 21.25$                    25.03 0.85$                3.51$                
New York City 20.75$                    58.34 0.36$                1.74$                
Milwaukee 19.79$                    38.93 0.51$                2.03$                
Philadelphia 18.79$                    41.34 0.45$                2.20$                
Los Angeles 18.73$                    43.89 0.43$                2.01$                
Cleveland 18.66$                    23.80 0.78$                3.32$                
New Jersey Transit 18.48$                    25.26 0.73$                3.76$                
Baltimore 17.94$                    41.57 0.43$                2.30$                
Chicago 17.55$                    39.36 0.45$                2.11$                
Denver 16.86$                    26.69 0.63$                3.25$                
Orange County (CA) 16.84$                    37.59 0.45$                2.26$                
Kansas City 16.60$                    20.29 0.82$                3.61$                
Miami--Broward County (FL) 16.54$                    37.16 0.45$                2.11$                
Atlanta 16.36$                    28.34 0.58$                2.41$                
Columbus 16.27$                    20.25 0.80$                4.20$                
Dallas 16.24$                    26.54 0.61$                3.65$                
Buffalo 16.20$                    21.00 0.77$                3.26$                
Cincinatti 16.00$                    25.06 0.64$                2.77$                
Charlotte 15.52$                    24.47 0.63$                2.77$                
Detroit 15.31$                    23.57 0.65$                4.54$                
Seattle 12.38$                    12.48 0.99$                4.14$                
Averages 17.74$                   30.97 0.62$                2.95$               
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Wage Costs per Passenger 
 
A good indication of the cost of mass transit is the cost per passenger�specifically driver 
wages per passenger and operations costs per passenger.  Table 1 shows the average 
driver platform wages per passenger for the Port Authority and the other 20 systems in 
the sample for 2003.   
 
The Port Authority�s platform average wage per passenger was $0.85 in 2003�the 
second highest in the sample and 37 percent higher than the 21-transit average of $0.62 in 
wages per passenger.  The main reason for the increase in the wage per passenger is the 
large drop in passenger trips from about 65 million in 2002 to approximately 60 million 
in 2003.  This continues a trend that began in 2000 when ridership topped 66.5 million.4 
Therefore as the number of passengers falls, average wage per passenger will continue to 
rise unless the average wage falls commensurately. 
 
Operating Costs per Passenger 
 
For the expanded sample, the average operations costs per passenger were $2.95 in 2003.  
For the Port Authority their average was $3.51 in 2003, nearly a $1.00 increase over its 
2002 level of $2.59 and $0.56 greater than the sample average.   
 
Clearly costs per passenger for the Port Authority keep rising in large part to the 
continual decline in the number of people relying on public transit�a recurring theme in 
all of these per passenger measures.   
 
 
Recommendations 
   
The cost of mass transit continues to climb for the Port Authority and for transit systems 
across the country.  Declining ridership in Allegheny County helps to push PAT�s per 
passenger costs to among the highest in the country.  Even though PAT has undertaken 
new projects in an effort to boost passenger levels, such as the East busway extension, the 
West busway, and the new Overbrook light rail line, they are unable to stem the tide and 
only succeeded in increasing their capital and operating costs.  Their latest project, the 
Wabash Tunnel HOV project, adds at least $1 million in annual operating costs that 
subsidizes commuters who travel by car�a direct contradiction to the objective of mass 
transit.   
 
There simply seems to be no end in sight for these trends�fewer riders and greater costs.  
In response the Port Authority has gone to the Governor and the Legislature to ask for a 
dedicated funding stream so that they can continue on the status quo, or worse yet, 
embark on even more risky projects designed to increase ridership�like the proposed 
North Shore Connector for the light rail line.5  For the time being, they are bailed out by 

                                                
4 Ridership fell again to 58.4 million in 2004.  Source:   Port Authority of Allegheny County. 
5 For more information on the North Shore Connector, please see Allegheny Institute Policy Brief Vol. 4 
No. 8:  http://www.alleghenyinstitute.org/briefs/vol4no8.pdf.  
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stopgap funding through 2006 as the Governor found additional Federal transportation 
money and shifted some of it from roads and bridges to stave off any fare hikes or service 
cuts.6  But how much more can the state give them before the taxpayers demand 
accountability? 
 
Prior to the Governor�s bailout plan, the Port Authority was scheduled to increase fares 
$0.25.  With enough money to last through 2006, PAT backed off this increase.  As the 
cost of transit continues to rise, the question needs to be asked:  whose responsibility is it 
to underwrite the sharply increasing costs?  Should taxpayers bear the brunt of the 
increasing costs or should the people using the system bear the cost of the increases that 
exceed local income gains?   Then too, should motorists who are already facing record 
high gasoline prices be forced to pay even more taxes so that transit riders do not have to 
face fare increases due to rising operations costs?     
 
There is a strong case that users of mass transit should pay a greater share of the costs of 
transit.  First, fare increases force the riders who benefit from the service to pay a larger 
share of the true cost of providing the service.  Second, fare hikes have the added benefit 
of focusing and keeping the public�s attention on the problem of rising transit costs.  On 
the other hand, simply doling out more millions of taxpayer dollars by the state spreads 
the pain over a much larger group and has correspondingly less ability to force transit 
cost savings.  That is one of the reasons transit systems such as the Port Authority have 
been able to continuously go back to the Commonwealth for more money and avoid 
facing up to the need to streamline operations and hold down costs. 
 
If the General Assembly decides to force the state�s transit authorities to rely more on 
cost savings and fare hikes to balance their budgets, it will also want to consider how the 
subsidies it provides should be used.  Currently, the subsidy per ride for fare-paying 
passengers is equal since all passengers pay the same fare for the same trip.  And while 
those buying weekly, monthly or annual passes can achieve average fares below the 
single ride rate if they use the pass 10 or more times per week, the prices of passes are the 
same for all buyers.  
 
Thus, the present subsidy mechanism makes no distinction between low-income riders 
and higher income riders.  Even the free ride program for seniors is not means tested.  
The question that should be asked is:  Since one of the objectives of public transit is to 
provide affordable transportation, doesn�t it make sense that low-income workers should 
get more of a subsidy than higher income workers who are better able to afford it?  After 
all, one of the principal goals of the state should be to encourage people to work and earn 
their own way.  To be sure, as higher fares are required to keep the system operating, the 
relative burden on low-income workers becomes even greater. 
 
What all this suggests is that perhaps we should rethink how subsidies are awarded to 
transit systems, the Port Authority in particular.  The General Assembly should take two 
important steps.  First, require that PAT reduce costs and raise fares to at least $2.00.  
                                                
6 Grata, Joe.  �U.S. Funds Saving PA Transit.�  Post-Gazette. March 6, 2005.  http://www.post-
gazette.com/pg/05065/467015.stm.  
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Second, the Legislature should hold back $10 to $15 million of next year�s appropriation 
and divert that money into a voucher program for low-income workers who rely on 
transit.  The voucher dollars would be sent to a county agency for distribution.  
 
Voucher Program 
 
The vouchers would be issued in the form of a card with an annual credit. That credit 
would be used at Port Authority service centers to cover the higher cost of monthly 
passes created by fare hikes. In this way, passengers will pay more of the cost of riding 
while poorer workers are protected from the higher fares.  
 
Furthermore, the money for the voucher program (and perhaps the entire additional 
transit allocation) should be redirected from one of the many economic development 
programs already in place.  Since the objective is to help and encourage lower income 
workers to get and keep jobs, there is a significant jobs promotion component in the 
voucher plan.  No new tax money should be raised to fund transit vouchers.  
Pennsylvania must set some priorities when it comes to allocating its funds. The state 
cannot continue to pour enormous sums into questionable development programs and at 
the same time be looking for new ways to tax Pennsylvanians to maintain an overly 
expensive, inefficient transit system.   
 
Cut Costs and Improve Efficiencies 
 
Whatever the eventual transit-funding scheme the Legislature produces, it needs to ensure 
that the transit system managers be put on notice that containing costs and producing 
efficiency levels that compare favorably with other systems around the country are 
expected and that there will be consequences for failure to achieve better results. 
 
Namely, the Port Authority should be compelled to begin using competitive contracting 
to reduce the costs of functions such as vehicle maintenance, engineering, low volume 
routes, etc. Furthermore, the Port Authority should be required to either close down the 
Wabash Tunnel, which it is operating for passenger cars or turn the tunnel over to 
PennDOT.  There is no logical reason for the Port Authority to be incurring costs to 
subsidize automobile use that is in direct competition with busses and light rail. 
Moreover, the Port Authority should abandon the North Shore tunnel project, which will 
add substantially to operating costs while generating little or no additional revenue 
thereby forcing a diversion of funds to tunnel maintenance and associated costs that 
should be used to move passengers on existing routes. 
 
The Port Authority needs to go ahead with service cuts on little used routes such as the 
off peak runs to save money.  They should lower vehicle hours to reflect the big drop in 
ridership in recent years.  And, finally, they need to proceed with a fare increase to at 
least $2.00.  Other folks are paying much more to get to work.  Bus users should be asked 
to help cover at least the same proportion of rising transit costs as they did previously. 
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At this time, the General Assembly has an opportunity to force some of these reforms by 
threatening to withhold the equivalent of the Governor�s bailout package from the normal 
budget allocation if the Port Authority refuses to adopt meaningful cost cutting and 
efficiency enhancing practices.      
 
Bus transportation costs and inefficiencies need to be dealt with now. The problem will 
only get worse absent decisive action in Harrisburg.    
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Appendix A 

 
 

Annual Passenger Trips 
PAT Baltimore Charlotte Buffalo Columbus Cincinnati Cleveland 6-City Average

1996 64,107,300 76,789,900  11,358,700  20,484,900  17,553,300       26,239,100       50,721,900       33,857,967        
1997 63,583,200 77,653,200  11,219,500  19,186,300  17,762,600       25,996,600       53,374,500       34,198,783        
1998 64,646,900 79,944,800  11,374,400  19,765,700  18,326,100       28,566,200       53,390,300       35,227,917        
1999 65,916,200 78,072,300  12,652,300  20,535,800  18,790,200       26,172,100       55,664,500       35,314,533        
2000 66,554,000 85,362,100  12,784,900  22,346,800  18,727,300       26,400,900       51,591,500       36,202,250        
2001 66,022,100 81,306,900  14,702,900  19,822,400  18,388,400       24,594,400       47,100,600       34,319,267        
2002 65,056,600 84,044,700  15,800,000  18,661,000  16,193,300       24,347,700       45,157,600       34,034,050        
2003 59,998,100 81,660,500  18,259,600  18,142,000  15,626,100       23,872,100       48,768,300       34,388,100        

Percentage Change 
from 1996 to 2003 -6.4 6.3 60.8 -11.4 -11.0 -9.0 -3.9 1.6

Annual Vehicle Hours
PAT Baltimore Charlotte Buffalo Columbus Cincinnati Cleveland 6-City Average

1996 2,207,200   1,840,200    374,400       865,400       697,100            902,300            1,873,300         1,092,117          
1997 2,122,800   1,840,200    374,100       820,900       701,900            902,200            1,887,300         1,087,767          
1998 2,324,800   1,831,200    401,000       831,400       727,700            906,600            1,982,300         1,113,367          
1999 2,460,200   1,836,100    457,100       853,400       793,300            940,000            2,045,700         1,154,267          
2000 2,578,800   1,856,300    496,400       921,700       806,200            954,800            2,060,600         1,182,667          
2001 2,642,300   1,869,200    580,100       914,500       838,800            939,300            2,012,100         1,192,333          
2002 2,685,100   1,933,800    630,900       827,100       776,000            952,500            1,732,800         1,142,183          
2003 2,552,200   1,911,500    728,300       830,800       759,800            957,400            1,892,300         1,180,017          

Percentage Change 
from 1996 to 2003 15.6 3.9 94.5 -4.0 9.0 6.1 1.0 8.0

Riders per Hour
PAT Baltimore Charlotte Buffalo Columbus Cincinatti Cleveland 6-City Average

1996 29.04 41.73 30.34 23.67 25.18 29.08 27.08 29.51
1997 29.95 42.20 29.99 23.37 25.31 28.81 28.28 29.66
1998 27.81 43.66 28.37 23.77 25.18 31.51 26.93 29.90
1999 26.79 42.52 27.68 24.06 23.69 27.84 27.21 28.83
2000 25.81 45.99 25.76 24.25 23.23 27.65 25.04 28.65
2001 24.99 43.50 25.35 21.68 21.92 26.18 23.41 27.01
2002 24.23 43.46 25.04 22.56 20.87 25.56 26.06 27.26
2003 23.51 42.72 25.07 21.84 20.57 24.93 25.77 26.82

Percentage Change 
from 1996 to 2003 -19.1 2.4 -17.4 -7.7 -18.3 -14.3 -4.8 -9.1
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Appendix B 

 
 

Total Expenditures For Bus Operations
PAT Baltimore Buffalo Charlotte Cincinnati Cleveland Columbus 6-City Average

1996 151,788,200$  141,875,200$  51,163,000$  20,020,900$  50,382,900$  135,932,800$  44,305,800$  73,946,767$    
1997 154,709,300$  144,232,000$  48,671,500$  20,682,300$  50,782,400$  140,795,800$  46,868,400$  75,338,733$    
1998 167,543,100$  150,173,800$  50,214,300$  22,664,800$  54,010,200$  149,583,600$  48,969,400$  79,269,350$    
1999 171,382,800$  156,080,500$  50,612,300$  25,664,200$  55,565,400$  155,639,700$  55,285,700$  83,141,300$    
2000 181,394,900$  165,460,800$  55,325,800$  32,373,800$  62,401,400$  164,215,500$  62,051,600$  90,304,817$    
2001 198,535,800$  178,594,100$  55,424,400$  36,579,000$  63,036,600$  170,415,700$  67,299,600$  95,224,900$    
2002 210,104,900$  185,715,300$  60,770,300$  41,699,400$  64,227,900$  157,230,300$  62,876,700$  95,419,983$    
2003 210,614,600$  187,416,900$  59,214,200$  50,579,400$  66,204,400$  162,039,600$  65,592,000$  98,507,750$    

Percent 
Change 1996-
2003 38.8                 32.1                 15.7               152.6             31.4               19.2                 48.0               33.2                 

Total Bus Expenditures Per Passenger Trip
PAT Baltimore Buffalo Charlotte Cincinatti Cleveland Columbus 6-City Average

1996 2.37$               1.85$               2.50$             1.76$             1.92$             2.68$               2.52$             2.21$               
1997 2.43$               1.86$               2.54$             1.84$             1.95$             2.64$               2.64$             2.24$               
1998 2.59$               1.88$               2.54$             1.99$             1.89$             2.80$               2.67$             2.30$               
1999 2.60$               2.00$               2.46$             2.03$             2.12$             2.80$               2.94$             2.39$               
2000 2.73$               1.94$               2.48$             2.53$             2.36$             3.18$               3.31$             2.63$               
2001 3.01$               2.20$               2.80$             2.49$             2.56$             3.62$               3.66$             2.89$               
2002 3.23$               2.21$               3.26$             2.64$             2.64$             3.48$               3.88$             3.02$               
2003 3.51$               2.30$               3.26$             2.77$             2.77$             3.32$               4.20$             3.10$               

Percent 
Change 1996-
2003 48.3                 24.2                 30.7              57.2             44.4             24.0               66.3              40.7                
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Appendix C 

General Administration Expenses
PAT Baltimore Buffalo Charlotte Cincinnati Cleveland Columbus 6-City Average

1996 19,461,700$    27,976,900$    6,803,600$    4,219,700$    7,663,100$    27,345,000$    7,613,200$    13,603,583$    
1997 17,824,000$    26,282,200$    6,080,800$    4,512,800$    7,639,800$    32,295,700$    10,557,800$  14,561,517$    
1998 20,668,300$    27,845,800$    6,735,900$    5,560,300$    8,871,000$    32,095,000$    8,798,400$    14,984,400$    
1999 24,445,700$    28,099,100$    5,915,000$    6,165,900$    9,006,500$    32,739,900$    11,812,600$  15,623,167$    
2000 23,749,900$    26,919,900$    7,100,100$    9,510,200$    9,993,700$    35,602,000$    12,468,800$  16,932,450$    
2001 27,835,100$    30,646,100$    7,780,300$    9,020,400$    11,798,300$  37,234,700$    15,018,300$  18,583,017$    
2002 26,847,800$    29,969,500$    10,433,100$  9,155,600$    11,303,400$  26,426,700$    11,998,900$  16,547,867$    
2003 33,446,000$    33,783,300$    7,017,400$    8,515,600$    11,083,900$  26,161,200$    12,307,300$  16,478,117$    

Percent 
Change 1996-
2003 71.9                 20.8                 3.1                 101.8             44.6               (4.3)                  61.7               21.1                 

General Admin Expenses/Passenger
PAT Baltimore Buffalo Charlotte Cincinatti Cleveland Columbus 6-City Average

1996 0.30$               0.36$               0.33$             0.37$             0.29$             0.54$               0.43$             0.39$               
1997 0.28$               0.34$               0.32$             0.40$             0.29$             0.61$               0.59$             0.43$               
1998 0.32$               0.35$               0.34$             0.49$             0.31$             0.60$               0.48$             0.43$               
1999 0.37$               0.36$               0.29$             0.49$             0.34$             0.59$               0.63$             0.45$               
2000 0.36$               0.32$               0.32$             0.74$             0.38$             0.69$               0.67$             0.52$               
2001 0.42$               0.38$               0.39$             0.61$             0.48$             0.79$               0.82$             0.58$               
2002 0.41$               0.36$               0.56$             0.58$             0.46$             0.59$               0.74$             0.55$               

2003 0.56$               0.41$               0.39$             0.47$             0.46$             0.54$               0.79$             0.51$               
Percent 
Change 1996-
2003 83.6                 13.6                 16.5              25.5             59.0             (0.5)                81.6               31.0                
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Appendix D 

 

Vehicle Maintenance Expenses
PAT Baltimore Buffalo Charlotte Cincinnati Cleveland Columbus 6-City Average

1996 36,269,100$    28,555,600$    11,828,700$  4,246,000$    11,526,500$  26,460,800$    7,748,600$    15,061,033$    
1997 37,246,600$    30,309,000$    10,724,000$  4,411,600$    10,977,900$  26,971,600$    7,618,900$    15,168,833$    
1998 40,694,100$    33,694,300$    10,848,400$  4,819,000$    11,867,800$  27,824,500$    8,612,300$    16,277,717$    
1999 40,408,800$    37,207,400$    11,411,900$  5,246,300$    12,277,400$  29,385,700$    9,014,400$    17,423,850$    
2000 43,436,800$    38,268,400$    13,259,400$  5,669,500$    16,644,900$  32,266,700$    10,366,700$  19,412,600$    
2001 47,333,200$    39,377,700$    11,841,800$  6,319,100$    13,346,700$  34,965,400$    11,325,300$  19,529,333$    
2002 53,292,800$    46,033,600$    12,888,000$  8,731,200$    13,826,400$  35,496,400$    11,040,800$  21,336,067$    
2003 52,906,600$    59,562,800$    12,853,200$  7,866,300$    14,092,900$  33,963,500$    12,169,100$  23,417,967$    

Percent 
Change 1996-
2003 45.9                 108.6               8.7                 85.3               22.3               28.4                 57.0               55.5                 

Vehicle Maintenance Expenses Per Passenger Trip
PAT Baltimore Buffalo Charlotte Cincinatti Cleveland Columbus 6-City Average

1996 0.57$               0.37$               0.58$             0.37$             0.44$             0.52$               0.44$             0.45$               
1997 0.59$               0.39$               0.56$             0.39$             0.42$             0.51$               0.43$             0.45$               
1998 0.63$               0.42$               0.55$             0.42$             0.42$             0.52$               0.47$             0.47$               
1999 0.61$               0.48$               0.56$             0.41$             0.47$             0.53$               0.48$             0.49$               
2000 0.65$               0.45$               0.59$             0.44$             0.63$             0.63$               0.55$             0.55$               
2001 0.72$               0.48$               0.60$             0.43$             0.54$             0.74$               0.62$             0.57$               
2002 0.82$               0.55$               0.69$             0.55$             0.57$             0.79$               0.68$             0.64$               

2003 0.88$               0.73$               0.71$             0.43$             0.59$             0.70$               0.78$             0.66$               
Percent 
Change 1996-
2003 55.9                 96.1                 22.7              15.2             34.4             33.5               76.4              44.3                
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