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The Best Are None Too Good: Ranking Transit Agencies

The nation’s worst-managed transit systems lose 65 
cents for every dollar they spend on operating costs, 

fill only 42 percent of their seats, carry the average urban 
resident just 40 round trips per year, use almost as much 
energy and spew out almost as much greenhouse gases 
per passenger mile as the average car, carry fewer than 
14 percent of low-income workers to work, and lost 4 
percent of their customers in the last four years.

Oops—excuse me. Those are the numbers for the 
nation’s five best transit systems outside of New York 
(which is in a class by itself ). The five worst systems, out 
of the nation’s fifty largest urban areas, lose 87 cents for 
every dollar they spend on operating costs, fill under 18 
percent of their seats, carry the average urban resident 
less than four round trips per year, use more energy and 
spew out more greenhouse gases per passenger mile than 
the average Chevy Suburban, carry less than 2 percent 
of low-income workers to work, and lost more than 13 
percent of their customers in the last four years.

For comparison, transit agencies in the New York 
urban area lose 48 cents on every dollar spent on operat-
ing costs, fill 50 percent of their seats, carry the average 
urban resident 111 round trips per year, save energy and 
greenhouse gases compared with driving, carry a third of 
low-income workers to work, and lost 5 percent of their 
customers in the last four years.

I’m looking at these numbers because of the Santa 
Clara County Grand Jury report last week that suggested 
San Jose’s principal transit agency, Valley Transportation 
Authority, might be one of the worst-managed agencies 
in the country. California transit expert Tom Rubin said 
the same thing in 2007, and even the San Jose Mercury 
News said something similar in 2013. But how do we 
evaluate transit agency performance to determine which 
are the best and which are worst?

Performance Measures
One proposal for benchmark rankings of transit 

agencies includes 23 different performance measures. 
However, many of them, including revenue miles, ex-

penses per capita, and vehicle miles between failures, are 
inputs, not outputs. An agency could score high in all of 
these without carrying a single passenger. Other proposed 
benchmarks, such as trips per revenue mile and trips per 
hour, are redundant. 

My evaluation uses six performance measures that are 
all outputs:
1.	 Farebox recovery: What percentage of 2017 operating 

costs were covered by fares? This is important because 
if passengers aren’t willing to pay for their rides, why 
should anyone else?

2.	 Seats filled: What percentage of seats were filled in 
2017 (ignoring standing room)? A high percentage of 
empty seats indicates either an oversupply of transit or 
the vehicles aren’t going where people want to go.

3.	 Environmental quality: How much energy and green-
house gases per passenger mile does transit save or use 
compared with the average car? Transit supposedly 
deserves subsidies because it is more environmentally 
friendly than driving.

4.	 Ridership trend: By how much did ridership grow or 
shrink between 2014 and 2018? If transit were worth-
while, it should be able to withstand competition.

5.	 Round trips per capita: How many round trips were 
carried per resident of that urban area in 2017? If 
hardly anyone rides it, it isn’t contributing to the 
regional economy.

6.	 Low-income riders: What share of low-income work-
ers took transit to work in 2017? Another reason why 
transit supposedly deserves subsidies is that it provides 
mobility for the poor.
All of the data for measures 1, 2, and 3 come from 

the 2017 National Transit Database (for which you can 
download my summary spreadsheet). Trips in measure 5 
are also from the 2017 database, while population esti-
mates for each urban area are from the Census Bureau. 
Ridership trends are based on the most recent monthly 
ridership data from the National Transit Database (for 
which you can download my enhanced spreadsheet). 
Measure 6 is from table B08119, “means of transporta-
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tion to work by earnings,” of the 2017 American Com-
munity Survey, and for this measure I define “low-in-
come” as earning under $25,000 a year.

Some urban areas, such as Denver, have only one 
transit agency, while others have many. The last two mea-
sures—round-trips per capita and low-income commut-
ing—don’t work well for individual agencies in regions 
that have multiple transit agencies, so initially I’m going 
to look at transit systems, meaning all of the agencies 
within each urban area. 

The best transit systems, in my mind, would collect 
more in fares than they spent in operating costs, leaving 
some left over for capital replacement and debt service. 
They would fill at least 50 percent of seats; 100 percent 
is not possible for a system whose loads increase as it 
approaches downtowns and other major job centers. They 
would carry at least 150 roundtrips per person per year, 
which is what the average transit system in America did 
a century ago. Their ridership would grow by at least the 
rate of population growth; they would use less energy 
and emit less greenhouse gases per passenger mile than 
the average car; and they would carry a large percent of 
low-income employees to work.

Most of these measures are expressed as a percentage 
where bigger is better. To put the environmental measures 
on the same basis, I calculated them by dividing BTUs 
and grams into those of the average car—2,939 BTUs 
and 209 grams of carbon dioxide-equivalent per passen-
ger mile, then subtracting 1 so systems that were more 
environmentally friendly than the average car scored a 
positive number while those that are less friendly earn a 
negative number. Round trips per capita are a percent of 
150. I then score the systems by adding up the percentag-
es. There are no upper bounds to some of these measures, 
so a “perfect” score could be well above 4, but anything 
above 4 is unlikely.

The Best and Worst Transit Systems
The urban area to score the highest is, of course, New 

York, which scored 2.78. This doesn’t mean New York 
should be the standard against others should be judged: 
not only does it lose almost 50 cents for every dollar 
spent on operations, New York City transit alone (MTA, 
LIRR, Metro North) has debts, unfunded pension obliga-
tions, and maintenance backlogs totaling at least $120 
billion. Not only has New York ridership declined in each 
of the last four years, transit in the nation’s most intense 
transit urban area carries fewer trips per capita than the 
average of all American transit a century ago.

Among the nation’s 110 top urban areas, the lowest 
score was earned by Jackson, Mississippi. There, transit 
covers less than 6 percent of operating costs out of fares; 
fills just 4 percent of seats; carries less than one round trip 
per capita each year; and less than 0.7 percent of low-in-
come commuters to work. Transit uses more than ten 
times as much energy and emits more than ten times as 

many grams of greenhouse gases per passenger mile as the 
average SUV, and ridership has declined by 16 percent in 
the last four years. The region’s total score is minus 0.97, 
suggesting the environmental costs outweigh any possible 
benefit.

In comparison with Jackson, San Jose’s transit system 
is a paragon of efficiency and effectiveness, with a score of 
0.14, a tiny fraction of New York’s but many times better 
than Jackson’s. With a ranking of 23, San Jose is in the 
upper half of the top 50 urban areas, putting it ahead of 
Phoenix, Miami, Austin, Charlotte, Dallas-Ft. Worth, 
and Sacramento, among many others.

Among the top 50 urban areas, the lowest scores are 
in Oklahoma City, Kansas City, Memphis, Indianapolis, 
and Riverside-San Bernardino. The last three were hurt 
by their large ridership losses while the first two suffer 
from low farebox recovery rates. The five best urban areas, 
outside of New York, are San Francisco, Portland, Bos-
ton, Chicago, and Seattle. The West Coast regions were 
helped by the fact that their electric transit lines get most 
of their power from non-polluting sources, while Boston 
and Chicago benefit from high farebox recovery rates and 
filling lots of seats.

The Best and Worst Transit Agencies
Individual transit agencies can be ranked by drop-

ping the trips per capita and low-income commuting per-
formance measures. From New York’s MTA to Lansing’s 
Capital Area Transit Authority, 86 transit agencies carried 
more than 10 million riders in 2017. Among these, the 
highest scoring agency was not one in New York but San 
Francisco BART, which was boosted by its environmental 
score and its 78 percent farebox recovery. The next three 
were in New York, while number five was CalTrains, also 
in the San Francisco Bay Area. 

Three of the five lowest-scoring agencies were in 
the greater Los Angeles area: Santa Monica’s Big Blue 
Bus, San Bernardino County’s Omnitrans, and LA 
DOT, whose buses carry an insignificant number of 
riders compared with LA County Metro. The other two 
low-scoring agencies were the Kansas City Area Transpor-
tation Authority and the city of Albuquerque. At number 
46, San Jose’s Valley Transportation Authority was, once 
again, right in the middle, so I guess it isn’t the nation’s 
worst-managed transit agency.

The Best Are None Too Good
If there is a problem with these scores, it is that the 

farebox recovery rate only considers operating costs. This 
creates a bias for capital-intensive systems such as the 
New York City subway and San Francisco BART, which 
have high farebox recoveries but huge debts and mainte-
nance backlogs. 

Some might think it is unfair to compare transit 
agencies when so many factors, such as population den-
sities and job concentrations, are beyond their control. 



While those things might influence per capita ridership, 
they shouldn’t necessarily affect the benchmarks being 
considered here for individual agencies: farebox recovery, 
percentage of seats filled, ridership trends, and environ-
mental costs.

In a perfect world with resources allocated with 
perfect efficiency, all transit agencies would operate an 
optimal number of buses and other transit vehicles so 
that they would all have the same farebox recovery rates 
and fill the same percentage of seats. Low scores indi-
cate that agencies are spending too much money and 
other resources on transit and not getting much return. 
Empty transit vehicles also mean wasted energy and extra 
pollution and greenhouse gas emissions. Poorly designed 
transit systems are also likely to lose the most numbers of 
riders to other forms of transportation.

At the same time, the best are none too good. With 
the exception of BART and a few New York City transit 
agencies, almost all agencies lose well over 50 cents on 
the dollar and none recover any of their capital costs out 
of fares. Most fill under 40 percent of seats, use far more 
energy per passenger mile than a typical car or SUV, and 
are typically losing 2 to 3 percent of their riders per year. 

If they were private, they would have been put out 
of their misery long ago. Instead, they rely on increasing 
and never-ending subsidies from the public, for which 
they provide negligible benefits outside of New York. 
While the worst have the most room for improvement, 
there are no transit agencies that come anywhere close to 
perfection. 

In short, the entire transit industry needs to seriously 
rethink its administrative and operating models. 
	 •	 Instead going into debt building maintenance-inten-

sive dedicated transit lines, agencies should reroute ex-
isting bus lines to most intensively serve the neighbor-
hoods and routes that produce the highest ridership. 

	 •	 Instead of spending millions buying buses that are 
supposedly “green,” agencies should spend more 
efforts filling seats on existing buses, which will make 
transit greener even if those buses are Diesel-powered. 

	 •	 Instead of seeking new subsidies to support declining 
ridership, agencies should develop a roadmap for 
backing out of subsidized services that increasingly 
cater to the wealthy and, in many cases, harming the 
environment.
You can download my spreadsheets ranking transit 

systems and transit agencies or review the data in the next 
column and following page. Your feedback is welcome. Mast-
head photo by Giuseppe Milo.

Transit Agency Results
Transit	 Urban	 Farebox	 Seats	 2014-2018	 Environ-	 Total
Agency	 Area	 Recovery	 Filled	 Change	 ment	 Score
BART	 SF Bay Area	 77.5%	 41.0%	 -3.4%	 240.3%	 3.55
NYC MTA	 New York	 55.3%	 64.4%	 -5.5%	 135.0%	 2.49
LIRR	 New York	 53.8%	 41.5%	 7.3%	 130.7%	 2.33
PATH	 New York	 46.3%	 86.7%	 8.2%	 74.4%	 2.16
CalTrains	 SF Bay Area	 70.2%	 53.7%	 4.7%	 86.2%	 2.15
Sound Transit	 Seattle	 34.0%	 41.1%	 46.3%	 92.0%	 2.13
Valley Metro	 Phoenix	 32.2%	 51.5%	 8.0%	 97.9%	 1.90
Metro North	 New York	 60.2%	 31.2%	 8.8%	 84.3%	 1.84
PATCO	 Philadelphia	 52.0%	 28.5%	 7.8%	 20.2%	 1.09
TriMet	 Portland	 27.9%	 46.4%	 -4.9%	 39.1%	 1.08
NJ Transit	 New York	 47.6%	 35.9%	 -3.3%	 14.4%	 0.95
Metra	 Chicago	 47.8%	 28.9%	 -8.0%	 8.6%	 0.77
CTA	 Chicago	 39.9%	 36.9%	 -9.0%	 6.2%	 0.74
Comm. Transit	 Seattle	 39.3%	 29.7%	 8.5%	 -8.6%	 0.69
DTS	 Honolulu	 21.6%	 45.5%	 -7.1%	 6.1%	 0.66
MBTA	 Boston	 43.3%	 37.8%	 -11.4%	 -4.4%	 0.65
Metrolink	 Los Angeles	 37.6%	 32.0%	 -10.1%	 3.7%	 0.63
KCDOT	 Seattle	 28.2%	 40.6%	 3.0%	 -11.9%	 0.60
Muni	 SF Bay Area	 24.0%	 38.1%	 -2.7%	 -3.8%	 0.56
MARTA	 Atlanta	 31.2%	 32.6%	 -14.2%	 4.5%	 0.54
LTD	 Eugene, OR	 13.8%	 40.5%	 -6.2%	 -10.6%	 0.37
SEPTA	 Philadelphia	 35.7%	 31.4%	 -10.6%	 -19.2%	 0.37
Metro	 Los Angeles	 19.2%	 47.3%	 -17.4%	 -16.4%	 0.33
The Bee-Line	 New York	 34.0%	 31.1%	 -12.6%	 -21.2%	 0.31
UTA	 Salt Lake	 20.2%	 30.9%	 -4.5%	 -15.5%	 0.31
NICE	 New York	 36.2%	 44.2%	 -18.9%	 -32.1%	 0.29
Metro Transit 	 Twin Cities	 24.7%	 24.9%	 -4.6%	 -16.3%	 0.29
MTS	 San Diego	 34.7%	 34.8%	 -8.4%	 -32.6%	 0.29
DDOT	 Detroit	 16.5%	 40.7%	 -4.3%	 -25.2%	 0.28
RTD	 Denver	 26.3%	 26.1%	 0.4%	 -26.0%	 0.27
CTTransit	 Hartford	 17.2%	 24.3%	 8.9%	 -23.9%	 0.27
MTABUS	 New York	 26.7%	 28.1%	 9.6%	 -42.4%	 0.22
RTC	 Las Vegas	 33.2%	 28.2%	 3.0%	 -42.8%	 0.22
WMATA	 Washington	 37.8%	 29.3%	 -14.8%	 -31.8%	 0.21
MTA	 Baltimore	 21.3%	 33.2%	 -18.2%	 -16.4%	 0.20
Metro	 Houston	 12.9%	 25.2%	 4.7%	 -25.9%	 0.17
Metro	 Madison	 24.1%	 29.7%	 -13.6%	 -24.3%	 0.16
AC Transit	 SF Bay Area	 18.5%	 26.5%	 -5.8%	 -27.8%	 0.11
RGRTA	 Rochester	 30.0%	 23.2%	 -13.7%	 -30.2%	 0.09
NFT Metro	 Buffalo	 27.7%	 24.8%	 -9.3%	 -35.8%	 0.07
Port Authority	 Pittsburgh	 24.9%	 24.4%	 -0.9%	 -42.4%	 0.06
LBT	 Los Angeles	 18.5%	 30.5%	 -17.2%	 -25.9%	 0.06
STA	 Spokane	 15.0%	 26.1%	 -11.2%	 -24.7%	 0.05
NYCDOT	 New York	 2.2%	 28.8%	 11.9%	 -39.7%	 0.03
PACE	 Chicago	 16.1%	 32.6%	 -13.2%	 -33.1%	 0.02
VTA	 San Jose	 9.3%	 26.3%	 -17.3%	 -17.3%	 0.01
CDTA	 Albany	 23.4%	 22.1%	 -6.9%	 -40.8%	 -0.02
MDT	 Miami	 16.8%	 32.4%	 -25.8%	 -26.5%	 -0.03
CATA	 Lansing, MI	 15.6%	 23.2%	 -7.9%	 -34.8%	 -0.04
RIPTA	 Providence	 19.5%	 22.9%	 -15.8%	 -30.7%	 -0.04
SORTA/Metro	 Cincinnati	 29.0%	 19.5%	 -13.0%	 -40.5%	 -0.05
CNYRTA	 Syracuse	 22.2%	 19.2%	 7.0%	 -53.5%	 -0.05
C-U MTD	 Champaign, IL	 23.7%	 20.6%	 -13.4%	 -36.7%	 -0.06
CMTA	 Austin	 10.6%	 30.0%	 -12.5%	 -37.0%	 -0.09
NORTA	 New Orleans	 16.9%	 17.9%	 -2.5%	 -45.3%	 -0.13
PVTA	 Springfield	 16.2%	 22.8%	 -10.9%	 -41.8%	 -0.14
LYNX	 Orlando	 21.4%	 23.0%	 -17.6%	 -40.6%	 -0.14
MCTS	 Milwaukee	 22.6%	 26.2%	 -25.4%	 -37.4%	 -0.14
Sun Metro	 El Paso	 12.8%	 23.2%	 -0.1%	 -50.1%	 -0.14
CATS	 Charlotte	 24.1%	 22.5%	 -22.9%	 -40.4%	 -0.17
NCTD	 San Diego	 17.0%	 22.3%	 -17.2%	 -39.0%	 -0.17
OCTA	 Los Angeles	 19.0%	 30.6%	 -18.0%	 -48.8%	 -0.17
METRO	 St. Louis	 17.4%	 21.7%	 -22.8%	 -35.7%	 -0.19
DART	 Dallas-FW	 13.5%	 26.2%	 -10.0%	 -49.4%	 -0.20
COT	 Tucson	 16.0%	 26.5%	 -22.3%	 -42.8%	 -0.23
Sacto RT	 Sacramento	 21.1%	 22.8%	 -25.2%	 -42.2%	 -0.23
The Rapid	 Grand Rapids	 24.4%	 18.4%	 -16.0%	 -50.3%	 -0.24
TARC	 Louisville	 15.3%	 21.9%	 -19.0%	 -44.3%	 -0.26
JTA	 Jacksonville	 13.1%	 19.7%	 -6.8%	 -53.5%	 -0.27
BCT	 Miami	 23.9%	 23.4%	 -27.2%	 -47.8%	 -0.28
Valley Metro	 Phoenix	 15.7%	 21.1%	 -8.3%	 -57.3%	 -0.29
VIA	 San Antonio	 11.5%	 21.0%	 -9.8%	 -52.9%	 -0.30
HART	 Tampa	 18.5%	 22.9%	 -22.0%	 -51.3%	 -0.32
HRT	 VA Beach	 16.1%	 19.7%	 -21.1%	 -46.7%	 -0.32
Ride-On	 Washington	 18.7%	 21.3%	 -20.4%	 -52.9%	 -0.33
COTA	 Columbus	 13.7%	 13.6%	 -0.6%	 -63.0%	 -0.36
GCRTA	 Cleveland	 18.3%	 21.7%	 -28.6%	 -48.0%	 -0.37
PSTA	 Tampa	 16.5%	 18.5%	 -18.4%	 -53.5%	 -0.37
WSF	 Seattle	 17.3%	 17.1%	 6.7%	 -78.5%	 -0.37
Foothill Transit	 Los Angeles	 18.5%	 20.4%	 -15.7%	 -62.8%	 -0.40
RPTA	 Phoenix	 11.8%	 18.1%	 -12.2%	 -57.3%	 -0.40
SamTrans	 SF Bay Area	 12.8%	 18.5%	 -15.2%	 -57.7%	 -0.42
Big Blue Bus 	 Los Angeles	 15.8%	 26.2%	 -32.0%	 -56.6%	 -0.47
KCATA	 Kansas City	 10.0%	 19.5%	 -20.6%	 -60.8%	 -0.52
OMNI	 Riverside	 16.4%	 18.4%	 -27.9%	 -63.5%	 -0.56
ABQ Ride	 Albuquerque	 7.0%	 16.0%	 -25.1%	 -61.2%	 -0.63
LADOT	 Los Angeles	 13.3%	 22.9%	 -29.6%	 -86.2%	 -0.80
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	 Farebox	 Seats	 Round Trips	 14-18	 Environ-	 Low	 Total
	 Recovery	 Filled	 Per Capita	 Change	 ment	 Income	 Score
New York	 52.1%	 50.3%	 74.3%	 -4.5%	 72.8%	 33.2%	 2.78
SF Bay Area	 40.4%	 44.2%	 42.9%	 -3.1%	 45.7%	 18.5%	 1.89
Portland	 25.2%	 48.2%	 18.3%	 -3.5%	 26.7%	 10.5%	 1.25
Lancaster	 17.2%	 21.3%	 4.1%	 129.1%	 -52.4%	 2.3%	 1.22
Honolulu	 21.6%	 45.5%	 26.4%	 -7.1%	 6.1%	 14.7%	 1.07
Boston	 42.4%	 37.4%	 29.4%	 -11.4%	 -6.0%	 14.1%	 1.06
Chicago	 38.0%	 37.8%	 22.7%	 -9.0%	 0.4%	 12.6%	 1.03
Stockton	 24.4%	 40.3%	 4.1%	 -12.1%	 38.7%	 1.2%	 0.97
Greenville	 9.7%	 19.6%	 2.1%	 94.9%	 -41.7%	 0.8%	 0.85
Seattle	 28.1%	 42.9%	 21.9%	 8.9%	 -28.7%	 10.7%	 0.84
Port St. Lucie	 5.1%	 10.1%	 0.3%	 132.5%	 -76.2%	 0.5%	 0.72
Philadelphia	 36.1%	 31.5%	 20.8%	 -10.5%	 -18.6%	 11.9%	 0.71
Atlanta	 30.1%	 34.9%	 8.9%	 -12.4%	 -3.9%	 5.8%	 0.63
Washington	 35.9%	 30.4%	 27.2%	 -14.1%	 -31.0%	 14.3%	 0.63
Poughkeepsie	 19.3%	 21.8%	 1.4%	 15.9%	 -5.9%	 4.3%	 0.57
San Diego	 31.1%	 37.8%	 10.6%	 -11.7%	 -25.8%	 5.7%	 0.48
Baltimore	 20.8%	 32.6%	 15.8%	 -16.2%	 -18.6%	 12.0%	 0.47
Salt Lake	 20.2%	 30.9%	 6.6%	 -4.5%	 -15.5%	 3.5%	 0.41
Denver	 26.4%	 26.8%	 12.2%	 -6.7%	 -25.3%	 6.0%	 0.39
Los Angeles	 18.9%	 44.0%	 15.4%	 -18.7%	 -30.6%	 8.2%	 0.37
Las Vegas	 39.6%	 26.3%	 11.0%	 -3.8%	 -43.3%	 6.7%	 0.36
Madison	 24.2%	 29.6%	 9.8%	 -13.6%	 -24.3%	 8.8%	 0.35
Reno	 20.9%	 33.7%	 6.2%	 -8.8%	 -26.5%	 3.7%	 0.29
Pittsburgh	 25.3%	 25.1%	 12.6%	 -1.4%	 -42.1%	 8.8%	 0.28
Detroit	 15.8%	 35.9%	 3.4%	 -3.0%	 -26.5%	 2.7%	 0.28
Boise	 13.4%	 31.7%	 1.5%	 5.1%	 -27.2%	 0.8%	 0.25
Buffalo	 27.7%	 24.8%	 9.4%	 -9.3%	 -35.8%	 8.0%	 0.25
Houston	 12.8%	 24.8%	 5.2%	 4.7%	 -26.3%	 3.5%	 0.25
Twin Cities	 22.4%	 21.6%	 11.5%	 -4.9%	 -33.9%	 8.0%	 0.25
Rochester	 30.0%	 23.2%	 7.3%	 -13.7%	 -30.2%	 4.9%	 0.22
Spokane	 15.0%	 26.1%	 8.7%	 -11.2%	 -24.7%	 3.4%	 0.17
Albany	 23.4%	 22.1%	 9.3%	 -6.9%	 -40.8%	 9.3%	 0.16
Raleigh	 23.1%	 19.7%	 2.9%	 13.1%	 -46.5%	 2.4%	 0.15
San Jose	 9.3%	 26.3%	 7.2%	 -17.3%	 -17.3%	 5.8%	 0.14
Phoenix	 17.3%	 29.8%	 6.0%	 -7.5%	 -39.2%	 3.6%	 0.10
Richmond	 20.5%	 25.7%	 3.0%	 -8.4%	 -34.3%	 2.7%	 0.09
Columbia	 12.4%	 10.0%	 1.4%	 57.9%	 -74.3%	 1.7%	 0.09
Palm Bay	 18.5%	 32.7%	 1.7%	 -14.0%	 -32.0%	 1.3%	 0.08
Des Moines	 24.8%	 21.0%	 3.0%	 -5.3%	 -40.6%	 2.4%	 0.05
Miami	 17.2%	 31.4%	 7.5%	 -25.9%	 -33.8%	 5.2%	 0.02
Syracuse	 22.2%	 19.2%	 8.8%	 -3.0%	 -53.5%	 7.7%	 0.01
Durham	 18.6%	 20.6%	 12.6%	 -9.0%	 -48.4%	 6.7%	 0.01
Austin	 10.6%	 29.8%	 6.0%	 -12.5%	 -37.0%	 3.8%	 0.01
Hartford	 14.1%	 20.7%	 6.7%	 0.0%	 -47.9%	 6.7%	 0.00
Nashville	 17.2%	 21.7%	 3.3%	 -1.4%	 -44.5%	 2.5%	 -0.01
Springfield	 16.2%	 22.8%	 6.2%	 -10.9%	 -41.8%	 5.4%	 -0.02
Milwaukee	 22.3%	 23.9%	 8.9%	 -25.2%	 -40.1%	 7.2%	 -0.03
Cincinnati	 26.0%	 19.9%	 3.8%	 -13.2%	 -45.7%	 4.6%	 -0.05
Providence	 18.0%	 22.6%	 4.9%	 -15.4%	 -39.4%	 3.4%	 -0.06
New Orleans	 17.0%	 18.7%	 7.9%	 -6.1%	 -49.7%	 5.6%	 -0.07
El Paso	 12.8%	 23.2%	 5.4%	 -1.7%	 -50.1%	 3.5%	 -0.07
Orlando	 18.0%	 22.1%	 5.1%	 -15.6%	 -41.3%	 3.6%	 -0.08
Charlotte	 22.4%	 20.4%	 5.8%	 -21.5%	 -39.7%	 3.6%	 -0.09

	 Farebox	 Seats	 Round Trips	 14-18	 Environ-	 Low	 Total
	 Recovery	 Filled	 Per Capita	 Change	 ment	 Income	 Score
Mission Viejo	 1.4%	 21.2%	 0.5%	 6.1%	 -40.8%	 2.3%	 -0.09
Tucson	 16.4%	 27.3%	 6.9%	 -22.3%	 -41.1%	 3.5%	 -0.09
St. Louis	 16.9%	 21.9%	 6.7%	 -22.8%	 -37.7%	 5.5%	 -0.09
Louisville	 15.7%	 24.5%	 4.4%	 -19.1%	 -39.8%	 4.7%	 -0.10
Denton	 17.9%	 22.1%	 2.5%	 -1.9%	 -53.1%	 1.6%	 -0.11
Dayton	 11.7%	 23.2%	 4.2%	 -14.5%	 -39.7%	 3.8%	 -0.11
Grand Rapids	 24.4%	 18.4%	 5.9%	 -16.0%	 -50.3%	 3.5%	 -0.14
Colorado Springs	 16.4%	 21.4%	 1.9%	 2.5%	 -60.2%	 2.6%	 -0.15
Bridgeport	 21.6%	 20.2%	 3.7%	 -19.3%	 -49.9%	 8.3%	 -0.15
Allentown	 15.6%	 22.3%	 2.5%	 -12.3%	 -46.6%	 1.8%	 -0.17
Flint	 18.4%	 17.9%	 5.0%	 -12.3%	 -48.2%	 2.4%	 -0.17
Dallas-FW	 13.5%	 26.7%	 4.2%	 -12.3%	 -52.3%	 2.3%	 -0.18
Worcester	 13.7%	 24.6%	 2.5%	 -20.3%	 -42.1%	 3.3%	 -0.18
San Antonio	 11.3%	 21.2%	 6.2%	 -9.8%	 -53.4%	 4.4%	 -0.20
Jacksonville	 12.9%	 19.8%	 3.7%	 -5.7%	 -54.6%	 2.6%	 -0.21
Concord	 13.1%	 15.8%	 2.6%	 -1.6%	 -58.9%	 6.8%	 -0.22
Cleveland	 17.8%	 21.5%	 7.6%	 -28.2%	 -49.0%	 5.5%	 -0.25
Columbus	 13.9%	 15.3%	 4.1%	 -0.7%	 -61.5%	 3.7%	 -0.25
VA Beach	 16.0%	 19.5%	 3.4%	 -21.1%	 -46.7%	 3.4%	 -0.26
Tampa	 17.5%	 22.0%	 3.3%	 -19.6%	 -51.2%	 2.5%	 -0.26
Charleston	 26.6%	 18.1%	 2.0%	 -37.6%	 -36.2%	 0.8%	 -0.26
Sacramento	 18.7%	 20.6%	 4.7%	 -23.3%	 -49.5%	 2.5%	 -0.26
Oxnard	 14.3%	 19.6%	 3.9%	 -10.9%	 -55.1%	 1.6%	 -0.27
Fresno	 17.8%	 17.1%	 4.7%	 -6.3%	 -63.1%	 2.5%	 -0.27
OK City	 10.3%	 17.2%	 1.2%	 -1.8%	 -56.3%	 0.9%	 -0.28
Tulsa	 15.2%	 21.3%	 1.4%	 -12.4%	 -57.0%	 0.7%	 -0.31
McAllen	 4.5%	 9.4%	 0.5%		  -45.5%	 0.3%	 -0.31
Bakersfield	 16.0%	 13.4%	 3.0%	 13.1%	 -78.7%	 1.8%	 -0.31
Albuquerque	 6.9%	 26.5%	 5.0%	 -25.2%	 -48.9%	 2.4%	 -0.33
Kansas City	 9.5%	 18.6%	 3.5%	 -7.6%	 -59.2%	 1.5%	 -0.34
Cape Coral	 14.6%	 18.3%	 1.7%	 -19.3%	 -53.1%	 2.3%	 -0.36
New Haven	 13.1%	 17.5%	 4.9%	 -19.3%	 -58.3%	 6.4%	 -0.36
Baton Rouge	 7.2%	 14.1%	 2.1%	 -0.6%	 -61.2%	 1.6%	 -0.37
Memphis	 13.5%	 19.9%	 2.3%	 -23.7%	 -50.9%	 1.6%	 -0.37
Chattanooga	 26.5%	 13.4%	 2.4%	 -12.7%	 -68.6%	 1.5%	 -0.38
Birmingham	 6.7%	 17.0%	 1.2%	 -1.2%	 -65.0%	 2.0%	 -0.39
Palm Coast	 15.2%	 15.3%	 3.1%	 -9.4%	 -67.6%	 2.4%	 -0.41
Indianapolis	 14.5%	 13.4%	 1.9%	 -12.7%	 -61.3%	 2.6%	 -0.42
Riverside	 15.3%	 19.2%	 3.3%	 -20.7%	 -62.3%	 2.3%	 -0.43
Scranton	 12.8%	 13.6%	 2.1%	 -8.8%	 -65.9%	 3.0%	 -0.43
Akron	 11.8%	 13.0%	 3.8%	 -8.9%	 -69.0%	 3.1%	 -0.46
Modesto	 14.7%	 12.4%	 2.9%	 -28.5%	 -51.3%	 0.6%	 -0.49
Harrisburg	 14.7%	 15.8%	 1.6%	 -23.3%	 -62.0%	 1.8%	 -0.51
Knoxville	 15.6%	 11.6%	 1.6%	 -5.3%	 -76.7%	 1.2%	 -0.52
Toledo	 18.8%	 13.6%	 1.9%	 -20.9%	 -70.2%	 3.1%	 -0.54
Augusta	 13.4%	 12.2%	 0.6%	 -15.2%	 -67.2%	 1.5%	 -0.55
Youngstown	 9.1%	 11.4%	 1.6%	 -18.2%	 -61.4%	 2.0%	 -0.56
Omaha	 16.3%	 9.5%	 1.6%	 -15.7%	 -70.1%	 1.7%	 -0.57
Little Rock	 12.2%	 14.3%	 1.9%	 -19.3%	 -67.2%	 1.3%	 -0.57
Sarasota	 8.5%	 14.5%	 2.0%	 -19.0%	 -63.6%	 0.6%	 -0.57
Winston-Salem	 12.3%	 11.8%	 2.3%	 -24.1%	 -66.4%	 2.2%	 -0.62
Wichita	 13.4%	 13.5%	 0.9%	 -29.3%	 -63.5%	 1.6%	 -0.63
Jackson	 5.9%	 4.4%	 0.5%	 -15.7%	 -92.9%	 0.7%	 -0.97
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