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Abstract - Public bus transport industry in India is dominated by state owned State Transport Undertakings (STUs). The 

STUs have a special responsibility to provide road-based passenger mobility in the country, as they are the biggest 

undertakings in the hands of the respective state/municipal governments. However, most of the STUs have, over the 

years, accumulated huge financial losses. They are unable to keep pace with the rapid and substantial increases in 

demand; their service quality in particular has deteriorated, and their market share has been further reduced as 

passengers have turned to personalized transport and intermediate public transport. The main aim of this paper is to 

analyze the performance of public bus transport industry in India through analyzing the performance of STUs. Rather 

than covering every aspect, paper primarily focuses on those areas that are important from a policy point of view. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Public bus transport industry in India has not been able to keep pace with the very rapid and substantial increases in 

demand of the past few years. STUs’ service quality in particular has deteriorated, and their market share has been 

further reduced as passengers have turned towards personalized transport and intermediate public transport (Padam 

and Singh, 2004). 

In their existence of nearly seven decades, the STUs put together, recorded the deepest loss of over Rs. 9,500 crores 

during 2014-15. Every bus-km operated by the STUs results in a loss of around Rs. 6.50. Only two STUs, UPSRTC 

and OSRTC, could make a profit of Rs. 4 crore and Rs. 5 crore, respectively during the year 2014-15. Across the 

country, every mofussil bus-km incurred a loss of nearly Rs. 3.66, while every urban bus-km resulted in a loss of Rs. 

30.25. The hill operation also costs dearly to STUs, made a loss of Rs. 2.56 per bus-km. Due to this, STUs could not 

even earn surplus before tax. STUs incurred a loss of Rs. 6,132 crore before tax during 2014-15. 

It is well known that the objectives of STUs are to provide adequate, economical and efficient transport services, 

following, of course, business principles in their operations (Singh, 2014). However, as indicated above, STUs’ 

financial performance has not been very encouraging. Apart from public criticism of inadequate and irregular 

services provided under unhealthy conditions of overcrowding and with minimal passenger comforts and amenities, 

STUs’ financial performance has also been extremely poor and deteriorating over the years (Singh and Raghav, 

2014).  

Experience shows a need for a great variety of modes of public transport. It is noted that given the opportunity, 

people reveal widely divergent transport preferences, but in India, most state authorities favor a basic standard of 

bus services provided by closely controlled large and monolithic corporations (Singh, 2005). This approach is often 

justified by certain misconceptions. First, it is believed that there are economies of scale in the size of corporations. 

This leads to the assumption that transport undertakings are operating on increasing returns to scale and their 

average cost declines with increase in the level of production. Providing such an undertaking with an exclusive 

franchise is then rationalized as a means of protecting it from unfair competition and thus of increasing its viability. 

Second, it is often thought to be inegalitarian to provide special services such as express buses, air conditioned 

buses, and premium or guaranteed seats in return for higher fares. In other words, variety is usually curbed. 

The economies of scale argument, however, has been discredited by both empirical evidence and experience (see, 

for example, Singh and Jha (2017), Singh (2014), and Jha and Singh (2001)). The management and labor problems 

of large STUs have revealed the diseconomies of large scale operations. Since the monopolies often produce only 

low quality service, people who are willing to pay for something better are forced to opt for other modes. 

    

II. FORMS OF ORGANIZATION IN STUS 

Large number of STUs in India is established under the RTC Act 1950. Whilst the majority was established under 

this Act, other forms of incorporation have also been used e.g., as government companies registered under the Indian 

Companies Act 1956, or full-fledged departments of the State Governments concerned, or as Municipal 

Undertakings (Padam, 1990). The last stated form is exclusively used in the case of city bus services. 

Currently, the country has 54 road transport undertakings owned jointly by the respective state government or the 

union territory and the central government. Out of these 54 undertakings, 25 are corporation form of organizations, 
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13 are company type, 9 are government departments, and 7 are municipal undertakings. Some states have more than 

one road transport undertakings. This is possible under Section 17 A(1) of Road Transport Corporation Act 1950 

which states “…a corporation…may, ..frame…a scheme…providing for the establishment of one or more subsidiary 

corporation”. However, nationalization of passenger road transport is not fully effected in all the states and union 

territories. For instance, Gujarat, Maharashtra, and Chandigarh have achieved 100% nationalization. On the other 

hand, nationalization in many states like Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, Rajasthan, etc. is only partial (Thomas, 2000).  

 

2.1. Corporations formed under Road Transport Corporations Act 1950 

Here is the current list of Corporations formed under Road Transport Corporations Act 1950 with number of buses 

held during 2014-15: 

1. Andhra Pradesh State Road Transport Corporation (APSRTC) – 12,079 buses 

2. Assam State Transport Corporation (ASMSTC) – Not Available 

3. Bangalore Metropolitan Transport Corporation (BMTC) – 6,649 buses  

4. Bihar State Road Transport Corporation (BSRTC) – 414 buses (2013-14) 

5. Calcutta State Transport Corporation (CSTC) – 718 buses (2013-14)  

6. Delhi Transport Corporation (DTC) – 4,970 buses 

7. Gujarat State Road Transport Corporation (GSRTC) – 7,765 buses 

8. Himachal Road Transport Corporation (HRTC) – 2,162 buses (2013-14)   

9. Jammu & Kashmir State Road Transport Corporation (JKSRTC) – Not Available 

10. Karnataka State Road Transport Corporation (KnSRTC) – 8,322 buses 

11. Kerala State Road Transport Corporation (KSRTC) – 5,691 buses 

12. Maharashtra State Road Transport Corporation (MSRTC) – 17,957 buses 

13. Manipur State Road Transport Corporation (MPRSRTC) – Not Available 

14. Meghalaya Transport Corporation (MEGTC) – 63 buses 

15. North Bengal State Transport Corporation (NBSTC) – 688 buses (2013-14)  

16. North Western Karnataka Road Transport Corporation (NWKnRTC) – 4,739 buses 

17. North Eastern Karnataka Road Transport Corporation (NEKnRTC) – 4,320 buses 

18. Orissa State Road Transport Corporation (OSRTC) – 446 buses  

19. Pepsu Road Transport Corporation (PRTC) – 1,224 buses (2010-11) 

20. Rajasthan State Road Transport Corporation (RSRTC) – 4,704 buses 

21.South Bengal State Transport Corporation (SBSTC) – 546 buses  

22. Telangana State Road Transport Corporation (TSRTC) – 10,329 buses 

23. Tripura Road Transport Corporation (TRPTC) – 47 (2013-14)  

24. Uttar Pradesh State Road Transport Corporation (UPSRTC) – 9,415 buses 

25. Uttarakhand Transport Corporation (UTC) – 1,246 buses 

Table 1 presents selected indicators to evaluate the performance of corporations formed under the RTC Act 1950. 

As far as physical performance is concerned, APSRTC, GSRTC, and RSRTC appear to be the best performers; in 

2014-15, latest year for which data are available, they are the only corporations which utilized their fleet more than 

350 kms per day. Table 1 reveals that there is a wide disparity in the level as well as growth rate of kms/bus/day 

across corporations. According to the level of bus productivity during 2010-11, the most productive corporation, 

RSRTC, was four times as productive as the least productive corporation, BSRTC. In terms of bus productivity 

growth rates from 2010-11 to 2014-15, the corporations fall in three distinct categories. Four corporations achieved 

high growth rates ranging from 8.5% (UTC) to 15.1% (APSRTC). Eight corporations could not improve their 

productivity and OSRTC faced the greatest decline of 27.3%. The remaining corporations can be categorized as low 

productivity growth category, with values ranging from 0.75% (KSRTC) to 7.1% (NWKnRTC). 

As far as average cost (cost per bus-km) and average revenue (earning per bus-km) is concerned, once again, we 

found wide disparity across corporations. During 2014-15, average revenue exceeded average cost for only two 

corporations, OSRTC and UPSRTC, though four corporations, BMTC, KnSRTC, MSRTC, and OSRTC, were able 

to make profit during 2010-11. OSRTC is the only corporation which made profit in 2010-11 as well as 2014-15. It 

is interesting to note that the growth rate of average revenue exceeded that of average cost from 2010-11 to 2014-15 

for at least five corporations but only one of them could exceed their average revenue over average cost during 

2014-15. This shows that most of the corporations are either operating on higher average cost than optimal one or 

charging lower fare than the required one to be on break-even. 
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Table 1. Performance of corporations formed under the RTC Act 1950 

STUs Kms/bus/day Cost/bus-km (Rs.) Earning/bus-km (Rs.) 
2010-11 2014-15 2010-11 2014-15 2010-11 2014-15 

APSRTC 324 373 22.3 32.8 21.2 29.2 
ASMSTC - - - - - - 
BMTC 205 194 27.9 49.3 29.0 47.9 

BSRTC 89 - 27.9 - 15.5 - 
CSTC 100 - 72.1 - 18.8 - 

DTC 139 158 113.7 140.4 33.8 38.8 
GSRTC 338 373 25.3 28.6 20.9 27.2 

HRTC 227 - 30.9 - 29.5 - 

JKSRTC - - - - - - 
KnSRTC 333 325 23.2 32.9 23.9 32.4 

KSRTC 265 267 29.8 47.9 24.3 36.7 
MSRTC 321 318 26.0 37.9 26.2 36.0 

MPRSRTC - - - - - - 

MEGTC 126 98 50.5 64.9 35.7 52.5 
NBSTC 141 - 50.8 - 16.2 - 

NWKnRTC 309 331 22.1 31.1 21.5 30.1 
NEKnRTC 312 288 20.4 32.4 20.1 32.1 

OSRTC 264 192 18.1 27.1 20.4 28.7 
PRTC 298 - 27.1 - 26.0 - 

RSRTC 367 365 23.6 38.2 20.3 29.3 

SBSTC 204 193 38.0 53.8 35.6 41.0 
TSRTC - 330 - 35.3 - 32.1 

TRPTC - - - - - - 
UPSRTC 329 337 20.5 28.3 20.2 28.3 

UTC 294 319 22.6 32.3 20.2 29.9 

Source: Performance Statistics of STUs, 2010-11 to 2014-15 published for the Association of State Road Transport 

Undertakings, New Delhi by the Central Institute of Road Transport, Pune, India. 

 

2.2. Companies formed under the Indian Companies Act 1956 

Here is the current list of Companies formed under the Indian Companies Act 1956 (with number of buses held 

during 2014-15): 

1. Metropolitan Transport Corpn. Ltd. (Chennai) (MTC (CNI)) – 3,784 buses 

2. State Express Transport Corpn. Ltd. (Tamil Nadu) (SETC (TN)) – 1,104 buses  

3. Tamil Nadu State Transport Corpn. Ltd. (Coimbatore) (TNSTC (CBE)) – 3,184 buses 

4. Tamil Nadu State Transport Corpn. Ltd. (Kumbakonam) (TNSTC (KUM)) – 4,037 buses 

5. Tamil Nadu State Transport Corpn. Ltd. (Madurai) (TNSTC (MDU)) – 2,516 buses 

6. Tamil Nadu State Transport Corpn. Ltd. (Salem) (TNSTC (SLM)) – 2,212 buses 

7. Tamil Nadu State Transport Corpn. Ltd. (Villupuram) (TNSTC (VPM)) – 3,528 buses 

8. Tamil Nadu State Transport Corpn. Ltd. (Tirunelveli) (TNSTC (TVL)) – Not Available 

9. Kadamba Transport Corporation Limited (KDTC) – 536 buses 

10. Calcutta Tram. Company Limited (CTCL) – Not Available 

11. Pondicherry Transport Company Limited (PRTCL) – Not Available  

12. Pune Mahanagar Parivahan Mahamandal Ltd. (PMPML) – Not Available 

13. West Bengal Surface Transport Company Limited (WBSTCL) – Not Available  

Table 2 presents selected physical and financial performance parameters for companies formed under the Indian 

Companies Act 1956 for the year 2010-11 and 2014-15. It appears that bus-kms per day for average company is 

higher than that of average corporation; for example, during 2014-15, an average company operated 390 

kms/bus/day whereas an average corporation operated just 279 kms/bus/day. This suggests that, on an average, bus 

productivity of companies formed under the Indian Companies Act 1956 is higher than their counterparts formed 

under the Road Transport Corporation Act 1950. As far as physical performance of different companies is 

concerned, SETC (TN) is found to be the most productive company and KDTC is the least productive one; 

kms/bus/day for SETC (TN) was more than 550 during 2010-11 as well as 2014-15. The most productive company, 

SETC (TN), was almost thrice as productive as the least productive company, KDTC. It is interesting to note that 
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none of the companies could improve its bus productivity from 2010-11 to 2014-15. Fall in bus productivity was 

highest in KDTC (33%) followed by TNSTC (KUM) (11%) and MTC (CNI) (9%). All other companies faced only 

marginal decline in their bus productivity. 

 

Table 2. Performance of companies formed under the Indian Companies Act 1956 

STUs Kms/bus/day Cost/bus-km (Rs.) Earning/bus-km (Rs.) 
2010-11 2014-15 2010-11 2014-15 2010-11 2014-15 

MTC (CNI)  279 254 33.2 49.1 26.5 37.9 
SETC (TN) 559 552 24.3 38.2 16.9 29.4 
TNSTC (CBE) 411 395 23.5 35.9 17.7 26.5 

TNSTC (KUM) 500 446 20.4 32.5 16.6 26.1 
TNSTC (MDU)  429 417 22.1 35.7 17.9 27.9 

TNSTC (SLM) 474 460 20.2 31.8 16.1 24.4 
TNSTC (VPM) 487 469 20.1 31.5 16.9 25.9 

TNSTC (TVL) - - - - - - 

KDTC 188 126 35.0 52.0 29.4 46.5 
CTCL  - - - - - - 

PRTCL  - - - - - - 
PMPML  - - - - - - 

WBSTCL - - - - - - 

Source: Performance Statistics of STUs, 2010-11 to 2014-15 published for the Association of State Road Transport 

Undertakings, New Delhi by the Central Institute of Road Transport, Pune, India. 

 

2.3. Departmental Undertakings 

Here is the current list of Departmental Undertakings (with number of buses held during 2013-14, latest year for 

which data are available for departmental undertakings): 

1. State Transport Haryana (STHAR) – 3,816 buses 

2. State Transport Punjab (STPJB) – 630 buses (2010-11) 

3. Chandigarh Transport Undertaking (CHNTU) – 472 buses (2012-13) 

4. Nagaland State Transport (NGST) – 238 buses (2010-11) 

5. Sikkim Nationalised Transport (SKNT) – 97 buses 

6.Mizoram State Transport (MZST) – 34 buses 

7. Andaman & Nicobar State Transport (ANST) – 219 (2011-12)  

8. Arunachal Pradesh State Transport (APRST) – Not Available 

9. The Punjab State Bus Stand Management Company Limited (PUNBUS) – 1,136 buses (2010-11)  

Table 3 reports selected physical and financial parameters for departmental undertakings for the period 2010-11 and 

2013-14. It seems that bus productivity of departmental undertakings is, on an average, less than that of both 

companies formed under Indian Companies Act 1956 and corporations formed under Road Transport Corporation 

Act 1950. For example, during 2013-14, an average departmental undertaking operated just 195 kms/bus/day 

whereas an average company and corporation operated 390 and 279 kms/bus/day, respectively. Furthermore, it is 

found that there is a wide disparity in the level as well as growth rate of all the parameters across departmental 

undertakings. For example, during 2010-11, the most productive departmental undertaking, STPJB, was almost 

seven times as productive as the least productive departmental undertaking, SKNT. Similar result is found in case of 

average cost as well as average revenue. Moreover, variation in average revenue across departmental undertakings is 

noticeably less than that in average cost. 

  

Table 3. Performance of the departmental undertakings 

STUs Kms/bus/day Cost/bus-km (Rs.) Earning/bus-km (Rs.) 
2010-11 2013-14 2010-11 2013-14 2010-11 2013-14 

STHAR 320 303 30.0 39.2 22.6 29.5 
STPJB 353 - 47.3 - 24.9 - 
CHNTU 256 217(12-13) 33.9 47.6(12-13) 25.4 30.6(12-13) 

NGST 74 - 67.8 - 18.8 - 
SKNT 51 50 134.3 226.7 88.2 209.4 

MZST 52 53 122.2 332.9 22.5 261.6 

ANST 107 - - - - - 
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APRST - - - - - - 

PUNBUS 353 - 21.7 - 23.0 - 

Source: Performance Statistics of STUs, 2010-11 to 2014-15 published for the Association of State Road Transport 

Undertakings, New Delhi by the Central Institute of Road Transport, Pune, India. 

 

2.4. Municipal Undertakings 

Here is the current list of Municipal Undertakings (with number of buses held during 2014-15):    

1. Brihan Mumbai Electric Supply & Transport Undertaking (BEST) – 4,247 buses 

2. Ahmedabad Municipal Transport Service (AMTS) – 946 buses 

3. Thane Municipal Transport Undertaking (TMTU) – 338 buses 

4. Kolhapur Municipal Transport Undertaking (KMTU) – 136 buses 

5. Navi Mumbai Municipal Transport (NMMT) – 360 buses 

6. Solapur Municipal Transport Undertaking (SMTU) – 203 buses 

7. Kalayan Dombivli Municipal Transport Undertakings (KADMTU) – 170 buses 

Table 4 presents selected indicators to evaluate the physical and financial performance of municipal undertakings. It 

is clear from Tables 1 to 4 that bus productivity of municipal undertakings is, on an average, lower than that of 

departmental undertakings, companies formed under Indian Companies Act 1956 and corporations formed under 

Road Transport Corporation Act 1950. For example, during 2014-15, an average municipal undertakings operated 

just 129 kms/bus/day whereas an average departmental undertaking, corporation and company operated 195, 279 

and 390 kms/bus/day, respectively. It is noted that the disparity in the level as well as growth rate of bus 

productivity across municipal undertakings is significantly less than that across corporations, companies, and 

departmental undertakings. 

As far as average cost (cost per bus-km) and average revenue (earning per bus-km) is concerned, we found wide 

disparity across municipal undertakings. During 2014-15, average cost as well as average revenue was the highest 

for BEST; average revenue was the lowest for AMTS even though average cost was the second highest among all 

municipal undertakings. Lowest average cost was associated with KMTU; that’s why, it faced minimum financial 

deficit during 2014-15. During 2014-15, none of the municipal undertakings could experience financial profit 

whereas during 2010-11, average revenue exceeded average cost (only marginally) for only one municipal 

undertaking, KMTU. It is interesting to note that NMMT, which has the highest bus productivity among all the 

municipal undertakings during 2014-15, incurred a loss of Rs. 10.4/bus-km. Surprisingly, loss faced by SMTU, the 

least productive MTU, is more or less same, Rs. 10/bus-km, during 2014-15. Financial performance of the two 

largest MTUs, BEST and AMTS, is the worst; AMTS and BEST incurred a loss of Rs. 46.4/bus-km and Rs. 

35.2/bus-km, respectively during 2014-15. 

 

Table 4. Performance of the municipal undertakings 

STUs Kms/bus/day Cost/bus-km (Rs.) Earning/bus-km (Rs.) 
2010-11 2014-15 2010-11 2014-15 2010-11 2014-15 

BEST 154 157 57.1 97.2 42.6 62.0 
AMTS 153 154 43.8 70.9 20.7 24.5 

TMTU 110 102 57.4 52.3 48.0 32.2 
KMTU 220 158 28.8 49.6 28.8 48.5 

NMMT - 187 - 57.7 - 47.3 
SMTU - 66 - 63.6 - 53.6 

KADMTU - 81 - - - - 

Source: Performance Statistics of STUs, 2010-11 to 2014-15 published for the Association of State Road Transport 

Undertakings, New Delhi by the Central Institute of Road Transport, Pune, India. 

 

III. CONCLUSION 

Achieving financial sustainability is the biggest challenge for STUs in the current scenario. We felt that the main 

hurdles for improving financial health of STUs is lack of competitiveness and market-orientation, lack of skilled and 

specialized workforce, and highly regulated fare structure. The respective State Governments regulate the 

functioning of STUs with the motive to curb possible abuse by monopoly elements. The argument is that an 

unregulated monopoly will maximize profit by charging monopoly price rather than the marginal cost. That is, the 

monopolist will limit access to the goods to those who are willing to pay the monopolist charged price rather than 

provide larger quantities at marginal cost, as is economically efficient. But, the case of STUs in India is different 

than the case of natural monopoly. The STUs may be monopolist, but competition from substitutes brings pressure 



International Journal of Engineering, Applied and Management Sciences Paradigms (IJEAM) 

Special Issue ICRMR-2019 (Goa University, Goa) 025 ISSN 2320-6608 

on them to act competitively. Passengers often have a choice between STUs, Private Bus Operators (PBOs), 

Intermediate Public Transport (IPT), and personalized transport. Thus, when substitutes are available, regulation can 

have especially perverse effects. It is far better in these circumstances to allow competition from substitutes to 

discipline the conduct of the alleged monopolist. Therefore, STUs should be given more autonomy in their 

functioning to compete with PBOs, IPTs, and personalized transport. Since most STUs compete with different 

modes of passenger transport, excessive price regulation creates undesirable distortion in the system. Hence a price 

regulatory authority i.e., respective State Governments, should act only as an independent monitoring agency to 

fulfill two goals: first, keep prices at competitive levels to protect consumers and achieve economic efficiency and 

second, provide enough incentives for STUs’ managers to cut costs and thus remove inefficiency in their operation.  
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