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Note: This analysis was prepared internally by the Baton Rouge 

Area Chamber to support an internal discussion of the BRAC 

Board of Directors and is being provided for informational 

purposes only.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

•BRAC used the National Transit Database (NTD)* to compare CATS operations and 
funding to those of 22 U.S. cities of similar size. Our methodology and analysis have 
been reviewed by the NTD for correctness.

•Based on the analysis, we determined that:

• CATS operational efficiency is typical among peer regions/cities

• CATS ridership is typical among peer regions/cities

• Overall operating funding per capita for CATS is low among peer regions/cities

• City-Parish general fund support for CATS operations lags that of most peer 
regions/cities

* The National Transit Database is an effort of the federal government, the Federal Transit Administration, and local transit 

authorities to compile detailed demographic, operational, and financial information on an annual basis.  More data on CATS and 
other city transit authorities can be found at www.ntdprogram.com
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CATS OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY IS TYPICAL AMONG PEER REGIONS/CITIES

* Cumulative annual hours of operation of all revenue vehicles

** Cumulative annual miles traveled by all transit passengers

Sources: National Transit Database; BRAC Analysis
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Mobile, AL
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Annual operating costs (2004)
Operating Costs Per 
Vehicle Revenue Hour ($)*

Knoxville, TN

Augusta, GA

Birmingham, AL

Little Rock AR

Des Moines, IA

Omaha, NE

Shreveport, LA

Baton Rouge, LA

Lincoln, NE

Tucson, AZ

Columbia, SC

Louisville, KY

Chattanooga, TN

Corpus Christi, TX

New Haven, CT

Fresno, CA

Dayton, OH

Albuquerque, NM

Harrisburg, PA

Tulsa, OK

1.29

0.53

1.02

0.64

1.58

1.51

0.84

0.72

0.75

0.91

1.03

0.91

0.81

0.95

1.18

1.16

0.68

0.69

0.65

1.6

0.64

1.11

0.48

Operating Costs Per 
Passenger Mile ($)**

Least 
Efficient

Most 
Efficient
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CATS RIDERSHIP IS TYPICAL AMONG PEER REGIONS/CITIES

* Estimate based on pre-Katrina population of area served

Sources: National Transit Database; BRAC Analysis
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87.1Tucson, AZ

Dayton, OH

Annual miles traveled on transit per capita served (2004)

Passenger Miles Traveled Per 
Capita Served

Population Served
(1000s)

Louisville, KY

Fresno, CA

Corpus Christi, TX

Columbia, SC

Des Moines, IA

Shreveport, LA

New Haven, CT

Daytona Beach, FL

Baton Rouge, LA*

Knoxville, TN

Chattanooga, TN

Omaha, NE

Birmingham, AL

Wichita, KS

Tulsa, OK

Harrisburg, PA

Mobile, AL

Augusta, GA

Lincoln, NE

Albuquerque, NM

Little Rock, AR

720

559

755

428

317

239

369

257

531

469

354

173

344

544

662

386

558

293

238

210

236

498

181

High 
Ridership

Low 
Ridership
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CATS CURRENT OPERATING FUNDING PER CAPITA IS LOW AMONG PEER 
REGIONS/CITIES

Sources: National Transit Database; BRAC Analysis

Dayton, OH

Annual total and local operating funding per capita for mass transit  (2004)

Operating Funding Per 
Capita Served ($)

Operating Funding 
($MM)

Louisville, KY

Knoxville, TN

Corpus Christi, TX

Tucson, AZ

Little Rock, AR

Albuquerque, NM

Columbia, SC

Harrisburg, PA

Chattanooga, TN

Shreveport, LA

Lincoln, NE

Omaha, NE

Daytona Beach, FL

Baton Rouge, LA

Mobile, AL

Tulsa, OK

Birmingham, AL

Augusta, GA

Wichita, KS

New Haven, CT

Des Moines, IA

54.4

30.4

52.1

11.6

19.8

44.9

10.1

24.9

11.5

12.7

11.7

8.5

7.8

17.9

14.8

11.0

6.7

13.4

14.5

3.2

5.4

21.4

12.7

Fresno, CA

Local funding

Other funding (i.e. fare, 
state, federal)

97.4

71.2

69.0

66.9

62.5

62.3

55.6

50.0

48.0

43.2

34.0

33.2

33.0

32.9

31.6

31.1

28.2

24.1

22.0

15.1

14.1

40.2

34.3
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MOST PEER REGIONS/CITIES

1 Local operating funding does not include fare box revenue
2 Receives local dedicated tax funding. Tucson recently (2006) announced a .5% sales tax dedicated to transportation that will introduce dedicated local 
funding

3 New Haven receives $15MM from state general fund; Wichita is 100% funded by fare revenue ($5 MM)
4 Average of all cities with a local dedicated tax for transit

Source: National Transit Database; BRAC Analysis

Annual local operating funding from general and dedicated local sources (2004)

Albuquerque, NM

Little Rock, AR

Tucson, AZ

Locally-generated Operating 
Funding Per Capita Served ($)1

Knoxville, TN

Shreveport, LA

Chattanooga, TN

Des Moines, IA

New Haven, CT

Wichita, KS

Dayton, OH

Lincoln, NE

Birmingham, AL

Omaha, NE

Daytona Beach, FL

Tulsa, OK

Mobile, AL

Columbia, SC

Augusta, GA

Fresno, CA

Harrisburg, PA

Baton Rouge, LA

Corpus Christi, TX

Louisville, KY

Locally-generated Operating 
Funding ($ millions)1

35.0

32.9

20.8

6.5

22.9

4.7

4.8

9.8

4.3

9.5

2.6

2.4

3.2

2.7

1.3

2.1

1.7

0.7

0

0

6.0

6.5

2

3

62.6

43.6

41.8

35.8

31.7

27.2

20.4

18.1

16.9

14.4

10.9

10.0

9.4

7.4

6.1

6.0

4.0

2.4

0

12.7

11.6

• In 2004, CATS received $2.1 
million from City-Parish general 
fund for total local funding

• Average funding levels per capita 
served: 
- Locally-generated: $19.3
- General fund: $13.7
- Local dedicated tax: $17.9 4

2

2

City general revenue

Dedicated local 
funding

2

3
0

50.8 16.1 2


