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The following sections describe each service alternative in detail, with metrics assigned to the five evaluation 

criteria.  The alternatives are as follows: 

• Option 1A - Derby Express Service 

• Option1B - Park City and Valley Center Express Service 

• Option 1C - Andover Express Service 

• Option 1D - Garden Plain and Goddard Express Service 

• Option 2A - Extend Wichita Transit Local Service to Derby 

• Option 2B - Extend Wichita Transit Local Service to Haysville 

• Option 2C - Extend Wichita Transit Local Service to Bel Aire 

• Option 3 - Develop Park and Ride Lots on Wichita Fringe 

• Option 4 - Add to Sedgwick County Transportation Hours 

• Option 5 - Add to Sedgwick County Transportation Capacity 

• Option 6A - Establish New Community-Based Demand Response Service (Intra-Community Trips Only) 

• Option 6B - Establish New Community-Based Demand Response Service (with Inter-city Travel Options) 

• Option 7 - Collaboration with TNCs (Uber/Lyft) 

• Option 8 - Establish Vanpool Program 

• Option 9 - Andover to El Dorado Regional Service 
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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, some or all of the local match 

funding would be provided by the served jurisdictions. The logic is the concept provides more benefit to the 

adjacent community than to Wichita and financial support should reflect benefit. 

 
 

Derby Express Service 

• Two stops in Derby at shopping and potential park & 

ride locations. Intermediate stops at Spirit before 

non-stop service to downtown Wichita Transit Center. 

• Funding – Local match from Derby and Wichita. 

• Three morning and three evening trips – Weekdays 

only. 

• Coordinate Transit Center arrival with pulse for other 

routes. 

• Ridership Assumptions – 0.5% to 0.75% of commute 

flows from Derby to Spirit and Downtown Wichita. 

• Cost – Wichita Transit per-revenue-hour cost of AM 

and PM trips: $115 per revenue hour. 

• Requires new stop infrastructure and agreements for 

park & ride lots. 

 

Evaluation Criteria 
Themes Supported Ridership Potential Annual Cost Implementation Period 

1, 3 
9,000 to 14,000 

annual trips 

$144k - $224k total, 

$23k - $36k local 
Medium- to Long-Term 

 

Option 

1A 
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Park City & Valley Center Express 
Service 

• One stop each in Valley 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. 

• Funding – Local match from Valley Center and Park 

City. 

• Two morning and two evening trips – Weekdays Only 

• Coordinate Transit Center arrival with pulse for other 

routes. 

• Ridership Method – 0.5% to 0.75% of commute flows 

from Valley Center and Park City to WSU and 

Downtown Wichita. 

• Cost – Wichita Transit per-revenue-hour cost of AM 

and PM trips: $115 per revenue hour. 

• Requires new stop infrastructure and agreements for 

park & ride lots. 

Evaluation Criteria 
Themes Supported Ridership Potential Annual Cost Implementation Period 

1, 3 
5,000 to 8,000 

annual trips 

$150k - $240k total, 

$24k - $38k local 
Medium- to Long-Term 

 

Andover Express Service 

• One stop in Andover at potential park & ride location. 

Potential intermediate stops at Kellogg Place and VA 

Medical Center before non-stop service to downtown 

Wichita Transit Center. 

• Funding – Local match from Andover. 

• Two morning and two evening trips – Weekdays only. 

• Coordinate Transit Center arrival with pulse for other 

routes. 

• Ridership Assumption – 0.5% to 0.75% of commute 

flows from Andover to Downtown Wichita. 

• Cost – Wichita Transit per-revenue-hour cost of AM 

and PM trips: $115 per revenue hour. 

• Requires new stop infrastructure and agreements for 

park & ride lots. 

Evaluation Criteria 

Themes Supported 

Ridership 

Potential Annual Cost Implementation Period 

1, 3 
4,000 to 6,000 

annual trips 

$140k - $210k total, 

$22k - $34k local 
Medium- to Long-Term 

Option 

1B 

Option 

1C 
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Garden Plain & Goddard 
Express Service 

• One stop in Garden Plain and one in Goddard at 

potential park & ride locations with non-stop service 

to downtown Wichita Transit Center. 

• Funding – Local match from Garden Plain and 

Goddard. 

• Two morning and two evening trips – Weekdays only. 

• Coordinate Transit Center arrival with pulse for other 

routes. 

• Ridership Assumption – 0.5% to 0.75% of commute 

flows from Garden Plain and Goddard to  

Downtown Wichita. 

• Cost – Wichita Transit per-revenue-hour cost of AM 

and PM trips: $115 per revenue hour. 

• Requires new stop infrastructure and agreements for 

park & ride lots. 

Evaluation Criteria 
Themes Supported Ridership Potential Annual Cost Implementation Period 

1, 3 
2,000 to 3,500 

annual trips 

$105k - $184k total, 

$17k - $29k local 
Medium- to Long-Term 

 

  

Option 

1D 
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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 with connections and transfers to other Wichita Transit services. Routes would be extensions of Wichita 

Transit routes and provide similar hours of operation and frequencies. 

Instead of focusing on service to large employment areas, these local routes would provide local neighborhoods in 

adjacent communities more access 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. 

 
 

Extension to Derby 

• 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. 

• Funding – Local match from Derby. 

• Service every 45 minutes from 5 am – 7 pm on 

weekdays and 6 am – 6 pm on Saturdays. 

• Provide additional connections at 47th St & Broadway 

to other Wichita Transit services. 

• Ridership Method – 0.5% to 0.75% of all travel flows 

within Derby and to southern Wichita ZIP codes. 

• Cost – Wichita Transit per-revenue-hour cost of all-

day service: $115 per revenue hour. 

• Requires new stop infrastructure along route. 

 

Evaluation Criteria 
Themes Supported Ridership Potential Annual Cost Implementation Period 

1, 2, 3 
50,000 to 75,000 

annual trips 

$625k - $938k total, 

$100k - $150k local 
Long-Term 

Option 

2A 
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Extension to Haysville 

• 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. 

• Funding – Local match from Haysville. 

• Service every 45 minutes from 5 am – 7 pm on 

weekdays and 6 am – 6 pm on Saturdays. 

• Provide additional connections at 47th St & Broadway 

to other Wichita Transit services. 

• Ridership Assumption – 0.5% to 0.75% of all travel 

flows within Haysville and to southern Wichita ZIP 

codes. 

• Cost – Wichita Transit per revenue hour cost to all day 

service: $115 per revenue hour. 

• Requires new stop infrastructure along route. 

 

Evaluation Criteria 
Themes Supported Ridership Potential Annual Cost Implementation Period 

1, 2, 3 
25,000 to 40,000 

annual trips 

$275k - $440k total, 

$44k - $70k local  
Long-Term 

 

Extension to Bel Aire 

• Stops at major activity centers in Bel Aire and stops 

along route for local access. Map shows options for 

extending the current Wichita Transit Route 201 or 

202. 

• Funding – Local match from Bel Aire. 

• Service every 60 minutes from 5 am – 7 pm on 

weekdays and 6am – 6 pm on Saturdays. 

• Provide additional connections at WSU. 

• Ridership Assumption – 0.5% of all travel flows within 

Bel Aire and to northern Wichita ZIP codes. 

• Cost – Wichita Transit per-revenue-hour cost of all-

day service: $115 per revenue hour. 

• Requires new stop infrastructure along route. 

 

 

Evaluation Criteria 
Themes Supported Ridership Potential Annual Cost Implementation Period 

1, 2, 3 
20,000 to 25,000 

annual trips 

$300k - $375k total, 

$48k - $60k local 
Long-Term 

 

Option 

2B 

Option 

2C 
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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. 

 

Key Assumptions 

• Existing Wichita Transit fixed-route service has spare 

capacity to accommodate commuters who might 

choose to use park-and-ride lots. 

• Funding  - From Wichita Transit (lots would be located 

within city limits and benefit the agency through 

additional ridership). 

• Ridership Assumption – Additional five to ten percent of 

existing ridership. 

• Cost – Minimal (construction costs or lease costs for 

existing spaces).

 

Evaluation Criteria 
Themes Supported Ridership Potential Annual Cost Implementation Period 

1, 2 
 Approx. 2,780 to 

5,560 annual trips 

$150 to $300 per 

space (Construction); 

minimal local cost 

Medium-Term 

  

Option 

3 
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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 of Sedgwick County, including service to 

destinations in Wichita. The service operates from about 6:00 am to 6:00 pm 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 

• Sedgwick County Transportation is unable to fully meet some of its 

demand for transportation due to limited hours. 

• 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. 

• Funding - Sedgwick County allocates additional funding for local 

match; grants may be available to help purchase vehicles and/or 

fund operations. 

• Ridership Assumption - Extend current first and last hour ridership 

in either direction. 

• Cost – SCT’s most recently reported cost per passenger in the NTD: 

$104.34 per passenger. 

Evaluation Criteria 
Themes Supported Ridership Potential Annual Cost Implementation Period 

1, 2, 3 

Up to 430 trips per 

additional daily 

service hour, annually 

$16,000 total, $2,200 

local (per additional 

hour) 

Short-Term 

  

Option 

4 
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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 pm 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 vehicles 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 

• Sedgwick County Transportation is unable to fully meet some of 

its demand due to limited vehicles and drivers. 

• Service characteristics remain generally the same as they are 

today. 

• Funding - Sedgwick County allocates additional funding for local 

match; grants may be available to help purchase vehicles and/or 

fund operations. 

• Ridership Assumption: estimate that adding 1 vehicle to daily 

service could increase ridership by 10 to 20 percent of current 

levels. 

• Cost – Use SCT’s most recently reported cost per passenger: 

$104.43. 

 

Evaluation Criteria 

Themes Supported Ridership Potential Annual Cost 

Implementation 

Period 

1, 2 

Approx. 275 to 550 

trips annually for 

each additional 

vehicle 

Up to $68,000 total, 

$9,200 local (per 

additional vehicle) 

Short-Term 

  

Option 

5 
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Two communities within Sedgwick County (Derby and Haysville) currently operate their own demand-

response transit service separate 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. 

 

Key Assumptions 

• Service model would best support communities on the 

Wichita fringe and in outlying rural areas. 

• Service characteristics similar to Derby Dash and Haysville 

Hustle. 

• Funding – Local match from the community operating the 

service; grants may be available to help purchase vehicles 

and/or fund operations. 

• Ridership Assumption – Average of Derby Dash and Haysville 

Hustle riders per capita. Approx. 0.31 annual trips per capita. 

• 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 Cost Implementation Period 

2 

Approx. 0.31 annual 

trips per capita (see 

Appendix A for 

community-specific 

estimates) 

$15-$20 per trip (see 

Appendix A for annual 

estimates by 

community) 

Medium- to Long-Term 

  

Option 

6A 
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Two communities within Sedgwick County (Derby and 

Haysville) currently operate their own demand response 

transit service separate from Sedgwick County Transportation 

(SCT). These services currently supplement SCT’s service to a 

degree, as these communities primarily offer in-town trips 

versus SCT’s model of providing inter-community service.  

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 

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

it could be operated with separate vehicle assignments for the 

two destination types.  

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 

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

communities as well. 

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

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

and/or fund operations. 

• Ridership method – average of Derby Dash, Haysville, Hustle, and SCT riders per capita (combined service) and 

average of Derby and Haysville plus SCT riders per capita (separate service). 

• 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 Cost Implementation Period 

1, 2 

0.21 (commingled) or 0.33 

(separate) annual trips per capita  

(see Appendix A for community-

specific estimates) 

$15-$20 per trip (see 

Appendix A for 

community-specific 

totals) 

Medium- to Long-Term 

  

Option 

6B 
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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 Transportation. 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 

• Service available whenever TNC drivers are available. 

• Most useful in rural Sedgwick County and areas on the Wichita fringe where fixed route transit is not feasible 

• Funding – Subsidies provided by the agency that coordinates the service. 

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

• Ridership Assumption – Ridership to population ratio from a portion of Park City’s Lyft Concierge program. 

• Cost – Based on prices for Lyft Concierge trips in Park City ($23 average per trip). 

 

Evaluation Criteria 

Themes Supported Ridership Potential Annual Cost 

Implementation 

Period 

2, 3 

Approx. 0.086 trips per 

capita in service area 

(see Appendix A for 

totals by community) 

$20-$25 per trip 

(see Appendix A for 

annual totals by 

community) 

Short-Term 

Option 

7 
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Vanpool programs allow for groups of people who work in a similar location and have similar 
commuting schedules to share a ride in a van, similar to carpooling. Participants in a vanpool 

typically live near one another or agree to meet at a defined location, at 

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. 

As there is a relatively small investment in the service and as there are 

numerous companies providing marketing, vehicles, vehicle service and 

billing services for operations, vanpool can be a cost-effective option 

even on a small scale. Across the Midwest, vanpool programs are 

operated through transit agencies and often in partnership with private 

companies that manage the vehicles, maintenance, insurance, and certain administrative logistics. The Des Moines Area 

Transit Authority (DART) operates approximately 35 vanpools throughout central Iowa. DART vanpools are formed in two 

methods: 

Option 1: Employer In-Kind Participation. In this option, employer participation is limited to providing material to 

employees regarding the program, allowing DART to make presentations about the service during work hours, and 

working with DART to set up employee automatic draws from employee paychecks for each person’s cost of service. Use 

of an employee automatic payroll draw is a consistent practice to ensure smooth financial operation of the program. In 

this option, the cost of the service is borne by the participants.  As the vanpool users are responsible for the entire cost of 

the service (presently approximately $1600 per month) the target group is workers living more than 20 or 25 miles from 

their workplace as the break even for cost will be higher than if an employer of a transit agency provided a subsidy. 

Option 2: Employer subsidized service. In this option, both the employer and vanpool participants enter agreements with 

DART to cover the cost of the service. The level of subsidy by employer across the region varies from employer to 

employer. The in-kind responsibilities listed in Option 1 carry through to this option. In this option, DART requires an 

automatic payroll deduction (which is pre-tax) for vanpool participants and bills participating employers monthly for 

their portion of the overall cost.  

In either of the options, vanpool participants pay all or a majority of the cost of providing the service, which is a benefit of 

the vanpool option. The individual participant cost of service is generally low enough where it is manageable for the rider 

(compared to the cost of fuel and other vehicle costs that may be avoided for the commute trip). By not requiring 

investment by an agency or employer, start-up is made easier in that budgeting cycles do not come into play.  

In Nebraska, the Department of Transportation provides a subsidy to vanpools that that have at least one end of their 

trip in the state, which opens the program to people that either live or work in one of the nearby communities in another 

state, as long as one end of the trip is in Nebraska. The state presently subsidizes each vanpool up to $600 or the 

approximately $1,600 cost. The NDOT contracts all aspects of the service to a private provider (Enterprise is the current 

provider), including marketing, providing vehicles and insurance, maintenance of the vehicles, billing and reporting to 

the NDOT.  

Key Assumptions 
• Enough people with common commute destinations live near each other or have the ability to transport themselves 

to a common meeting point. 

Option 

8 
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• Funding – There is much flexibility. A program entirely funded by the users or interested employers or a public entity 

(including WAMPO) could subsidize a portion of monthly costs. Users are generally responsible for the majority of the 

program cost. 

• Ridership Assumption – Range of annual vanpool trips per capita for comparable programs in the Des Moines and 

Kansas City areas. 

• Cost – Low relative to the cost of a route or other on-demand options. 

 

Evaluation Criteria 
Themes Supported Ridership Potential Annual Cost Implementation Period 

1, 3 

Approx. 0.061 to 

0.211 trips per capita 

in service area 

$19,200 per pool total Short-Term 

 

  



  

 

61 
                     

WWW.WAMPO.ORG 

WAMPO Regional Transit Implementation Plan 

To create inter-regional connections for long-distance commutes and trips to Butler Community College, initiate a 

regional service route to provide hourly service from the 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 include 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, either a share or all of 

the local match funding would be provided by the jurisdictions served. 

 
 

Andover and El Dorado Service 

• One stop in Andover at potential park & ride 

location with potential for second stop. 

Stops in El Dorado at Butler Community 

College and in downtown. 

El Dorado. Potential intermediate stops at 

Kellogg Place and VA Medical Center before 

non-stop service to downtown Wichita 

Transit Center. 

• Funding – Local match from Andover and El 

Dorado. Potential funding from Butler 

Community College. 

• Hourly service from 6 am to 8 pm to cover 

most class times – Weekdays only. 

• Ridership Assumption – 0.5% to 0.75% of 

commute flows between El Dorado, Andover, 

and Downtown Wichita. 

• Cost – Wichita Transit per-revenue-hour cost 

for 14 hours of hourly service: $115 per hour. 

Requires two vehicles to operate. 

• Requires new stop infrastructure and 

agreements for park & ride lots. 

Evaluation Criteria 
Themes Supported Ridership Potential Annual Cost Implementation Period 

1, 2, 3 
7,000 to 10,000 annual 

trips 

$525k - $750k (total), 

$84k - $120k (local) 
Medium- to Long-Term 

 

Option 

9A 
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During the course of the project, engagement activities included public meetings, stakeholder meetings, and 

other opportunities to hear from interested members of the public.  

SWOT Analysis 
In its project kickoff meeting, the stakeholders’ committee for the WAMPO Regional Transit Implementation 

Plan conducted an exercise to identify strengths, opportunities, threats, and weaknesses (SWOT) in the way 

that transit service is currently provided. Among other outcomes, the SWOT exercise identified perceived 

travel needs for residents of the region: 

• 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.  

• A single contact point between jurisdictions is needed.  

• The majority of Bel Aire’s population does not use transit, making it difficult to design a route to serve 

those who do.   

• In Clearwater, 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.  

• 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: 

• 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.  

• In the City of Mount Hope, senior citizens are experiencing a transit gap. Trips both to Wichita and to 

other outlying cities would be helpful. 

• In Bel Aire, 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.   

• 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.  

• In Butler 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 senior citizens, although it is 

also important to provide general-public service to and from Wichita.  
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During December 2023 and January 2024, WAMPO staff conducted pop-

up engagement on transportation topics at eight different community 

events. Visitors to WAMPO’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 14).  

Figure 14. Interest in Using Transit 

 

Visitors were also asked: “Would you support increasing local taxes to support adding public transit in your 

community?” Ninety-two percent answered affirmatively (Figure 15).  

Figure 15. Support for Increasing Local Taxes 

 

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.  

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.  

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 worker’s 

compensation, and that it would be great for injured workers to have reliable, affordable, and safe 

transportation. Finally, she suggested the many medical facilities along Webb Road, Andover Hospital on 21st 

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.  

  

 

Public Meeting 2 at Pathway Church in Goddard 



  

 

65 
                     

WWW.WAMPO.ORG 

WAMPO Regional Transit Implementation Plan 

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 challenge 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.  

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 Appendix B. 
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City Service 
Derby Dash 
Selected operating statistics from the Derby Dash are shown in Table 5.  They show that ridership, 
while dented by the Covid-19 pandemic, has continued to be high for a two-vehicle system.  

Table 5. Derby Dash Operating Statistics, 2018-2022 

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 
Trips 11,013 10,394 7,098 9,289    8,153 

Revenue Miles 27,662 27,361 23,078 26,930 23,919 

Revenue Hours 2,470 2,750 2,505 2,480    2,400 
Source: National Transit Database (NTD) and Derby Dash 

The funding sources for Derby’s operating and capital expenses are shown in Table 6.  Local support 
and fare revenue represent the majority of operating funds, while capital expenses (namely vehicle 
purchases) are primarily federally financed. Data for 2022 were only available as totals.  

Table 6. Derby Dash Expenses by Funding Source, 2018-2021 

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 
Op Fed $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $41,689 $165,162 

Op State $0 $0 $0 $0 

Op Local $60,338 $61,054 $55,437 $60,716 

Op Other $21,986 $17,670 $12,348 $17,906 

Capital Fed $0 $0 $60,000 $0 $0 

Capital State $0 $0 $0 $0 

Capital Local $0 $0 $15,000 $0 

Capital Other $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total $122,324 $118,724 $182,785 $120,311 $165,162 
Source: National Transit Database (NTD). Other includes fare revenue. 

Haysville Hustle 
As Haysville does not yet have records in KDOT’s database or the NTD, operating data is limited. Table 
7 shows the data that is available.  

Table 7. Operating Statistics for Haysville Hustle 

2021 2022 
Ridership 2,168 3,320 
Revenue Miles 9,141 13,303 




