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Introduction

This Regional Transit Implementation Plan was conducted on behalf of the Wichita Area Metropolitan
Planning Organization (WAMPO) in 2023-2024. The plan evaluates and recommends transit alternatives that
most effectively serve the needs of WAMPO area residents.

WAMPO Region and Study area

WAMPO is the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Wichita metropolitan region. MPOs are
federally required regional policy bodies in urbanized areas with populations over 50,000. MPOs recognize the
critical links between transportation and other societal goals such as economic health, air quality, social
equity, environmental resource stewardship, and overall quality of life.

WAMPO is responsible, in cooperation with the State of Kansas and Wichita Transit, for carrying out the
metropolitan transportation planning process in its planning area, which includes all of Sedgwick County, as
well as parts of Butler and Sumner Counties (encompassing the cities of Andover, Rose Hill, and Mulvane).
Altogether, the planning area contains 22 cities and a total population of 547,230 as of the 2020 Decennial
Census. Not all of these cities and residents are currently served by public transit providers.

The WAMPO region and communities covered by the study are listed below and shown on the map in Figure 1.

e Andale e Eastborough e ParkCity

e Andover e Garden Plain e Rose Hill

e BelAire e Goddard e Sedgwick

e Bentley e Haysville e Valley Center
e Cheney e Kechi e Viola

e Clearwater e Maize o Wichita

e Colwich e Mount Hope

e Derby e Mulvane

Project Team

The project was led by WAMPOQ’s Executive Director, Transportation Planner, and additional staff. SRF
Consulting Group supported plan development. Oversight was provided by a stakeholders’ committee that
included elected officials and staff from communities around the WAMPO area.
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Figure 1. WAMPO Regional Transit Implementation Plan Study Area

1
8 Miles@

Approach

The Regional Transit Implementation study was organized into three distinct phases, which are highlighted in
Figure 2. The process followed allows analysis and input from a diverse audience to be incorporated into
decision-making. Integrated into each phase, or step, of the planning process were opportunities for
gathering input from stakeholders who included current service users, potential riders of new service ideas,
representatives from each of the jurisdictions included in the region, employers and the general public.
Through each step, the team worked through questions critical to defining current and future needs;
opportunities to fill needs/gaps; and the details of how to start-up, pay for, and manage new service in the
region.

WWW.WAMPO.ORG 2
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Figure 2. Regional Transit Implementation Plan Phases/Focus

Background Develop Ideas
* What is Available for * Bus Service Options * Recommendations:
Service — Where to provide? — Where to provide service
* What are Needs? — When to run? - Steps to implement
* Gaps between Service - Cost? — How to pay for service
and Needs * How to Pay for Service?

* Who Operates the Service?

PUBLIC MEETING

Regional Transit Implementation Plan Goals

The final study recommendations were developed by identifying key study goals during the early phases of
stakeholder engagement, then evaluating different service concepts that addressed one or more of those
goals. One of the initial tasks in completing the work was working with stakeholders from each of the WAMPO
region jurisdictions to document the range of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats across the
region. As there is substantial diversity in need and opportunities, the approach of gathering early input from
arange of participants was critical. Input integrated into the process came from:

e Acommunity survey administered early in the process to gather input from interested general public
stakeholders.

e A workshop where staff from each jurisdiction were invited to participate in discussion of current
needs relative to service available and opportunities to fill the identified gaps.

e Analysis of current service provided through Wichita Transit, community-based service, and service
provided through each of the counties in the WAMPO region.

e Information gathered at events coordinated with the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) update
that has an overlapping timeline for completion.

Through the combination of these technical and outreach efforts, the following goals for plan development
and service provided were defined:

e Goall-Identify service that improves regional access to jobs within Wichita. The focus of this goal is
identifying and coordinating connections between where people live in the region and where jobs are
located in Wichita.

e Goal 2 - Identify service to enhance the connections between where people live and where they go to
access critical and non-critical services in the region. The emphasis was on residents living outside
Wichita and their need to access locations within Wichita or one of the outlying communities for non-
work services such as shopping, medical services, school or visiting others.

e Goal 3 - Identify service to improve access between expanding/growing employment opportunities in
the region that are located outside Wichita and each of the communities
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Service Recommendations

Service concepts were evaluated through a combination of quantitative and qualitative measures. The
quantitative measures are listed below. The report section New Service Alternatives Screening (page 33)
outlines the methods and assumptions used to develop data inputs for these screening criteria.

e Potential ridership from implementation of the service concept.
e Capital and operating cost, with an emphasis on the local cost responsibility. Transit funding for
capital and operating comes through four sources:
o Fares paid by users.
o Federal funding through formula and discretionary grant programs.
o State funding through KDOT.
o Local matching funding to match federal and state sources, plus costs beyond the match.
While most communities in the region put enough local funding into transit to provide the
minimum match required for federal funds, select communities support more service than the
minimum match provides.

Qualitative measures used to review each of the service alternatives were:

e Support of one or more service themes based on needs and goals for service. Throughout the study, it
was emphasized that ideas proposed to be advanced need to make sense and champions need to be
able to articulate the purpose for the idea. Whether a concept complements one or more themes
creates the connection to support.

e Community and/or community leader support. Implementation of any of the alternatives requires
investing local funds into vehicles, software, facilities, drivers, maintenance and administrative
personnel. Elected community leaders need to be able to justify the investment as good for the
community before they can support allocating local funds annually. In part, their decision is based on
what they hear from resident and business constituents. Thus, including the level of support as a
criterion for evaluating each alternative is critical.

Assessment of how well each concept addresses or supports a theme took into account the needs of the
people connected to each theme. Two of the themes focus on commuters/workers and businesses in the
region, whether within or outside Wichita. Thus, those service concepts that support people getting to and
from work (no matter when they need to travel) would be in line with Theme 1: Enhancing the Commute (to
Wichita) and Theme 3: Supporting Fringe Employment. Theme 2: Increasing Fringe/Rural Access/Accessibility
focuses more on people in the communities around Wichita and their need for transportation to medical
service, for shopping, to get to school or to visit others.

Traveler profile elements such as when travel is needed and how flexible arrival and departure times need to
be can be quite different. The range of service concepts supports each of the themes to a different level. For
example, service alternatives that have the Wichita Transit Center as a hub extend the service area of a
concept to much of the metro area population in its ability to connect people with jobs. These alternatives
better support Theme 1 and Theme 3. Commuter-based concepts have been defined to operate during the
traditional commute times of the day, which do not typically correspond with when people shop or schedule
medical appointments, limiting the support for Theme 2.

(‘/)Ah/\EO, WWW.WAMPO.ORG 4
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The level of support for a concept was obtained through providing representatives from each jurisdiction with
a description of each of the concepts and the ridership cost estimates with a request to review and provide
feedback on their community’s support. Representatives were given the option of defining their support as:

e Do notsupport the idea/concept for the jurisdiction.

e Supporttheidea and interested in being to be the provider of the service.

e Supportthe idea and have interest in being a partner, including providing local match funding, for the
concept.

Representatives from each jurisdiction were provided access to an online questionnaire through which they
could review the alternatives and results and provide feedback as to the level of support for the concept.
WAMPO staff distributed the questionnaire to 26 jurisdictions (cities/towns and counties in the WAMPO
region). Jurisdictions were offered the opportunity for a virtual meeting with WAMPO and consultant staff to
review the ideas with potential for their area. In these meetings, each concept was introduced, the results of
the quantitative assessment were summarized, and representatives were asked to provide input as to support
of the concept.

Of the 26 jurisdictions contacted, 9 provided feedback through the online questionnaire or through the virtual
meeting with staff and the consultant. Feedback received was incorporated into the alternatives screening.

Recommendations for Action

The number of jurisdictions providing input on their level of support for the service alternatives was not
complete enough to provide a set of recommendations across the region. Thus, recommendations for action
were divided into:

e Short-term proposals - These are service options for which one or more jurisdictions provided
positive support feedback, options that can be effectively implemented by a single jurisdiction, and
options that do not require other jurisdictions to also support the concept.

e Aspirational proposals - The concepts represent those supporting a need and theme, those that result
in enough ridership to support an argument for implementation, and those with a reasonable local
cost element. However, the targeted service jurisdiction either did not provide feedback through the
online leader outreach or responded through a virtual meeting that the current need does not meet a
threshold for action.

displays the summary of short-term and aspirational proposals by jurisdiction in the region. Displayed in the
table are service recommendations for each jurisdiction, a combination of communities and counties, in the
WAMPO area. The table is intended to document high-level recommendations determined through a
combination of the quantitative and engagement tasks completed as part of the study work.

Drilling in more detail for each jurisdiction can be accomplished through a combination of the material in
Table 1 (general service option recommendations), service and cost assumptions included in the New Service
Alternatives Screening section (page 33), cost estimates (including estimates of local responsibility) in
Appendix A, and input from community leaders (when available).
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Table 1. Recommended Service Actions by Jurisdiction

Recommendation by Service Alternative

S 8219YS 2 38 8 o« w T olrolo

5|8 &8 5|8 &8 5/ 8/ 8 5 8§ 8 8§ 8|58

5| 5| 5| 5| 5| 5|5 5|5 5|5 5|5 5|5
Jurisdiction § 8§ 8 8§ 8 8§ 8 & &8 &8 8 &8 8 8 &
Sedgwick County o o ()
Butler County e o ()
Sumner County e O [ ]
Andale e o ()
Andover NA | NA NA | NA | NA | NA | NA ®
Bel Aire NA | NA | NA | NA | NA | NA NA | NA | NA NA
Bentley e o
Cheney o (o
Clearwater e | o o o
Colwich e o
Derby NA | NA | NA| @ | NA | NA| NA | @ | @ | NA | NA | NA | @ | NA
Eastborough (]
Garden Plain NA | NA | NA NA | NA | NA | NA | @ | @ | NA | NA | NA | @ | NA
Goddard NA | NA | NA NA | NA| NA|NA | @ | @ | @ | @ | NA | @ | NA
Haysville Response to Questionnaire Suggested No Additional Service
Kechi e o ®
Maize [ [ o
Mount Hope e o
Mulvane NA | NA | N | @ | @ | NA| NA | @ | @ | NA | NA | NA | @ | NA
Park City NA NA | NA | NA| NA| NA | NA | @ | @ NA | @ | NA
Rose Hill e o
Sedgwick e o NA
Valley Center NA NA | NA | NA | NA | NA | NA| @ | @ NA | @ | NA
Viola e o

Legend
- Short-term Service Expansion
@® - Aspirational Service Concept
- Additional Service Beyond County-based Expansion Not Likely Warranted

Additionally, the table also identifies jurisdictions (green shaded) where added service, other than residents
requesting more rides from their current service provider, is not likely warranted. This conclusion was
developed based on:

e Population: Transit users make up less than one percent of the population. Thus, lower population
communities will likely have a difficult time establishing an expanded service program they can
financially sustain for the long term as ridership would be low.
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o Distance from Wichita: Throughout the region, Wichita is the principal destination for medical,
shopping, work, training, and other services. As the distance between a community and Wichita
increases, the cost of providing each trip will also increase. As the number of travelers per trip will be
low, more distant communities from Wichita will find it difficult to justify more service.

e Level of latent (unserved) demand. The potential amount of latent demand (estimated need that is
not supported through current service) has been estimated for each community. In communities with
similar current use and estimated demand, there is likely little incentive to provide more service as the
increment of use would be limited while costs would go up.

WWW.WAMPO.ORG 7
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Governance Recommendations

This will be the extended phase of the report.
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Background: Transit Service Overview

Transit users in the WAMPO area are served by multiple agencies, each of which serves a different geographic
area. Transit providers in Sedgwick County include Wichita Transit, Sedgwick County Transportation, Derby
Dash, Haysville Hustle, and multiple senior centers. Butler County also provides transportation between
select cities. This section provides an overview of the services available.

Current systems

Wichita Transit

Wichita Transit provides fixed-route and paratransit service within the Wichita Urbanized Area. It was
established as a department of the City of Wichita in 1966, after the city took over transit provision from the
private company that had run the system previously.

Although it is by far the largest and most central service provider in the metro region, Wichita Transit’s service
does not extend to the enclave of Eastborough or contiguous suburbs such as Derby or Haysville. The agency
periodically revisits the idea of partnering with other jurisdictions to expand service to suburban
communities; however, its primary focus has been on achieving fiscal sustainability within its existing
operations.

Table 2. Wichita Transit Service Details

Vehicles At peak service, 18 paratransit vans and 28 fixed-route buses are in
circulation.

Eligibility Service is open to the general public, except for paratransit.

Routes/Service Area Wichita Transit has 17 fixed routes organized in a radial network

centered on the downtown transit center. Wichita Transit also
operates two fare-free special transit services: a downtown trolley
called the Q-Line, and a university circulator serving the Wichita
State University campus while classes are in session.

Aflex service called the Westside Feeder provides trips within two
zones in which fixed route service is unavailable or hard to reach.
ADA complementary paratransit, a separate demand-response
service for people with disabilities or health conditions that prevent
them from using fixed route, is available anywhere within the city of
Wichita.

Hours Fixed-route service operates from 5:30 AM to 7:30 PM on weekdays
and 6:00 AM to 6:30 PM on Saturdays. The Westside Feeder follows a
similar schedule but ends half an hour earlier.

Reservations Both paratransit and the Westside Feeder require reservations at the
same phone number, at least one day and up to seven days in
advance. Trips can be scheduled between 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM
Monday through Friday and between 8:00 AM and 2:00 PM on
Saturdays.

Subscription trips can be booked on the Westside Feeder only for
work trips, and on paratransit for any regularly recurring trip.

Fares Assingle cash fare costs $1.75 for adults and $1.50 for youth age six to
18. Areduced $0.85 fare is available for seniors 65 and older,
Medicare recipients, and people with disabilities. Children five and
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under ride free. Unlimited ride passes are also available by the day,
week, and month. Students can buy passes by the month, semester,
or school year.

The Westside Feeder charges $1 to travel to a bus stop, $2 to travel
within one zone, and $3 to travel between zones. A half-fare is
available for Medicare recipients, and people with disabilities.

A paratransit fare is $3.50.
Main Funding Sources FTA section 5307 and 5310

County-Run Services

Two counties within the WAMPO area offer limited transportation services in small cities and/or rural areas
outside Wichita city limits: Sedgwick County (which contains Wichita and most of its suburbs) and Butler
County (which borders Wichita to the east).

Table 3. Sedgwick County Service Details

Vehicles Rides are provided using a variety of vehicles, including taxi cabs,
minibuses, and vans. Some buses and vans are wheelchair-
accessible. Seven of SCT’s own vehicles are circulating at maximum
service, operated by Sedgwick County staff. SCT also contracts with
TRUST Transportation to provide supplemental taxi service for
ambulatory passengers.

Routes/Service Area Service area is Sedgwick County. Persons residing outside of the
Wichita city limits may receive trips to and from Wichita or a
neighboring community, but not within their community. At this
time there is no allowance/availability for travel across county lines;
for example, Wichita to Andover (provided by Butler County
Transportation) or Andale to Newton.

Eligibility Residents of the city of Wichita are generally not eligible. County
residents 60 or older are eligible to use the service for non-
emergency medical and critical care trips. Other eligibility categories
include caregivers for older adults, people with disabilities, and
members of the general public living outside Wichita. An eligibility
application is required. It includes questions designed to
understand the applicant’s specific needs, as well as demographic
questions to document populations served.

Hours SCT offers trips between 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM, with earlier or later
reservations available pending staff availability. Reservations are
booked on a first come, first served basis. On 11 holidays a year, the
office is closed and there is limited transportation service.

Reservations Customers must telephone to book a ride between 8:00 AM and 4:30
PM, Monday through Friday. Trips are booked on a first come, first
served basis.

Fares A one-way ride costs $3.

Main Funding Sources FTA Section 5311 and 5310, as well as Sedgwick County mill levy

Sedgwick County also operates a volunteer transportation program called RSVP, wherein volunteers use their
personal vehicles to make certain trips that supplement the service provided by SCT itself.

.(‘/)Ah/‘[)—o’ WWW.WAMPO.ORG 10
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Butler County Transit

Butler County Transit has provided a curb-to-curb demand response service for the general public since 1992.
It serves several cities within Butler County as well as the City of Wichita. The transit program is housed within
the county’s Department on Aging.

Butler County’s programs have expanded over the years. As recently as 2015, service ran only one day in
Andover and there was not a connection between Wichita and Andover.

Table 4. Butler County Service Details

Vehicles Seven in 2022, all wheelchair-accessible

Routes/Service Area The Wichita Route travels into Wichita every Wednesday and
Thursday. It arrives in Wichita at 10:30 AM and leaves at 2:00 PM.
Specific destinations in Wichita are available on request, as long as
they are no further west than Broadway.

Service is also available within the City of Andover Monday through
Friday, 8:30 AM to 12:00 PM.

Service is available within the cities of Augusta and El Dorado
between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM, Monday through Friday. It is also
possible to ride from Augusta to El Dorado in the morning and from
El Dorado to Augusta in the late afternoon.

Eligibility The service is open to the general public, any age.

Hours Operating hours vary by city.

Reservations Customers are advised to call to schedule a ride 24 hours in advance.
Fares Fares vary by origin and destination. For an in-town trip - i.e. one

that begins and ends in the same town/city -- the fare is $0.50 per
stop. An intercity trip within Butler County is $2 one-way. Traveling
into Wichita is a $4 one-way trip.

Discounted ticket books are also available. An in-town ticket book
costs $10 and includes 25 rides. A Wichita ticket book buys three
round trips for $20.

Main Funding Sources FTA Section 5307 and 5311

City Services
In addition to Wichita Transit, two smaller cities in the WAMPO service area provide transportation of their
own. Both Derby and Haysville offer demand-response service within their city limits.

Derby Dash

The Derby Dash provides on-demand, accessible transportation for people who live within Derby city. It
launched in April 2007. In 2022, it had 228 riders, making 8,123 trips on two vehicles. Staff includes four part-
time drivers and one coordinator.

Table 5. Derby Service Details

Vehicles Derby has one vehicle in circulation at a given time, with a second
vehicle kept as a spare. Both are wheelchair-accessible, but
whether a given customer can be accommodated will depend on
the size and weight of their wheelchair.

(‘/)AhAKO’ WWW.WAMPO.ORG 11
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Routes/Service Area Derby city limits.

Eligibility All people living within Derby city limits.

Hours Service hours are Monday through Friday, 7:30 AM to 4:30 PM. The
service does not operate on holidays.

Reservations Reservations are first come, first served.

Fares A one-way ride costs $2. Customers must purchase a ride card at

one of the five available locations in Derby: Derby Senior Center,
City Hall, Derby Recreation Center, Dillons Market Place, or Dillons
on Greenway Street.

Main Funding Sources FTA Section 5310 and 5307, as well as City of Derby general fund

Haysville Hustle
The Haysville Hustle is a demand-response service operated by the City of Haysville Senior Center. It launched
in November 2020. In 2022, the Haysville Hustle had 154 riders, making a total of 3,320 trips on one vehicle.

Table 6. Haysville Service Details

Vehicles One Vehicle

Routes/Service Area Trips must originate between east of Hoover, south of 55th Street,
west of Hydraulic, and north of 95th Street. The bus will transport
patrons within Haysville city limits, with stops available at limited
locations in Wichita (47th and Broadway - Dillons Supermarket
area) and Derby (63rd at K-15 and Rock Road between 63rd Street
and Madison).

Eligibility All people living within Haysville city limits.

Hours 8:00 AM to 4:30 PM, Monday through Friday.

Reservations Reservations provided by telephone. 24 hour notice for
reservations is recommended.

Fares Pre-purchased tokens are required. Each token costs $2.00 and is

good for a one-way ride. A minimum of four tokens ($8.00) is
required for purchases. Tokens can be purchased at the Senior
Center or by phone. Phone purchases will be delivered by a Hustle
driver at the time of the passenger’s first trip following ordering.
Main Funding Sources FTA 5310 and City of Haysville general fund

Senior Centers
Two senior centers operate transportation programs as well. Both programs are open only to seniors and
operate on an occasional basis, with trips scheduled for activities and outings.

Mulvane Senior Center

The Mulvane Senior Center provides transportation for organized activities, which can include excursions to
Wichita’s theaters, museums and other sights, as well as trips to other communities in the region hosting
events of interest to older adults. Trips are not organized on a set schedule.

In the future, Mulvane plans to operate a general-public transportation system using a vehicle for which it
received federal 5310 grant funding in 2023.

Table 7. Mulvane Service Details

Vehicles
Routes/Service Area Currently undefined. General public service area in discussion.
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Eligibility Currently, Mulvane residents 55 or older who participate in Senior
Center activities.

Hours 7:30 AM to 2:30 PM, Monday through Friday

Reservations Participants RSVP to outing invitation

Fares

Main Funding Sources City of Mulvane and Sedgwick County Department of Aging

Park City Senior Center

The Park City Senior Center operates a volunteer transportation program for older residents of Park City, Bel
Aire, Kechi, and Valley Center. This service is brand-new, having launched only in 2023. Since it started, about
50 to 60 seniors have used the service each month. Its current monthly budget is about $300 a month for fuel.

Table 8. Park City Service Details

Vehicles One vehicle

Routes/Service Area There is no dedicated staff to transportation, which restricts trips
to Senior Center outings.

Eligibility Park City, Bel Aire, Kechi, and Valley Center residents 65 or older.

Hours Outings several times a month

Reservations Residents RSVP to outing invitations

Fares No charge for outing trips

Main Funding Sources FTA Section 5310 and City of Park City general fund

Lyft Pilot

From April to December 2023, the Park City Senior Center piloted a point-to-point transportation service for
eligible residents aged 65 and older through the Lyft Concierge program, using a one-time grant from
Sedgwick County. The grant expired at the end of 2023 and has not been renewed.

The Senior Center used the grant funding to subsidize Lyft rides such that they cost nothing for riders at point
of service. The senior center paid for the cost of each trip at a rate of $5 for trips beginning and ending in Park
City and $15 to $20 for trips between Park City and Wichita.

In September 2023, the Lyft Concierge program served 55 trips primarily between the hours of 7:00 AM and
5:00 PM. About 64 percent of trips involved travel between two jurisdictions, whereas the remaining 36
percent involved travel within one jurisdiction.

Based on information provided by the Park City Senior Center, the cost of a pre-scheduled Lyft Concierge ride
was typically about twice the cost of a non-scheduled ride. The reason for this price difference is unclear,
though Lyft similarly charges the general public a higher rate for pre-scheduled rides. Trips through Lyft
Concierge were available anytime a Lyft driver was available, though reservations could only be made during
the Senior Center’s business hours.

.(‘/)Ah/‘[)—o’ WWW.WAMPO.ORG 13
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Background: Transit Market and Demand Analysis

This chapter of the Regional Transit Plan includes an analysis of the WAMPO area in terms of its propensity for
transit use and its actual transit use, as measured in data from existing services. Together with comments
from community leaders, this information gives an indication of the extent, nature, and location of transit
demand, suggesting the types of service that may be of greatest need.

Market Analysis

A transit market analysis looks at the ways people live and move through an area to identify potential transit
markets. It incorporates population and employment density, demographic characteristics associated with
transit use, travel flows, and major destinations.

Population and Employment Density

There are approximately 540,000 people in the WAMPO region and nearly 395,000 people, or 73 percent, live in
Wichita.

Outside of Wichita, the region is generally rural, and the region’s population and employment densities are
correspondingly very low. The highest population densities (Figure 3) are between four and 12 people per acre
and are found in communities near Wichita, including Derby, Andover, Kechi, Park City, Bel Aire, Valley Center,
and Mulvane. Employment concentrations (

Figure 4) are found in only a few locations directly to the east of Wichita city limits.

Population and employment density are most effectively analyzed in conjunction, as people are more likely to
use transit if it can connect them with nearby jobs. Figure 5 (page 17) displays the composite density of the
WAMPO area. Wichita has the highest composite densities, particularly in the city center. However, the map
also shows that Andover and Derby are about as dense as most of the city of Wichita. Moreover, the high
concentration of aviation-related jobs immediately beyond Wichita’s borders has little to no transit service,
suggesting untapped demand for services.
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Figure 3. Population Density, WAMPO Area Outside Wichita
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Figure 4. Employment Density, WAMPO Area Outside Wichita
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Figure 5. Population and Employment Density, WAMPO Area Including Wichita
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Demographic Characteristics
Density tells only part of the story; demographics are also a significant predictor of transit use, based on three
key motivations: absence of a household car, physical inability to drive, and low income.

Households without motor vehicles typically represent higher demand for transit. Figure 6 identifies the
locations in the study area with the greatest densities of both individual residents and zero-vehicle
households. It is a bivariate map, meaning that it shows a combination of two different variables. The darker
the pink shade, the higher the population density; the darker the blue shade, the higher the density of zero-
vehicle households; and where the map is purple, there are high densities of both population and zero-vehicle
households. These purple communities tend to be adjacent to the city of Wichita and to include more multi-
family development than more distant parts of the WAMPO area. The cities of Cheney and Clearwater are
exceptions.

Physical barriers to driving affect both people with disabilities and seniors. Figure 7 shows a bivariate map of
the disabled and senior populations of each block group in the WAMPO area. The areas with the highest
percentages of both populations are found to the north and south of Wichita: to the north, around Valley
Center, Park City and Maize, and to the south, around Haysville, Derby, and Mulvane.

Throughout the study area, there are high percentages of seniors by block group. This could mean that a
significant number of residents prefer to age in place. Transit service can support this desire.

Finally, many transit users are relatively low-income. Figure 8 shows the home locations of workers with low-
paying jobs (no more than $1,250 per month, or $15,000 a year). The block groups with the largest
percentages of low-paid workers are in the unincorporated areas immediately southeast of Wichita. However,
there are block groups throughout the WAMPO area where at least a quarter of workers are in this bracket,
including Cheney, Sedgwick, Rose Hill, Clearwater, Haysville, Derby, and Mulvane.

WWW.WAMPO.ORG 18




WAMPO Regional Transit Plan

Figure 6. Population and Zero-Vehicle Household Density
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Figure 7. People with Disabilities and Older Adults
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Figure 8. Percent of Working People with Lower-Wage Jobs
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Employment and Activity Patterns
Figure 9 shows the volume and direction of work trips in the WAMPO area, using a model that divides the area
into six zones.!

Wichita is a major center of gravity; it is the principal destination for commute trips from any of the outlying
communities and rural areas, and it is also the primary source of inflow commutes in other cities in the area.

Commute trips between outlying communities (such as Clearwater to Mulvane and vice versa) are relatively
few in number. Thus, transit service between most outlying communities or rural residential areas is not
generally a likely market.

There are, however, several employers in outlying areas where commute service has potential. These are
mapped in Figure 10, along with other activity centers such as hospitals, shopping areas, and schools. Outside
of Wichita, the general trend shows activities in these locations:

Derby: shopping and medical

Andover: shopping, education and medical

Park City: Employment and shopping

Goddard: Education and shopping.

Unincorporated Oaklawn and nearby aviation hub: employment

Several major employers include the Amazon fulfillment center between Valley Center and Park City; Spirit
Aerosystems, Textron, and other aviation-focused organizations southeast of Wichita; and the Dillons
distribution center in Goddard.

For detailed information on each community’s employment and commute characteristics, WAMPQ’s 2023
Regional Commuter Flows Report is a helpful resource.

! The data are LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics (LODES). They are based on the registered location of
employers.
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Figure 9. Commuter Travel Flows
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Figure 10. Major Activity Centers

Destinations

@ Higher Education
@ Medical Center

|:| Wichita

Municipalities

@® Employment Center @ Shopping

1
10 Miles

WWW.WAMPO.ORG

WAMPO Regional Transit Plan

GreEsssaEssEEiasssvanaan

easssssmmassasassssssssssnassss SOk, L csvnadannnrseannunannlnannas
@ it Cent . Bentley
ransit Center : MountHope
@ Airport .
: Valle:
ann b Centgr
* _ = WAMPO Boundary : °

. Park City Kechi

H Andale

: g BelAire

. Maize

: ® S
geassssanunsal @ ° g i
: - ° o | o !
. ® ® e -
. 5 :
: ¢ ichi ® Andover &«
. chluta @ Eastborough &
o (4 o e
: 1 ® -
) Garden Goddard 4
: Plain e e ® &) :
: . S . :
* Chene :
: - . S :
7 o :
. Haysville ® ® Rﬁ?ﬁ 2
: Derb .
. erby - :
B Clearwater @ =
: ....-..-..V.k:Ia..............-.......-......-.--- mlvane ——T

@

24



WAMPO Regional Transit Plan

Transit Demand Analysis

The previous section focused on non-transit data to identify the latent demand for transit. This section
examines the data from existing providers to identify how WAMPO area residents are currently using the
available services. Understanding current service can help identify the location and nature of service
expansion most useful to potential riders. The key analyses rest on Sedgwick County Transportation (SCT)
data, as SCT is the primary transit provider for 17 of WAMPQ’s 22 municipalities as well as unincorporated
Sedgwick County.

Derby Dash

The Derby Dash provides on-demand, accessible transportation for people who live within Derby city. It
launched in April 2007. In 2022, it had 228 riders, making 8,123 trips on two vehicles. Staff includes four part-
time drivers and one coordinator. It operates exclusively within the city of Derby.

Haysville Hustle

The Haysville Hustle is a demand-response service operated by the City of Haysville Senior Center. It launched
in November 2020. In 2022, the Haysville Hustle had 154 riders, making a total of 3,320 trips on one vehicle. It
operates primarily within Haysville, with limited destinations in Derby and Wichita.

Butler County Transit

Butler County Transit has provided a curb-to-curb demand response service for the general public since 1992.
Presently, its service within the WAMPO area consists of service within Andover on weekday mornings and
service from Andover to Wichita two days a week. Additional service is available between Augusta and El
Dorado, which are not in the WAMPO area. In October to November 2023, there were a total of 627 trips made
to or from cities in the WAMPO area; extrapolating to a full year suggests 7,524. Trips exclusively within the
WAMPO area totaled 556, which extrapolates to 6,672. The majority of trips are conducted within Andover city
limits.

Sedgwick County Transit

SCT runs the most extensive transit service outside of Wichita. Using a combination of in-house drivers and
contract service, it offers door-to-door intercity service throughout the county. Eligible riders must live within
rural Sedgwick County (not Wichita).

Table 9 shows trip data from December 2022 through November 2023, divided into trips that are made from
one destination in Wichita to another; trips made from one community outside Wichita to another; and trips
made between Wichita and another community. It demonstrates that the vast majority of Sedgwick County’s
user base is traveling to or from Wichita. Among those, close to half are work-related trips. Work and Other
also represent significant shares. Trips in the Other category include destinations associated with shopping,
disability services, recreation, and government services.

Figure 11 shows communities assigned to groups based on their population size and distance from Wichita, to
aid in creating more useful geographic areas for service assessment. The rings are defined as follows:

e Ring1 contains cities with contiguous borders: Derby, Bel Aire, Valley Center, Park City, Kechi,
Haysville, and Maize. While not represented in the SCT data, Andover is also in this ring.

e Ring2 contains slightly more distant cities: Goddard, Mulvane, and Colwich. While not represented in
the SCT data, Rose Hill is also in this ring.

(I/)AhAEO, WWW.WAMPO.ORG 25



WAMPO Regional Transit Plan

e Ring3 contains the even more distant and smaller communities of Garden Plain, Andale, Sedgwick,
Mount Hope, and Bentley.
e Ring4 contains Cheney, Clearwater, and Viola.

Table 9. Sedgwick County Transit Patterns, December 2022-November 2023

Trip Location | Trip Count | Percentage of Trips by Purpose

Total Education Medical Work Other
Within 280 4% - 83 120 7
Wichita
Outside 133 2% 11 64 27 31
Wichita
To/From 7,429 95% 108 1,841 3,475 2,005
Wichita

Source: SRF analysis of Sedgwick County data
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Figure 11. WAMPO Area Cities by Ring
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Among those trips headed from outlying communities to Wichita, an examination of trip purpose by ring
suggests that the trips made from adjacent communities are predominantly work-related, whereas trips from
farther-flung communities are more diverse in their purpose.

Table 10 displays the number of trips from each ring by purpose, and Table 11 displays the same data as
percentages of the ring total. The period shown is the same as Table 9, December 2022 to November 2023.

Table 10. Trip Counts by Ring and Purpose

Education | Medical | Work | Other | Total
1 5 671 | 1,616 | 226 | 2,518
2 - 90 205 63 358
3 - 161 103 291 555
4 103 103 168 261 635

Source: SRF analysis of Sedgwick County data

Table 11. Trip Percentages by Ring and Purpose

Education | Medical | Work | Other

1 0.2% 26.6% | 64.2% | 9.0%

2 - 25.1% | 57.3% | 17.6%

3 - 29.0% | 18.6% | 52.4%

4 16.2% 16.2% | 26.5% | 41.1%

Source: SRF analysis of Sedgwick County data
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The data in Table 10 also indicate that almost two-thirds of these trips are made from communities in Ring 1,
but that beyond this point use does not diminish with distance - in fact, use in more distant communities
increases slightly. The diversity of uses also increases with distance. This is consistent with the pattern of
activity centers shown earlier; with fewer activity centers further out from Wichita, riders who live further out
are more likely to need to leave their own communities.

SCT Volunteer Services

In addition to SCT’s regular service, the County funds a volunteer transportation service offered through
several municipal senior centers. This service does not have the same limitations on origins and destinations.
In the analysis year it provided a total of 1,722 trips. About a fifth of these trips (331) were to or from Wichita,
but the volunteer service data also show demand for trips within Mulvane, within Derby, between Sedgwick
and Bentley, and between Derby and Mulvane. The largest share of volunteer service trips (718) were made
within Mulvane. The majority of these trips (576) involved the Mulvane Senior Center. Another significant
share of trips (364) were made between Bentley and Sedgwick. The majority of these trips involved the
Bentley Eagle Senior Center or the Sedgwick Senior Center.

Intensity of Transit Use by Community

The communities served by SCT vary in size, demographics, and urban/rural character, all of which influence
their likelihood to generate transit trips. Table 12 shows each community’s boardings per capita as a ratio to
the countywide average. Several communities stand out as having boardings per capita that are higher than
the average, namely Park City, Maize, Garden Plain, Sedgwick, Cheney, and Clearwater. The unincorporated
community of Peck also has relatively high boardings per capita; however, as there are only two unique home
addresses in the trip database, this is probably due entirely to a small number of frequent users, rather than
being reflective of the community’s general tendency to use transit. Communities with a ratio greater than
one are considered relatively transit-intensive.

Looking at the geographic location of the communities with the most intensive transit use, it appears that
adjacency to Wichita is not the sole factor. For example, they include relatively distant Cheney, but not
adjacent Kechi.

Table 12. Current Ridership Among Sedgwick County Communities

Boardings
per Capita: Unique
Local to Home
County Addresses
Annual Average in Trip Relative
Community Boardings | Population Ratio Database Transit Use
Derby 1,154 25,551 1.00 20 Low
Bel Aire 227 8,341 0.60 8 Low
Valley Center 144 8,448 0.38 8 Low
Park City 450 7,703 1.29 6 High
Kechi 2 2,949 0.01 1 Low
Haysville 334 10,891 0.68 12 Low
Maize 310 6,071 1.13 8 High
Goddard 229 5,119 0.99 9 Low
Mulvane 132 6,003 0.49 5 Low
Colwich 14 1,513 0.20 3 Low
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Garden Plain 411 1,059 8.57 7 High
Andale 53 1,169 1.00 N/A Low
Sedgwick 68 1,465 1.03 5 High
Mount Hope 24 818 0.65 3 Low
Bentley 1 452 0.05 N/A Low
Cheney 152 2,380 141 N/A High
Clearwater 351 2,544 3.05 6 High
Peck 135 82 36.37 2 Low
Viola 8 203 0.87 2 Low

Source: SRF analysis of Sedgwick County data

Latent Demand

Latent Demand

The increment of
service demand that
is not satisfied when
the desired service
levelis not available

due to cost/lack of
resources.

This section looks at the potential for latent demand in different WAMPO communities,
i.e. the potential ridership that is not fully captured because of limitations in the
existing services.

Observations by SCT staff and other stakeholders offer some evidence of latent demand
in the region:

o Within SCT’s operations, reservation space is typically booked up at least a day in advance. This situation
typically indicates a level of demand that exceeds capacity. It should be noted, however, advance
bookings also tend to create a de facto service limit, as advance bookings are known to suppress demand
compared to services that offer flexible same-day bookings.

e Elected officials and other representatives of communities in Sedgwick County report that their residents
often request intracity transit, a service that is not offered by SCT.

e Asdescribed earlier, some of these communities have access to volunteer services offered through senior
centers. These services see robust use; they effectively boost Sedgwick County’s ridership by 20 percent.

A more quantitative way to identify latent demand is to use a model. The best model currently available for
rural demand-response transit was developed at the National Center for Transit Research in 2016. It uses the
service and population characteristics available from the American Community Survey (ACS) and the National
Transit Database (NTD) and was built using reported ridership from hundreds of rural transit systems.

As a prelude to this analysis, the model was tested against Sedgwick County’s rural transit systems by
comparing predicted ridership for the Sedgwick County, Derby, and Haysville services with their actual
reported ridership. As Table 13 shows, there is a large difference between predicted and reported ridership.
While disparities this large are undeniably attributable in part to limitations in the model itself, they also
suggest that latent demand for transit service exists.

Table 13. Transit Demand Model Predictions

Agency Model Annual Ridership Ratio

Sedgwick County Transportation 33,069 7,842 4.2

Derby Dash 19,107 8,123 2.4

Haysville Hustle 4,063 3,320 1.2
Source: NTD, Sedgwick County, and City of Haysville. Annual ridership is most recent available (2022 for Derby and Haysville and 2023 for Sedgwick
County).
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The results of applying the model individually to all WAMPO communities? are shown below in Table 14. The
modeled results are shown side-by-side with the number of annual trips started in each community. Other
information contained in Table 14 includes:

e Theratio between the modeled demand and actual ridership

e Abinary value indicating whether each community has low or high latent demand. If the model-to-actual
ratio is more than 10, the community is judged to have high demand. Otherwise, low is assigned. The use
of a high ratio accounts for potential over-estimates in the model.

Table 14. Transit Demand Model Results for Sedgwick County Communities

Community Model Annual Model to Latent
Results | Boardings | Actual Ratio Demand
Andale 620 53 11.7 High
Andover** 7,201 3,180 2.3 Low
Bel Aire 4,366 227 19.2 High
Bentley 698 1 698 High
Cheney 2,764 152 18.2 High
Clearwater 2,384 351 6.8 Low
Colwich 1,293 14 92.4 High
Derby* 8,026 1,154 7 Low
Garden Plain 502 411 1.2 Low
Goddard 2,291 229 10 Low
Haysville* 3,686 334 11 High
Kechi 2,529 2 1,264.50 High
Maize 10,867 310 35.1 High
Mount Hope 3,185 24 132.7 High
Mulvane 4,805 132 36.4 High
Park City 3,296 450 7.3 Low
Peck 128 135 0.9 Low
Sedgwick 1,882 68 21.7 High
Valley Center 6,033 144 41.9 High
Viola 1,840 8 230 High

*The modeled demand for Derby and Haysville only applies to SCT; the model takes into account the fact that other demand-response services are
available in these cities and accordingly adjusts predicted demand downward.
**Andover is the only community whose ridership statistics come from Butler County rather than Sedgwick County.

It should be noted that the model estimates demand for ridership generally, not demand for intercity service
specifically. Some of the latent demand it demonstrates would therefore only be applicable to trips within the
city. This is likely also the reason that the largest difference between modeled demand and actual ridership is
seen in SCT’s service.

The communities with the highest estimated latent demand are not necessarily those that are currently the
most transit-intensive. Table 15 shows the high/low transit intensity of each community side by side with its

2 Rose Hillis excluded because it does not have have transit service currently.
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high/low latent demand. Maize and Sedgwick are the only communities to show both transit intensity and
latent demand.

Table 15. Side-by-Side Comparison of Current and Modeled Transit Use

Community Relative Latent
TransitUse | Demand
Derby Low Low
Andale Low High
Andover N/A Low
Bel Aire Low High
Bentley Low High
Cheney Low High
Clearwater High Low
Colwich Low High
Garden Plain High Low
Goddard Low Low
Haysville Low High
Kechi Low High
Maize High High
Mount Hope Low High
Mulvane Low High
Park City High Low
Peck Low Low
Sedgwick High High
Valley Center Low High
Viola Low High

Itis also clear that no matter whether current or latent demand is under discussion, distant rural communities
are as likely as inner-ring suburbs of Wichita to display relatively high values. These data suggest that a
regional transit enhancement would be more effective and more equitable than an enhancement focused on
specific cities or on the inner ring.
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New Service Alternatives Screening

In order to make recommendations that met the study’s goals most effectively, a list of 15 individual service
concepts was developed and then narrowed using consistent qualitative and quantitative screening criteria.
During the planning process, “one-pagers” for each alternative were created to help concisely communicate
to WAMPO and regional partners the different alternatives and the assumptions and data built into the
evaluation. This section presents brief explanations of the screening criteria followed by content adapted
from the one-pagers to reflect the finalized versions of each alternative.

Screening Criteria

Themes Supported

The first criterion used to evaluate transit alternatives for the greater Wichita area whether or not each
alternative supports one or more specific service themes. The planning team developed three service themes
with the intention of capturing the overarching goals for transit service in the region articulated by input from
the public and other project partners. The three themes and associated evaluation questions are:

Theme 1: Enhancing the Commute to Wichita - Would the alternative improve travel from WAMPO areas
outside of Wichita to employment and other key destinations inside of Wichita (including return trips)?

Theme 2: Increasing Fringe/Rural Access and Accessibility - Would the alternative improve the ability of
people to complete trips within the WAMPO area that neither start nor end inside of Wichita?

Theme 3: Supporting Fringe Employment - Would the alternative improve access to the various employment
opportunities that are increasingly located just outside of Wichita city limits but not currently accessible by
Wichita Transit fixed route service?

Ridership Potential

One of the most important pieces of information for decision makers considering new transit service is
whether the type of service under consideration will serve enough riders to make providing the service
worthwhile. Ridership predictions for each alternative are briefly outlined in the description of each
alternative.

Methodology for predicting ridership differs among the alternatives, because different data inputs are
required for different types of transit. For example, analysis of the fixed route alternatives centered on an
assumption that a new bus route could expect to capture a certain percentage of the travel flow within the
corridor.

Ridership for demand response alternatives cannot be predicted in the same way, as this type of service can
pick up and drop off passengers anywhere within a defined service area. For this type of service, ridership
predictions are made using assumptions drawn from existing demand response services in the WAMPO area.

Alternatives such as vanpool and collaboration with TNCs (each described below) are similar to demand
response services in that ridership cannot be predicted as a percentage of corridor based travel. However,
neither type of service has a permanent presence in the WAMPO area currently. In the case of TNC
collaboration, ridership was predicted based on a limited trip origin/destination dataset provided by Park City
from its Lyft Concierge pilot program (no longer in operation). Vanpool ridership predictions are based in per
capita ridership observed in similar metropolitan areas with active public vanpool programs.
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Cost

Another very important data point that decision makers rely on when considering transit alternatives is how
much the service may cost. Public budgets are often limited in the ability to support new transit service, and
state and federal financial support is typically a critical component of funding any new transit service. Most
alternatives’ cost predictions are based on actual costs observed for similar modes, either in the Wichita area
or elsewhere. For example, fixed route alternatives (assumed to be operated by Wichita Transit since it is the
only fixed route operator in the region) are predicted to operate with similar per-revenue-hour costs as the
existing Wichita Transit network, as the fundamental cost inputs (labor, fuel, etc.) should not be much
different in a new service scenario. The costs for demand response transit services were estimated based on
the costs observed by existing services within the WAMPO area, including Sedgwick County Transportation,
Derby Dash, and Haysville Hustle. Costs for subsidized TNC were assumed to be similar to the costs observed
in Park City’s pilot program. Vanpool cost estimates are based on information gathered in conversations with
Commute with Enterprise, a national leader in vanpool programs.

Costs presented for each alternative are meant to be estimates, and the actual cost may differ dependingon a
variety of factors. An important consideration is that the total cost of service for many transit alternatives is
not necessarily the cost to local governments. Estimates of both the total operating cost and the approximate
local match are provided. For future implementation, the actual local share of operating costs should be
determined after conversations with the Kansas Department of Transportation regarding the amount of state
and federal grant funding that may be available to support a particular service alternative.

Implementation Period

Transit alternatives were evaluated based on their estimated implementation period, with shorter
implementation periods considered more desirable than longer implementation periods. The implementation
period includes the estimated time to secure federal, state, and local funding; obtain any new vehicles (if
necessary); hire and train drivers; and any other steps necessary to implement each alternative. Each
alternative was categorized with one of the following implementation periods:

e Immediate e Medium/longterm (5-6 years)
e Shortterm (1-2 years) e Longterm (6+years)
o Medium term (2-4 years)

Support Level

This criterion aims to convey the level to which each alternative is supported by each community within the
WAMPO area. To this end, representatives from each city were asked to provide feedback (either through a
questionnaire and/or conversations with WAMPO staff and the project consultant) on each of the service
alternatives and indicate whether they thought the alternative was relevant to their community. This
screening criterion is entirely qualitative in nature, and not all communities responded to request for
feedback. The Service Recommendations section contains more information on the way the community input
was collected and used for evaluation.
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Develop Wichita Transit Express Routes

For communities sharing a significant amount of developed border with transit supportive (based on
development intensity) areas of Wichita, initiate express service routes to provide morning and evening
commute routes to the downtown transit center and other large job centers. Service would be limited stop
between the suburban community listed and the transit center and arrival time to the transit center would be
coordinated with the pulse time for other routes. Routes would likely be limited to two or three trips in the
morning commute period and in the afternoon/evening period.

Limited stop service is assumed, which would reflect one to three locations in the adjacent/focus community
and the primary stop in Wichita would be the downtown transit center. There may be an opportunity for one
intermediate stop in an employment center along the route, however, the number would be limited to keep
the travel time more competitive with auto travel time.

The expectation is service would be operated by Wichita Transit; however, funding would include a share or
all of the local match would be provided by the serviced jurisdictions. The logic is the concept provides more
benefit to the adjacent community than to Wichita and financial support should reflect benefit.

Wichita ¢wisn

Eastborough

Derby Exp ress Se Nice : H I?el"by E;;ress — : 7 | V,',“ - i

@ Wichita Transit Center

e Two stopsin Derby at shopping and potential park &
ride locations. Intermediate stops at Spirit before
non-stop service to downtown Wichita Transit Center. o 2 i

e Funding - Local match from Derby and Wichita. : Tl G e

e Three morning and three evening trips - Weekdays "
Only

e Coordinate Transit Center arrival with pulse for other
routes. LR o

e Ridership Method - 0.5% to 0.75% of commute flows ; RN
from Derby to Spirit and Downtown Wichita. L

e Cost - Wichita Transit per revenue hour cost to AM ;
and PM trips ($115 per revenue hour).

e Requires new stop infrastructure and agreements for
park & ride lots. e I Walap

Spirit Stop 1

Derby Market 5
"Place

Derby 3000t A

2ire mixd i £ © Mapbox @ OpenStueethap
Evaluation Criteria
Themes Implementation
Supported Ridership Potential Cost Period Support Level
9,000 to 14,000 annual $144k - $224k total, $23k .
13 riders - $36k local Mid to Long-term
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Park City & Valley Center Express LR TR L

.Valley Center’'y
. Park &Ride

Park City &
Valley Center Express

e OnestopeachinValley Center and Park City at
potential park & ride locations. Intermediate stops at
Amazon distribution facility and WSU before non-stop
service to downtown Wichita Transit Center.

e Funding - Local match from Valley Center and Park
City.

e Two morning and two evening trips - Weekdays Only

e Coordinate Transit Center arrival with pulse for other
routes.

e Ridership Method - 0.5% to 0.75% of commute flows
from Valley Center and Park City to WSU and
Downtown Wichita.

e Cost - Wichita Transit per revenue hour cost to AM
and PM trips ($115 per revenue hour).

e Requires new stop infrastructure and agreements for
park &ride lots.

ParkCity

@ Park City Park & Ride'

Wichita State
University

i /A L Ketogg! . o
Tm

% *'© Mepbox © OpenSueethisp

) emis

Evaluation Criteria

Themes Implementation
Supported Ridership Potential Cost Period Support Level
5,000 to 8,000 $150k - $240k total, )
L3 annual riders $24k - $38k local Mid to Tqggier™

Andover Express Service

AndoverExpress =
e Onestopin Andover at potential park & ride location.
Potential intermediate stops at Kellogg Place and VA
Medical Centre before non-stop service to downtown
Wichita Transit Center.
e Funding - Local match from Andover. 3 fL : S g i
e Two morning and two evening trips - Weekdays Only .. ¢ e g =i s
e Coordinate Transit Center arrival with pulse for other = W’ = L e A"'““:iark”m’
routes. e D s (®) o e
e Ridership Method - 0.5%to 0.75% of commute flows -~ . ¥ e R
from Andover to Downtown Wichita. | oo e : :
e Cost - Wichita Transit per revenue hour cost to AM Skl
and PM trips ($115 per revenue hour). ' ;
e Requires new stop infrastructure and agreements for
park &ride lots.
Evaluation Criteria ey %
22 re i  Mapbox @ OpenSueethap
Themes Implementation
Supported Ridership Potential Cost Period Support Level
v | amewess TS kR | g
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Garden Plain & Goddard pre——
. Goddard Express
Express Service

e Onestopin Garden Plain and one in Goddard at
potential park & ride locations with non-stop service
to downtown Wichita Transit Center.

e Funding - Local match from Garden Plain and

Goddard.
e Two morning and two evening trips - Weekdays Only ‘—\ @
e Coordinate Transit Center arrival with pulse for other Qf::fi"nfﬁ" . U S
e Ridership Method - 0.5% to 0.75% of commute flows ! : T

from Garden Plain and Goddard to !
Downtown Wichita. L I R |

e  Cost - Wichita Transit per revenue hour cost to AM '5 et ol
and PM trips ($115 per revenue hour). = i |

e Requires new stop infrastructure and agreements for AR
park & ride lots. e : N \

© Mepbox © OpenSueethlsp

Evaluation Criteria

Themes
Supported Ridership Potential Cost Implementation Period Support Level
2,000 to 3,500 $105k - $184k total, X
13 annual riders $17k - $29k local Mid to Long-term
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Extend Wichita Transit Routes

For communities sharing a significant amount of developed border with transit supportive (based on development
intensity) areas of Wichita, extend local Wichita Transit routes to provide weekday and Saturday services to the local
community connections and transfers to other Wichita Transit services. Routes would be an extension of a Wichita
Transit route and provide similar hours of operation and frequencies.

Instead of focusing on service to large employment areas, these local routes would provide more access to local
neighborhoods in adjacent communities to local services either in those communities or the City of Wichita. The
expectation is service would be operated by Wichita Transit; however, funding for the expansion of the route would
require all of the local match to be provided by the serviced jurisdictions. Overall travel flows from adjacent communities
and regional major destinations were used to determine potential routing and connection points.

EXte ns i o n to D e rby Local Extt;n;i;n to :Derb; — : J’;! o

T arnst & Broadway - Dillons
C ion to Wichita Ti

e Stops at major activity centers in Derby and stops
along route for local access. Map shows potential
locations of major activity centers and local stops.

e Funding - Local match from Derby.

e Service every 45 minutes from 5:00am - 7pm on
weekdays and 6am - 6pm on Saturdays.

e Provide additional connections at 47t St & Broadway
to other Wichita Transit services.

e Ridership Method - 0.5% to 0.75% of all travel flows
within Derby and to southern Wichita zip codes.

e Cost - Wichita Transit per revenue hour cost to all day
service ($115 per revenue hour).

e Requires new stop infrastructure along route.

Derby Market_
Place |

Derb‘ym
* . High School

| B
/i i
Evaluation Criteria oo O A | —”,,p‘
Themes Implementation
Supported Ridership Potential Cost Period Support Level
50,000 to 75,000 annual $625k - $938k total,
12,3 trips $100k - $150k local Long-term
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EXte nS i 0 n tO H aYSVi |. le Local Extension to Haysville — UM JU Midland

Purcell
s

47" St & Broadway - Dillons Oaklav
Connectlon to chhlta Trens!t,g'

e Stops at major activity centers in Haysville and stops
along route for local access. Map shows potential
locations of major activity centers and local stops. sor e ™ ids@ouer

e Funding - Local match from Haysville.

e  Service every 45 minutes from 5:00am - 7pm on
weekdays and 6am - 6pm on Saturdays.

e Provide additional connections at 47t St & Broadway
to other Wichita Transit services.

e Ridership Method - 0.5% to 0.75% of all travel flows
within Haysville and to southern Wichita zip codes.

e Cost - Wichita Transit per revenue hour cost to all day ;
service.

e Requires new stop infrastructure along route.

Supor HbyW amk
Wichita Sout

Sand Burr Hill

W7sists

Evaluation Criteria 3ot P L1 T A
Themes Implementation
Supported Ridership Potential Cost Period Support Level
193 25,000 to 40,000 $275k - $440k total, Long-term
» annual riders $44k - $T0k local &
Extension to Bel Aire BN ¢ oneil Routs Extensions
1, Current Route 201 e

201 Extension ~ =====

e Stops at major activity centers in Bel Aire and stops 2 rrent BouteSi5 e
F dahs < de 202 Extension "ttt

along route for local access. Map shows options for Lo
H H H H 45 St & Woodlawn
exten'dlng the current Wichita Tra.nS|t 201 or 202. -y _‘., S
e Funding - Local match from Bel Aire. g S ‘
e Service every 60 minutes from 5:00am - 7pm on i
weekdays and 6am - 6pm on Saturdays. @
©

-

e Provide additional connections at WSU.

e Ridership Method - 0.5% of all travel flows within Bel
Aire and to northern Wichita zip codes. :

e Cost - Wichita Transit per revenue hour cost to all day
service ($115 per revenue hour).

e Requires new stop infrastructure along route.

i
©
H
g H
37"sta 9
Woodlawn - ----@----

Dillons
E

Q .29"" St & Rock Rd -
Tt St ‘Walmart

0
Stryker Sparts
Complex’

Kar

i
E20h%, Tall Grass
Country Club

: Hamptc
Q 21°'St & Rock Rd - -
Dillons E4IR3,
on Wichita
2000 ft A

Minnsha ©Mapbox © OpenStrzetisp.

—

Evaluation Criteria

Themes Implementation
Supported Ridership Potential Cost Period Support Level
20,000 to 25,000 $300k - $375k total,
12,3 annual riders $48k - $60k local Long-term
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Develop Park-and-Ride Lots on Wichita Fringe

This concept involves creating park-and-ride lots in locations near the end of current Wichita Transit

bus routes along the fringes of the City of Wichita. The goal would be to improve the ease of using

transit for people commuting into Wichita from outlying areas. Commuters would have the option to

park their car near the end of a bus route and ride the bus toward the downtown Wichita transit center, where they could
transfer to another route if needed. On their way home, commuters would then ride the bus in the reverse direction
toward the park-and-ride lot and complete their journey by driving home from the lot.

Park-and-ride lots could be standalone facilities owned and maintained by Wichita Transit, or the transit agency could
enter into an agreement with a property containing a large, underutilized parking lot (e.g. shopping center, place of
worship, etc.) to allow a portion of an existing parking lot to be used by bus commuters.

This alternative would involve no addition of transit service to the Wichita region. The logic is the concept has the
potential to increase ridership on existing routes by increasing fixed route transit accessibility for suburban commuters
who work in Wichita.

o ‘ Key Assumptions
\\ Pak oty — e Existing Wichita Transit fixed route service has spare
Colwich "R | wAm . il capacity to accommodate commuters who might
*@: :[:4]. ¢ choose to use park-and-ride lots
pl T * e Funding from Wichita Transit (lots would be located
/W ( “\ within city limits and benefit the agency through
| \ \] "~ cpe . .
L Wichity  Essiborouo % additional ridership)
i | V- *; — e Ridership method - additional five to ten percent of
r— — — b & . . . .
\ / existing ridership
A _ T McConnell e Cost - Minimal (construction costs or lease costs for
Schulte Oatville \W . .
1/ ¢ *?‘éﬁé;;né‘unwew existing spaces)
3 ‘ T \
’< I \
7 i \
/ Haysville "'u
.:I_J Deyby
* Example park-and-ride location
Evaluation Criteria
Implementation Community Leader
Themes Supported Ridership Potential Cost Period Support
Approx. 2,780 to 2150t 5300. p.er .
1,2 . space total; minimal Medium-term
5,560 annual trips
local cost
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Add to Sedgwick County Transit Hours

For Sedgwick County residents living outside Wichita city limits, Sedgwick County Transportation

(SCT) is typically the only transit option available to the general public (except in Derby and Option
Haysville, which each operate their own intra-community transit service). SCT currently provides 4
inter-community services for people living in outlying areas of Sedgwick County, including service to

destinations in Wichita. The service operates from about 6:00 am to 6:00 p.m. on weekdays.

Adding to SCT’s hours would expand service availability earlier into the morning and/or later into the evening, potentially
making transit more useful for people working non-standard schedules. This alternative would not involve adding new
vehicles, but it would likely require hiring an additional driver(s) to help provide expanded hours of service.

Key Assumptions

e Sedgwick County Transportation is unable to fully meet some of its
demand for transportation due to limited hours

e  Service characteristics remain generally the same as they are
today, except operating hours are extended by 2 hours in the
morning or two hours in the evening

e Funding: Sedgwick County allocates additional funding for local
match; grants may be available help purchase vehicles and/or fund
operations

e Ridership method: extend current first and last hour ridership in .
either direction

e Cost - SCT’s most recently reported cost per passenger in the NTD
(5104.34 per passenger)

Evaluation Criteria

Annual Operating Implementation
Themes Supported Ridership Potential Cost Period Support
Up to 430 trips per $16,000 total, $2,200
1,2,3 additional daily local (per additional Short-term
service hour, annually hour)
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Add to Sedgwick County Transit Capacity

For Sedgwick County residents living outside Wichita city limits, Sedgwick County Transportation
(SCT) is typically the only transit option available to the general public (except in Derby and
Haysville, which each operate their own intra-community transit service). SCT currently provides
inter-community services for people living in outlying areas, including service to destinations in
Wichita. The service operates from about 6:00 am to 6:00 p.m. on weekdays.

Adding to SCT’s capacity would likely require purchasing an additional transit vehicle(s) and hiring an additional driver(s)
to operate them, with the goal being to allow more buses to circulate during service hours. Current service
characteristics, such as hours of operation and service area, would not necessarily change under this alternative. One
significant benefit of this alternative would be an increase in SCT’s ability to accommodate additional ride requests,
particularly during high demand periods during which rides may be declined currently.

Key Assumptions

e Sedgwick County Transportation is unable to fully meet some of
its demand due to limited vehicles and drivers

e  Service characteristics remain generally the same as they are
today

e Funding: Sedgwick County allocates additional funding for local
match; grants may be available help purchase vehicles and/or
fund operations

e Ridership method: estimate that adding 1 vehicle to daily service
could increase ridership by 10 to 20 percent of current levels

e Cost - use SCT’s most recently reported cost per passenger
($104.43 per passenger)

Evaluation Criteria

Annual Operating Implementation
Themes Supported Ridership Potential Cost Period Support
Approx. 275 to 550
trips annually for
each additional
vehicle

Up to $68,000 total,
$9,200 local (per Short-term
additional vehicle)

1,2
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Establish New Community-Based Demand Response Service (Intra-
Community Trips Only)

Two communities within Sedgwick County (Derby and Haysville) currently operate their own demand response transit
service separately from Sedgwick County Transportation (SCT). These services currently supplement SCT’s service to a
degree, as these communities’ transit agencies serve primarily in-town trips versus SCT’s model of providing inter-
community service.

This service alternative would operate nearly identically to the services currently provided by Derby and
Haysville and could be a sensible alternative in rural communities or communities on the Wichita fringe
willing to allocate funding for it. Because the service would offer in-town trips only, this concept would
potentially serve demand that is currently unmet by existing SCT demand response transit.

Option

6A

. edgwic a5
Key Assumptions Ty
— Bentley
e | Furley
Mt Hope
e Service model would best support communities on the \\\ @mr;
Wichita fringe and in outlying rural areas e —~

e Service characteristics similar to Derby Dash and Haysville

Hustle

e Funding - Local match from the community operating the
service; grants may be available to help purchase vehicles

and/or fund operations

Colwich Q\anze Greenwich Bentt

e
T
f } .
< Andovér

i ; ‘-}@
~ e _Wichita e

(o Garden Pia- —wdy
7~

A j¥cConnell
N Are

X . . ‘k”iy) Schulfé'x"”Oa\(v;fIé’ o
e Ridership method - average of Derby Dash and Haysville /,/ o\
Hustle riders per capita // o] \‘\ .
e Cost - Cost per passenger and annual operating costs per ~j/ G
vehicle for Derby Dash ($12.95 per passenger; $68,062 / t)\
annually per vehicle) Aess S gle Peck — H——iuihs
73 |ntra-community
K«) trips
Evaluation Criteria
Annual Operating Implementation
Themes Supported Ridership Potential Cost Period Support
Approx. 0.31'annual §15-$2- per trip (see
trips per capita (see .
. Appendix A for annual .
2 Appendix A for . Medium to long-term
. - estimates by
community-specific .
. community)
estimates)
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Establish New Community-Based Demand Response Service (With
Inter-City Travel Options)

Two communities within Sedgwick County (Derby and e
Haysville) currently operate their own demand response

transit service separately from Sedgwick County

Transportation (SCT). These services currently supplement

SCT’s service to a degree, as these communities offer serve

primarily in-town trips versus SCT’s model of providing inter-
community service.

Sedgwick %

Option
6B

Greenwich

Bentley
Mt Hope

Vallde Center|
|

Bent

Andover

I

o

This service alternative would operate similarly to the existing
services provided by Derby and Haysville, except that it would
also serve trips from the home community to other
communities. Inter-community service could be commingled

shuife - Oatville - | %

Rose Hill

with in-town service (with riders sharing the same vehicles) or

it could be operated with separate vehicle assignments for the A e

two destination types. / Sample Trip
Routes

This alternative may be most sensible to operate in suburban

communities contiguous with Wichita. Such a service could also be provided by a rural or non-contiguous community,
frequent long-distance trips between isolated communities could be difficult with limited resources. For any new service,
a limited service area or service distance from the home community may be defined to maximize resources.

Key Assumptions

e Suburban communities may be most feasible to serve with this type of service, though it could support outlying rural
communities as well

e Service characteristics similar to Derby Dash and Haysville Hustle, except inter-community trips would be offered

e Funding - Local match from the community operating the service; grants may be available to help purchase vehicles
and/or fund operations

e Ridership method - average of Derby Dash, Haysville, Hustle, and SCT riders per capita (combined service) and
average of Derby and Haysville p/us SCT riders per capita (separate service)

e Cost - Cost per passenger and annual operating costs per vehicle for Derby Dash ($12.95 per passenger; $68,062
annually per vehicle)

Evaluation Criteria

Themes Supported Ridership Potential Annual Operating Cost Implementation Period Support
0.21 (commingled) or 0.33 (separate) $15-$20 per trip (see
1,2 annualt.rlps per capita . Appen.d|foor. . Medium to long-term
(see Appendix A for community- community-specific
specific estimates) totals)
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Collaboration with TNCs (Uber/Lyft)

For areas around the Wichita fringe and in outlying rural areas of Sedgwick County, this alternative
involves establishing a relationship with a transportation network company (TNC) such as Uber or Lyft
to provide subsidized rides within a specified service area. Service
would be point to point in nature and would operate similar to a
demand response service, with rides being reserved through a
central dispatcher and the passenger paying a fixed rate subsidized
by the agency sponsoring the TNC program.

The key difference between TNC rides and traditional demand
response service is that TNC programs serve one passenger party at
a time, providing rides in the same manner as if they were
requested directly through the TNC’s app at market rate. Rides can
be requested when needed or reserved in advance.

Such a service would likely be provided by a municipality (similar to

a temporary grant-funded Lyft Concierge program formerly

operated in Park City) or it could be provided as an additional

service from Sedgwick County. The agency offering the program would be responsible for providing the funding to
subsidize rides made through the program. Flat rates for certain ride types can be pre-determined with the TNC.

Key Assumptions

e Service available whenever TNC drivers are available

e Most usefulin rural Sedgwick County and areas on the Wichita fringe where fixed route transit is not feasible
e Funding - subsidies provided by the agency that coordinates the service

e Rides reserved through a central dispatcher employed by the agency coordinating the program

e Ridership method - ridership to population ratio from a portion of Park City’s Lyft Concierge program

e Cost - based on prices for Lyft Concierge trips in Park City ($23 average per trip)

Evaluation Criteria

Annual Operating Implementation
Themes Supported Ridership Potential Cost Period Support
Approx. 0.086 trips per $20-$25 per trip
capita in service area (see Appendix A for §
23 (see Appendix A for annual totals by Short-term
totals by community) community)
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Establish Vanpool Program

Vanpool programs allow for groups of people who work in the same location and have similar

commuting schedules to share a ride in a van, similar to carpooling. Participants in a vanpool Option
typically live near one another or agree to meet at a certain location, at 8
which point a designated member of the vanpool drives everyone to

their work location(s). Vanpools may be especially useful for employees
who live outside the service area of other types of transit options (fixed
route, demand response, etc.) and/or employees whose work schedules
fall outside the local transit agency’s operating hours.

Vanpool programs can be operated by a public transit agency with
eligibility open to anyone with interest. Alternatively, individual o
employers may establish vanpool programs that they offer as a benefit

to their employees. In either case, the cost of a vanpool is typically

subsidized by the organization running the program, with participants

often paying a small amount per month relative to the actual cost of

vanpool operations.

(o)

Although a transit agency may operate its own vanpool program internally, private vanpool companies also offer a
turnkey service that can be implemented essentially as soon as an agency or employer has allocated funding and signs a
contract with a vanpool company.

Key Assumptions

e Enough people with common commute destinations live near each other or have the ability to transport themselves
to a common meeting point

e Funding - Interested employers and/or Sedgwick County subsidize a portion of monthly costs

¢ Ridership method - range of annual vanpool trips per capita for comparable programs in the Des Moines and Kansas
City areas

e Cost - Minimal (employers likely bear the cost)

Evaluation Criteria

Annual Operating Implementation
Themes Supported Ridership Potential Cost Period Support
Approx. 0.061 to $19,200 per pool
1,3 0.211 trips per capita total; minimal local Short-term
in service area cost
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Regional Service Route to El Dorado and Butler Community College

To create inter-regional connections for long distance commutes and Butler Community College, initiate a regional
service route to provide hourly service from downtown Wichita transit center to Andover and El Dorado. Service would be
limited stop between El Dorado, Andover, and the transit center. Operating hours would be coordinated with class
schedules and the pulse time for Wichita routes.

Limited stop service is assumed, which would reflect one to three locations in the adjacent/focus community and the
primary stop in Wichita would be the downtown transit center. There may be an opportunity for a few intermediate stops
at employment centers along the route, however, the number would be limited to keep the travel time more competitive
with auto travel time. The expectation is service would be operated by Wichita Transit; however, funding would include a
share or all of the local match would be provided by the serviced jurisdictions.

Andover and El Dorado Service

e Onestop in Andover at potential park & ride
Andover & Brainerd

location with potential for second stop. ElDorado Express i Option
Stops in El Dorado at Butler Community i 9A
College and in downtown -
El Dorado. Potential intermediate stops at ST
Kellogg Place and VA Medical Centre before et
non-stop service to downtown Wichita E}

. Butler Commun,lty Prospect
Transit Center. Pek Gy eca Towands  Collége

&
EDK

e Funding - Local match from Andover and El
Dorado. Potential funding from Butler
Community College. v e

e Hourly service from 6:00am to 8:00pm to bttt
cover most class times - Weekdays Only : h@ Kellogg Place -

e Ridership Method - 0.5% to 0.75% of E e
commute flows between El Dorado, Andover, i
and Downtown Wichita. , Bos diar

e  Cost - Wichita Transit per revenue hour cost el
for 14 hours of hourly service ($115 per hour). Derby
Requires two vehicles to operate. Waco el

e  Requires new stop infrastructure and

agreements for park & ride lots.

Bel Aire

r
Andover Park & Ride

Lorena Augista \sen

Rose Hill

= [remixi © Mapbox © OpenStreetMap

Evaluation Criteria

Themes
Supported Ridership Potential Cost Implementation Period Support Level
$525Kk - $750k (total),

$84k - $120k (local)

1,2,3 7,000 to 10,000 annual riders Mid to Long-term
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Public and Stakeholder Engagement

During the course of the project, engagement activities included public meetings, stakeholder meetings, and
other opportunities to hear from interested members of the public.

Stakeholder Committee

SWOT Analysis

In its project kickoff meeting, the stakeholders’ committee for the WAMPO Regional Transit Plan conducted a
SWOT exercise. Among other outcomes, this exercise identified perceived travel needs for residents of the
region:

e Some of the largest employers are outside Wichita city limits. Traveling to them by transit is challenging,
e.g. for employees traveling from Derby to work at the Valley Center Amazon facility.

e Asingle contact point between jurisdictions is needed.

e The majority of Bel Aire’s population does not use transit, making it difficult to design a route to serve
those who do.

e InClearwater, 75 percent of the working-age population leaves town every day to work elsewhere. They
cannot afford to live where they work. For seniors, access to medical hubs would be helpful.

e Mulvane residents also would benefit from service geared to commuters, although it is not known what
type of work schedule is typical, and, thus, what type of service would best meet this need.

Stakeholder Surveys

Surveys circulated around the stakeholders’ committee encouraged respondents to expand on what types of
service are most important in their communities. Some of the key takeaways from these surveys include:

e Within the City of Mulvane, there are in-town transportation needs for seniors, low-income residents, and
people with disabilities. Access to work trips outside city limits is also important.

¢ Inthe City of Mount Hope, senior citizens are experiencing a transit gap. Trips both to Wichita and to other
outlying cities would be helpful.

e InBelAire, seniors are similarly most impacted by transit gaps. They often do not have access to Uber,
Lyft, and other smartphone app-based services. In additional to regional trips, there is also a need for trips
within-town, which are not currently available.

e The City of Valley Center has wide-ranging transit needs: within-town, Wichita, and outlying communities
are all important destinations. Seniors regularly complain about the lack of transportation services for
medical and shopping trips.

e InButler County (which includes the WAMPO communities of Andover and Rose Hill) the major transit
needs include medical and grocery trips. The most-impacted group is senoir citizens, although it is also
important to provide general-public service to and from Wichita.
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Pop-Ups

During December 2023 and January 2024, WAMPO staff conducted pop-
up engagement on transportation topics at four different community
events. Visitors to WAMPQ’s table were asked questions about their level
of support for public transit. Approximately 40 people participated; their
responses are summarized below. Overall, they indicated a strong level
of support for transit.

In response to the question, “Would you use public transit if it were
available in your community?” ninety percent of participants answered
yes (Figure 12).

Figure 12. Interestin Using Transit

m Yes mNo

Visitors were also asked: “Would you support increasing local taxes to support adding public transit in your
community?” Ninety-two percent answered affirmatively (Figure 13).

Figure 13. Support for Increasing Local Taxes

mYes mNo

Although the absolute numbers collected were small, it is significant that an overwhelming majority not only
were interested in using transit, but also were willing to pay taxes to add transit.

Public Meetings — February 2024

The first round of public meetings took place on February 20, 2024. There were two in-person meetings in
Goddard and Bel Aire respectively, as well as a midday virtual public meeting held over Zoom. The purpose
was to introduce the public to the study and gather high-level comments.
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Two attendees remarked that they did not use transit themselves at present, but one has a child using transit
and another anticipates that he might need transit in the future. There was a question about funding
mechanisms.

Public Meetings — June 2024

The second round of public meetings similarly took place in Goddard and Bel Aire. The focus at these
meetings was on sharing a high-level overview of the types of service alternatives under consideration.

An attendee at the Goddard meeting had not previously known that Sedgwick County offered transportation
between communities and was interested in using this service in the future.

A former home health nurse noted that it would be good to have more options available for doctors’
appointments and healthy food. She also noted that she works as a nurse case manager for workman’s
compensation, and that it would be great for injured workers to have reliable, affordable, and safe
transportation. Finally, she suggested Webb, Andover Hospital on 21° Street, and the International Rescue
Committee as possible origins/destinations to look at.

A Bel Aire resident commented that she would prefer an extension of Wichita Transit into Bel Aire over a
dedicated local Bel Aire service. She also remarked that future industrial park areas would need public
transportation.

lic Meeting 2 at PathWay Church in Goddard
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Employer Outreach

Employers and economic development groups in the WAMPO area have expressed keen interest in having
more transportation options for their employees. During plan development, outreach to employers included
presentations to the Greater Wichita Partnership and the Regional Economic Area Partnership of South
Central Kansas (REAP).

Greater Wichita Partnership

The consultant team gave an introductory presentation on the study to a meeting of the Greater Wichita
Partnership board in January 2024. The audience was a group of about 20 people representing the Chamber
of Commerce, employers large and small, and the Wichita school district. The group requested that the study
find a way to do more than what is being done right now, and that there be a report-out to the community at
the end of the project.

The Greater Wichita Partnership had been discussing transit because of a Deloitte report on the future of work
in the greater Wichita reason. It identified transit availability as a barrier to talent development and
recommended public transit, employer-sponsored shuttles, or other transportation opportunities. Workshops
with local leaders identified significant interest in improving access into Wichita to aid in attracting new
companies.

A representative of Textron Aviation mentioned that they do not have a transit stop near their biggest facility.
Textron used to run a vanpool service, but it was not effective. A Wichita Transit representative was also
present and said that bus stops near major employers have not attracted the predicted ridership when they
are added.

REAP

In June 2024, the consultant team presented to a meeting of REAP, a council of governments that includes 26
city and county governments as well as businesses, school districts, and colleges. REAP’s purpose is to
provide a unified voice for the region at the state and national level to advance economic prosperity.

Community Questionnaire

After developing a detailed list of potential alternatives, representatives from WAMPO communities were
asked to fill out a questionnaire indicating their level of support for each. The questionnaire received
responses from Bel Aire, Clearwater, Derby, Goddard, Haysville, Mulvane, Rosehill, Butler County, and
Sedgwick County. The responses are summarized in the Appendix.
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